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Abstract 

The pervasiveness of the Internet and its potential to enhance socio-

economic development is no longer questioned, despite some dystopian 

voices in Internet narratives. However, more than twenty years after the 

commercial release of the Internet, access is still poor and the gap between 

those who have access and those who do not, the so-called Digital Divide, is 

still present. Research has shown that developing countries, especially Small 

Island Developing States (SIDS), are the most severely affected in their 

socio-economic development by such lack of connectivity. Additionally, there 

has been some criticism as to the dichotomous approach of the Digital 

Divide, thereby leading to the conceptualisation of Digital Inequality, often 

referred to as the second level Digital Divide. The Digital Inequality approach 

encompasses not only the access issue (Digital Divide) but also the 

differences among formal Internet users and the potential benefits they reap. 

Although there is a growing literature on Digital Inequality in developed 

countries, the phenomenon is almost not investigated at all in developing 

countries and SIDS, which offer unique settings from a socio-economic and 
demographic prospects. 

This research, therefore, proposes to bridge the gap in the literature and 

investigates Digital Inequality in a SIDS environment like Mauritius. Using 

DiMaggio and Hargittai’s Digital Inequality model, this study approaches the 

issue from two angles. The first, from a user perspective, by investigating the 

perception of Mauritian Internet users on the relative differences in access 

and use. The second, by evaluating other major stakeholders' viewpoints on 
the issues of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. 

Such investigation is achieved through a mixed method approach. On one 

hand, quantitative methods, in the form of surveys, are used to gather local 

Internet users’ perception on their Internet use. On the other hand, qualitative 

methods, through semi-structured interviews, are used to gather the views 

and perceptions of major local Internet stakeholders, divided into three 
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categories: The Government of Mauritius; civil society organisations; and 

Internet Service Providers.  

The results of the research provide a unique and holistic understanding of 

the state of Internet, with regard to the Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. 

For example, the study uncovers that in spite of concerted efforts by 

stakeholders to curb the Digital Divide, the rate of Internet penetration is still 

low on the island. From a Digital Inequality perspective, the study reveals 

that while socio-demographic factors such as sex and location have almost 

no impact on Digital Inequality, age and education play an important role in 

determining differences in access and use. The study also reveals the 

different, and sometimes contentious views within and between the 

stakeholders with regard to the two issues, but also when it comes to the 

strategies that need to be implemented to curb the effects of the two 
phenomena.  

This research is conclusive on three main areas. First, it reiterates the 

importance of ongoing research on Digital Divide, especially in developing 

countries and SIDS. Second, the research underlines the specificities of 

SIDS and asserts that Digital Inequality is contextually dependent and needs 

to be researched further in different milieus. Third, from a policy perspective, 

the research uncovers the relevance and importance of having a multi-

stakeholder approach to researching and understanding such phenomena. 

Digital Inequality research is still burgeoning, and although this research fills 

some gaps in the literature, it also uncovers some new avenues for further 

research in three main areas, namely theory, methodology and context. This 

study argues the need for further research and better understanding of the 

theoretical aspects surrounding Digital Inequality to ensure a common 

understanding of the term. From a methodology perspective, this research 

outlines some of the limitations of existing methods and metrics and lays the 

groundwork for more effective methods to research this evolving 

phenomenon. Although this research focuses on Mauritius, it opens the 

doors for similar research to be conducted in other countries facing similar 
challenges.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1.  Background 

It is indisputable that “the Internet has revolutionised the computer and 

communications world like nothing before” (Leiner et al. 2015, para. 1), let 

alone our life. From its early development for military uses to its commercial 

release and the development of the World Wide Web (WWW) in the 1990’s, 

this network of networks has, in such a short span of time, not only affected 

and changed the way we do things, but has inconspicuously had a profound 

impact on the things we do. There is perhaps not a single aspect of modern 

life that is not directly or indirectly linked to the Internet. Castells (2010) 

argues that there is a complex pattern of interaction between technology and 

society. However, in opposition to proponents of the social and technological 

determinism schools of thought, he postulates that neither does technology 

determine society nor does society determine technology; instead, there 

exists a rather complex multi-factorial dialectical interaction between these 
two.  

As a result, the Internet has brought with it a social revolution. It has opened 

the gates to an unprecedented and unparalleled level of interaction and 

communication within and across societies, lowering in its passage the 

physical barriers that prevented such communications in previous 

generations. Despite dystopian discourses that technology is alienating 

people, Rainie and Wellman (2012) describe how this new form of 

communication has brought about the networked individualism; i.e. people 

who are more than ever networked with others, spanning far beyond their 

geographical, social and political spheres, rather than being confined to small 
groups around themselves. 

Since the early days of commercial Internet, Rheingold (Rheingold 1993) 

predicted the potential benefits and opportunities of online (virtual) 

communities and online gaming platforms. Over the years, the Internet has 

opened up new avenues for creating, collaborating and sharing of 
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information. This (r)evolution in the way people create, disseminate, access 

and collaborate has been the catalyst of a new culture—the participatory 

culture (Cacciatore et al. 2012). Jenkins et al. (2009, 21:12) describe the 

participatory culture as creating the conditions for “relatively low barriers to 

artistic expression and civic engagement, strong support for creating and 

sharing creations, and some type of informal mentorship whereby 

experienced participants pass along knowledge to novices”. Hoffman, Lutz 

and Meckel (2015, 1) argue that such participatory uses of the Internet are 

bound to bring about “both group- and individual-level benefits”. In addition, 

Robinson et al. (2015) argue that "those who function better in the digital 

realm and participate more fully in digitally mediated social life enjoy 
advantages over their digitally disadvantaged counterparts". 

The benefits of the Internet are immense and the opportunities for socio-

economic development are boundless, allowing societies to develop and 

enhance their social capital (Wellman et al. 2001; Hooghe and Oser 2015; 

Stern and Adams 2010; Chen 2013; Hargittai 2008a), human capital (Ono 

2005; Hsieh, Rai, and Keil 2010), financial and economic capital (Choi and 

Hoon Yi 2009; Dutta and Bilbao-Osorio 2012; Stiakakis, Kariotellis, and 

Vlachopoulou 2010; Litan and Rivlin 2001) and cultural capital (Thornham 

and McFarlane 2011; Halford and Savage 2010; Hargittai 2008a). In this 

respect, much hope has been placed on the social levelling dimension of the 

Internet (Willis 2006; Wijetunga 2014; Pruijt 2002; Warschauer 2003a; Witte 

and Mannon 2010). Negroponte (1995, quoted in Peter and Valkenburg 

2006, 4) recognises that “digital technology can be a natural force drawing 

people into world harmony” and Gunkel (2003, 2) adds that “IT was routinely 

celebrated for creating a new world of limitless opportunity that was liberated 

from problematic sociocultural determinants, such as race, gender, age, and 

geography”. boyd (2014, 15) contends that the “utopian rhetoric assumes 

that when a particular technology is broadly adopted, it will transform society 

in magnificent ways…”. Indeed, there is a growing literature on Internet (the 

subject), mainly on Information and Communication Technology for 
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Development (ICT4D) and the potential for technology, especially the 

Internet, to help drive development.  

The technology itself evolved with time (Cerf 2004b), with each increment 

further widening the spectrum of possibilities. From the outset, the duo Vint 

Cerf and Bob Kahn developed the basic protocol—Transfer Control Protocol 

(TCP) and Internet Protocol (IP), which would serve as the base for data 

transmission on the Internet (Brown 2009). Cerf (2004a) suggests that the 

characteristics of the IP allowed for different types of data to be transmitted 

over the Internet and also for other services to be layered to the IP. With 

time, the Internet grew from a closed local area network to accommodate 

long distance wireless communication through satellite, and even to use 

mobile cellular network for data transmission, thereby allowing for different 

services to be deployed. Another hallmark of the technological development 

of the Internet was the elaboration of the WWW by Tim Berners-Lee and his 

colleagues at the European Organisation for Nuclear Research (CERN) in 

Switzerland (Berners-Lee and Fischetti 2000). The World Wide Web or Web 

provided a novel, simple, user-friendly graphical user interface (GUI) through 

a browser to display information. Over the years, this static Web would also 

evolve into what Tim O’Reilly (2007) would term as the Web 2.0, allowing for 

more interaction between users (peer to peer) and service providers. Aghaei, 

Nematbakhsh and Farsani (2012, 3) argue that the Web 2.0 is also known as 

the “wisdom web, people-centric web, participative web, and read-write web”, 

which enables people to network more than ever and thereby strengthening 

the participatory culture. 

The bandwidth for data transmission, interchangeably known as Internet 

speed, is yet another significant area of Internet development. At the dawn of 

the Web, the connection speed was merely 56 Kilobits per second (Kbps) 

through a modem and a telephone line, thus the term Dial-up. A 56 Kbps 

transmission meant that 1 Megabyte (MB) of data would take roughly 2.5 

minutes to download under good uninterrupted conditions (Simpson 2016). 

As the Internet evolved from a unidirectional to a more dynamic, multi-

directional, sharing platform, the need for faster transmission and bigger 



Chapter 1: Introduction  
 

 4 

volumes surged and the technology progressed to enable higher Internet 

speed. Today, thanks to high-speed undersea and land optical fibre cables 

linking continents around the world, users can enjoy the Internet at a speed 

of up to 100 Megabits per second (Mbps), allowing for faster and better 

quality multimedia being transmitted at a faster rate. Comparatively, a 1MB of 

data would be downloaded in just 8 seconds with a 1 Mbps Internet 
connection. 

Broadband (high-speed) Internet, further discussed in Chapter 3, even 

became a major tool to achieve global development through the United 

Nations (UN) Millennium Development Goals—a series of eight goals agreed 

by all UN Member States, including the eradication of extreme poverty and 

hunger; achieving universal primary education; promoting gender equality; 

reducing child mortality; improving maternal health; combatting HIV/AIDS, 

malaria and other diseases; ensuring environmental sustainability and lastly 

developing a global partnership for development (Broadband Commission 

2014). Broadband Internet is seen as a major enabler of socio-economic 

development and governments have been investing massively in setting up 
the infrastructure (Dutta and Mia 2011).  

1.2.  Research Problem  

1.2.1. Digital Divide 

In spite of offering undeniable socio-economic advantages, globally, access 

to the Internet is still poor. A recent report from the International 

Telecommunication Union (ITU) suggests that more than half of the world’s 

population do not use the Internet (ITU 2015b). The report further pinpoints 

that non-Internet users are not evenly spread around the globe. Indeed, the 

vast majority of those non-users are unfortunately from developing countries. 

As with other inequalities, the divide between North and South, developed 

and developing countries, is more than ever present in the Internet domain. 

The rate of Internet penetration in developed countries is more than double 

the rate of Internet penetration in developing countries—the Americas and 
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Europe have a much higher Internet penetration rate than other regions of 

Africa, which have the least Internet penetration rate (ITU 2015b).  

This gap between those who have and those who do not have access to the 

Internet—the so-called Digital Divide—is still a fortiori present in 

contemporary societies. Interestingly, the issue of Digital Divide is not a new 

one, with its origin dating back to the early days of Internet commercialisation 

(discussed further in Chapter 2). However, the notion of Digital Divide has 

evolved over time, initially focusing on the basic notion of a dichotomised 

difference in access to the technology, and later expanding to encompass 
other forms of divides.  

In the 1990’s, bridging the Digital Divide became the battle horse of policy 

makers and civil rights activists alike. It was seen as the right opportunity to 

end social cleavages and inequalities once for all. For example, in the United 

States, the Clinton administration made “closing the Digital Divide a major 

public policy goal” (Chakraborty and Bosman 2002, 3). Governments around 

the globe were investing massively in laying the infrastructure and supporting 

access to the Internet and devices.  

Still, inequalities persist. On one hand, global access to the infrastructure 

needed is not even. Sparks (2013, 8) argues that “in general, Internet 

connectivity closely correlate[s] with the per capita gross domestic product: 

more developed countries tended to have higher access than developing 

countries”. On the other hand, even in countries that have a high rate of 

Internet penetration, there are still deep schisms in these societies. 

Warschauer (2003b) explains that the technological deterministic mind-set of 

governments and philanthropists alike to provide technology to populations 

and hoping to solve “social ills” proved pointless mainly because the social 

contexts were not taken into account. Barzilai-Nahon (2006), in a similar 

manner, castigates the overly simplistic view of the Digital Divide and the 

technological deterministic perspective adopted by policy makers, and 

argues that the focus has been too much on inter-country differences rather 

than on the deep schism at national, regional and individual level. Pena-

Lopez (2009, 404) explains that the reasons behind such ‘inefficient’ 
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measurement of the Digital Divide is either due to “a specific and applied 

purpose that fits the general goals of the fostering organisation” or indices 

that are “adapted to the availability of data, reverting to the use of proxies or 

soft data—in the best of cases, or the exclusion of variables in the worst 
ones—potentially relevant to the subject to be measured”. 

1.2.2. Digital Inequality  

In response to the political and theoretical imbroglio concerning the Digital 

Divide and the fact that providing access to the Internet did not yield the 

expected outcomes, several authors presented new paradigms to investigate 

and understand the issue (discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2). These 

paradigms, although sometimes divergent, offer contemporary perspectives 

on the issue, especially as the Internet and societies evolve. The core of 

these frameworks resides in the rejection of the over-simplistic Digital Divide 

measure and builds upon the core metric of access and use to offer different 

understandings of the issue. Chapter 2 explores in greater detail some of 

these paradigms and discusses the pertinence of DiMaggio and Hargittai’s 
model as a basis to research Digital Inequality. 

The Digital Inequality framework coined by DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001) 

has been widely received as a hallmark in understanding the Internet and the 

underlying forces impeding the socio-economic development of nations and 

individuals alike. The pair argue that there is a mismatch between access 

and use; a claim supported by studies carried out in the United States 

showing that firstly, “more people have access to the Internet than use it” and 

secondly, even though households have access to the Internet, there are 

differences in the way family members use the Internet—teenagers would 

use the Internet more than their parents (DiMaggio and Hargittai 2001, 4). 

These would be the premise of the formulation of the Digital Inequality 

framework/model comprising of five dimensions of inequality: inequality in 

technical apparatus; inequality in autonomy of use; inequality in skill; 

inequality in social support; and inequality in purpose of use (DiMaggio and 

Hargittai 2001). The model, as well as the variations brought by other 
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authors, is further discussed in Chapter 2 and the rationale for using this 

method to investigate Digital Inequality is justified.  

The notion of Digital Inequality is, however, not limited to the dimensions of 

inequality but also to the socio-demographic variables that impact on these 

dimensions. These underlying forces offer singular insights on the causes or 

the determinants of the inequalities. With each nation having its 

specifications, challenges and social uniqueness, it is important to 

understand the nature of the determinants of Digital Inequality, especially 

with societies constantly evolving and entangled in the globalisation 

phenomenon. Ono and Zavodny (2005) argue that the underlying forces of 

Digital Inequality cannot be generalised to all societies and that it is 

imperative to understand the issue from different contexts. For example, 

research on Digital Inequality in the United States showed that race (Afro-

Americans/White/Hispanic) has a significant impact on Digital Inequality, with 

the ‘Afro-Americans’ and ‘Hispanic’ perceived as being socially and 

economically disadvantaged (DiMaggio et al. 2001), but that such factor 

would not be present in other societies. Gender is yet another variable which 

profoundly impacts upon the adoption and use of Internet. Globally, gender 

inequality is still an issue, especially in developing countries, with women not 

having the same opportunities as men in exploiting the benefits of the 

Internet (ITU 2015b). On another note, within some countries, there are deep 

schism between rural and urban areas (Park 2015) with the quality of life and 

access to infrastructures being dissymmetric. Consequently, it is imperative 

to research further Digital Inequality in different contexts and also to 
understand the manifestations, effects and causes in various contexts.  

1.2.3. Developing Countries and Small Island Developing States  

There is a plethora of research and monitoring on the global Digital Divide. 

Developing countries and Small Island Developing States (SIDS) are the 

most affected by the Digital Divide, so much so that Straumann and Graham 

(2016) have termed these dark spots of disconnection “The Archipelago of 

Disconnection”, as shown in Figure 1.1. However, as Internet penetration 
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increases, these societies offer new settings to explore and expand the 

research in Digital Inequality.  

There is a dearth of research on Digital Inequality in such contexts. Indeed, 

much of the research on Digital Inequality has been carried out in developed 

countries. Initially, research on Digital Inequality focused on western 

societies and it is only recently that there has been a move to investigate this 

phenomenon in Asian countries. Goggin and Mc Lelland (2008), in an 

attempt to push for the internationalisation of Internet studies, argue that for 

too long, research on Internet studies has been too western-centric and that 

other societies offer altogether different interesting settings to understand 
issues differently.  

 

Figure 1.1: Archipelago of Disconnection (Adapted from Straumann and Graham 2016) 

There is a growing literature in Internet studies in Asia, especially in China, 

Korea and Japan. However, research in Internet studies on the African 

continent, and especially on SIDS, is almost non-existent. As at the onset of 

this research project, the only known major research being carried out in 

Digital Inequality on the African continent was that initiated by the Oxford 
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Internet Institute (OII) in Eastern mainland Africa.  

As the name suggests, SIDS are a group of 39 developing island states (see 

Appendix A for the full list of SIDS countries) spreading over three 

geographical regions: the Caribbean; the Pacific and the Atlantic; Indian 

Ocean, Mediterranean and South China Sea (AIMS), that face “specific 

social, economic and environmental vulnerabilities” (United Nations-OHRLLS 

2011, 1). These islands have particular challenges with regard to their socio-

economic development due: to their small size—they cannot compete 

because of economies of scale; their remoteness—making communication 

and infrastructural development expensive; to being highly prone to natural 

disasters; and being highly vulnerable to external political and economic 

forces beyond their control (Briguglio 1995). However, they do offer some 

advantages, whereby their small size allows for some faster inland 

infrastructural development. These singular contexts have not been 

researched and very little is known on the issue of Digital Inequality in such 

milieus.  

Therefore, this research sets out to bridge the gap in the literature by 

exploring the case of Mauritius—a Small Island Developing State off the east 

coast of Africa. The case of Mauritius is justified because it provides a unique 

and interesting setting for two reasons. Firstly, it is an African country and is, 

thus, subjected to the same economic and infrastructural incentives and aids 

provided to African countries for development. Secondly, Mauritius is a small 

island and albeit not having the same geographical limitations of mainland 

African countries, it does share some of the challenges and characteristics of 

Small Island Developing States (SIDS). Moreover, since the early 2000’s, the 

country has positioned itself to make ICT and ICT-related services a major 
pillar of its economy (PWC 2007)—as discussed further in Chapter 3.  

1.2.4. Multi-Stakeholder Perspective  

Digital Divide and Digital Inequality are complex multi-factorial issues, with 

deep roots in different domains of the society and the issue is further 
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compounded by the many and sometimes opposing parties having somehow 

divergent interests. Most research carried out on Digital Inequality 

investigated mainly the user perspective or the policy perspective. There are 

limitations in looking at a particular issue from a single sided view, especially 

from users when they do not have control over the infrastructure, the cost 

and the services available to them. Conversely, from a government or an ISP 

perspective, the argument is to strike the right balance between investment, 

return and the benefits to the nation, and not necessarily in the best interest 

of individual users or organisations. It is believed that to get a clearer and 

more holistic understanding of the Digital Inequality issue, it is important to 

understand the phenomena from each of the various stakeholders’ angle. 

This research, therefore, proposes to identify the main stakeholders of the 

Internet ecosystem in Mauritius and to investigate their views on the issue of 

Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. These stakeholders would be primarily 

the users, the government, Internet Service Providers and civil society 

organisations that have a stake and are working towards the development of 
the Internet. 

1.3.  Objectives  

This research brings together the four notions outlined thus far. First, the 

Digital Divide as a premise to investigate and understand the current 

situation with regard to Internet penetration and evolution. Second, Digital 

Inequality as the central contemporary issue to investigate its manifestations 

and the underlying forces affecting the socio-economic development of a 

nation. Third, the setting of a Small Island Developing State where there are 

still unanswered questions as to the evolution of Digital Divide, the 

determinants of Digital Inequality in such developing country settings and the 

impact of stakeholders on the issue. Lastly, a multi-stakeholder perspective 

on the matter rather than a single-sided focus. The aim of this study is to 

research and investigate the issue of Digital Inequality in a developing 

country like Mauritius. This will be achieved through the following four 
objectives: 
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1. To develop a clear understanding of the term Digital Inequality. 

The rationale is to bring together the different definitions and perspectives of 

the concept of Digital Inequality to provide a theoretical basis upon which to 

build the research. One of the problems of Digital Inequality is the 

nonexistence of a single universal definition of the term. Moreover, the Digital 

Divide is inalienable to the Digital Inequality issue and, therefore, this 

objective attempts at reconciling these two terms and laying the theoretical 

basis to support the research.  

2. To investigate the diffusion of Internet among the Mauritian population 

since its mainstream dissemination and to explore the current state of 
affairs. 

The issues of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality are interrelated, and to 

better understand the ramifications of Digital Inequality, it is important to have 

a deep understanding of the Digital Divide in the society under investigation. 

Subsequently, one of the objectives is to review the diffusion and the 

evolution of the Internet in Mauritius and explore further the situation with 
regard to some of the fundamental aspects of Internet penetration.  

However, it is to be noted that, in general, research in Digital Divide (OII, 

Pew and World Internet Project) undertakes further investigations on the 

underlying issues and reasons of non-adoption of the technology by the 

population. Although, it is understandable that similar recourse would have 

been beneficial in understanding the issue further, there has been a 

deliberate and pragmatic choice to avoid such investigation mainly to keep 

this project within the Digital Inequality focus and more manageable.  

Instead, the discussion surrounding Digital Divide will be based mainly on a 

review of existing literature, namely publicly available reports from the 

Mauritian Government (Statistics Mauritius, National Computer Board, ICTA) 

and International Organisations (ITU, World Economic Forum, World Bank).  
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3. To identify the main causes and determinants of Digital Inequality in 

the Mauritian society. 

Through the use of quantitative methods, this study explores the issue of 

Digital Inequality from a user perspective. The study investigates the 

existence of Digital Inequality in Mauritius and identifies the socio-
demographic determinants of such inequality. 

4. To situate governmental and non-governmental initiatives in relation to 
Digital Inequality on the island.  

To get a holistic view on Digital Inequality, the study uses qualitative methods 

to investigate other stakeholders’ view on the issue. This study, therefore, 

attempts at understanding Digital Inequality from the perspective of the 
government, ISP’s and civil society organisations. 

1.4.  Significance 

In line with the gap in the literature, the research objectives and the 

methodology chosen, the significance of this study is threefold. Firstly, from a 

theoretical standpoint, the research will not only add to the growing literature 

on Digital Divide and Digital Inequality but will more specifically address the 

need for a different perspective on the issue—that of a SIDS context. The 

notion of Digital Inequality is very much westernised, and although there is 

some research on the Asian continent, there is almost no such research to 

date on African or Small Island Developing States. This study will, in so 

doing, lay the foundation upon which to build future studies such as 

comparative studies between different contexts, and deepen the 

understanding of the Digital Inequality phenomenon. As Dutton (2013) 

claims, we are only at the dawn of Internet studies research and the scope of 
such research is vast. 

Secondly, from a practical and policy standpoint, this research will be 

significant primarily to stakeholders of the Mauritian ecosystem. The 

research aims at bringing together existing data to provide a comprehensive 
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narrative of the evolution and development of the Internet on the island. This 

study will also help understand the determinants of Digital Inequality in 

Mauritius. This will be a significant development in understanding the Internet 

landscape of the island and serve as a primary tool for policy makers and 

other stakeholders, such as, potential investors, ISP and civil society 

organisations. It is expected that the results of the study will offer 

governmental bodies better insight to setup or re-align strategies for the 

development of Internet in Mauritius. By extrapolation, the study will also 

enable other developing nations, in particular Small Island Developing States 

or any other country sharing some commonalities with the island, to learn 

from the Internet development and underlying forces of Digital Inequality in 
order to better steer their development initiatives. 

Thirdly, this research will add to the existing literature on Digital Inequality 

and will address the lack of such research in developing nations, especially 

Sub-Saharan African countries and Small Island Developing States. Both the 

theoretical and policy findings will consolidate and improve the existing thin 
literature in SIDS, but also lay the foundation for further work in the field. 

1.5.  Structure of the Thesis 

This thesis is organised into eight chapters as follows, each aimed at 

providing an in-depth insight into the phases of the study. The following 

outlines each of the chapters.  

Chapter 1, Introduction, sets out the scene of the study and starts by 

situating the research in relation to the utopian discourse of the Internet. It 

looks at the current situation regarding the development of the Internet in 

societies, with a particular emphasis on developing economies. 

Subsequently, the introduction discusses the four guiding themes of this 

research: Digital Divide; Digital Inequality; Small Island Developing States; 

and multi-stakeholder perspective before outlining the research objectives. 

The introduction closes by discussing the significance of the research and 
the structure of the thesis.  
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Chapter 2, Theories of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality, is a literature 

review of the theories surrounding these two phenomena. The aim of the 

chapter is twofold: firstly, to situate the relevant issues within the broad area 

of research, and secondly, to provide a working definition of the two 

phenomena discussed in this thesis. As such, the section on Digital Divide 

reviews the evolution of the phenomenon over time before providing a 

working definition for this study. The criticisms surrounding the topic will also 

be discussed, thereby providing the rationale for a shift towards Digital 

Inequality. Similarly, the section on Digital Inequality attempts at providing a 

working definition of the term before reviewing the relevant models 

developed so far. It further evaluates and justifies the chosen model for this 
research. 

Chapter 3, Mauritius and the Internet, firstly provides the background of the 

research context. Reviewing existing literature, it provides an overview of the 

socio-economic development of the island since the first settlement and, and 

its economic ambition. Secondly, the chapter investigates the evolution of the 

Internet in Mauritius from its first commercial launch in 1997 to provide an 
understanding of the evolution of Digital Divide in this particular context.  

Chapter 4, Methodology, outlines the methodology used to approach this 

research. After describing and justifying the use of Mixed Method approach, 

the chapter focuses on the quantitative and qualitative methods used. From a 

quantitative methods angle, a section is devoted to explaining and describing 

the utilisation of an online survey to gather data on Internet use amongst the 

Mauritian population. Furthermore, the section on quantitative methods 

describes the process of questionnaire design, pre-testing and distribution, 

before detailing the results of the reliability and validity tests carried out on 

the survey responses. As for the qualitative methods used, Chapter 4 

outlines the rationale behind the selection of the interviewees, before 

explaining the interview process and the techniques used for analysing the 

data gathered. Finally, the chapter discusses the ethical consideration and 
the data storage requirements for conducting this research.  
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Chapter 5, Quantitative Findings, details the results of the survey carried out 

by the Mauritian Internet users. The first part of the chapter, using tables and 

figures, presents the descriptive statistics of the responses, including the 

demographics distribution of the respondents as well as the frequencies of 

the answers around the five dimensions of Digital Inequality. The second part 

of the chapter provides the results of the inferential analysis carried out on 

the answers to determine the differences, if any, within the various groups of 

users, and also conducts an exploratory factor analysis and regression 

analysis to understand the underlying forces driving Digital Inequality in 

Mauritius.  

Building on the results presented in the previous chapter, Chapter 6, 

Quantitative Discussion, discusses the major findings of the survey with 

respect to Digital Inequality. Starting with a discussion on the demographic 

distribution obtained from the survey, the chapter looks into each of the five 

dimensions of Digital Inequality and discusses the findings with regard to the 

differences within each of the groups (demographics) of Internet users. The 

chapter also discusses the results of the inferential analysis and its impact on 
understanding Digital Inequality in Mauritius.  

Chapter 7, Qualitative Discussion, presents and discusses the findings of the 

interviews conducted with key stakeholders of the Mauritian Internet 

ecosystem. The chapter is structured around the three categories of 

stakeholders and looks into each stakeholder’s perception of the issues of 

Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. Thereafter, the chapter undertakes a 

cross-stakeholder analysis and unveils the similarities and differences in the 

stakeholder’s perception of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. This is 

particularly relevant to the discussion as it provides the perceptions of the 
policy makers and civil society on the issues and their strategies.  

Chapter 8, Conclusion, presents a summary of the key findings in line with 

the questions set in this research. It also discusses the limitations of the 

study from a theoretical, methodological and analytical angle. Lastly, it 

discusses future research that can unfold from the bases laid out in this 
research project.
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Chapter 2: Theories of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality  

2.1.  Introduction  

This chapter aims at providing an understanding of the Digital Divide and 

Digital Inequality phenomena by reviewing relevant research carried out on 

the respective topics over the years. The first section, Digital Divide, focuses 

on the historical perspective of the issue, allowing for the formulation of a 

working definition of the term used throughout this thesis. It will also briefly 

discuss the measurement of the Digital Divide and the current state of affairs 

before considering the criticism surrounding such endeavour, leading to the 

formulation of the Digital Inequality paradigm. 

The subsequent section, Digital Inequality, starts by situating the birth of the 

term amidst the debate and criticism of the Digital Divide, and further justifies 

the importance and relevance of investigating Digital Inequality. Likewise, the 

section on Digital Inequality reviews the different authors’ perspectives on the 

issue and undertakes the formulation of a working definition of the term. This 

section further highlights the various models of Digital Inequality before 

justifying the use of DiMaggio and Hargittai’s (2001) model as best suited for 

this study. Lastly, the chapter outlines the determinants of Digital Inequality in 
various studies and the need to explore this issue further.  

This chapter should, thus, enable a clearer understanding of the two 

phenomena and additionally provide the theoretical framework to justify and 

support this research. It will also provide the working definition of key terms 
used throughout this thesis.  

2.2.  Digital Divide  

2.2.1. Digital Divide—a Historical Perspective  

Since its inception, the term Digital Divide has been used to define, broadly, 

the antipodes of technology adoption in societies, and more recently that of 
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the Internet. Over the last two decades, scholars, politicians and institutions 

have been debating the notion of Digital Divide with the aim to (or "intending 

to") understand, measure and solve the issue albeit with different and 

somehow divergent perspectives at times. So much so that van Dijk (2006, 

222) states, “the term digital divide has caused probably more confusion than 

clarification.” 

Even the origin of the term is highly debated (Gunkel 2003) and its exact 

source is hard to pinpoint. Larry Irving, Assistant Secretary of the Department 

of Commerce for the Clinton Administration, is often cited as being among 

the first to coin the term (Cilan, Bolat, and Coşkun 2009). Conversely, 

Warschauer (2010b, 2) attributes the first usage of the term in 1995 and 

1996 to New York Times journalist Gary Andrew Poole, noting that the term 

was then taken up by Al Gore and Bill Clinton in a speech in Tennessee in 

1996. However, it is commonly accepted that it is the US National 

Telecommunication and Information Administration (NTIA) that was the first 

to formalise the term. 

Indeed, since 1995, the NTIA has been gathering data on telephone and 

computer usage in the United States, focusing mainly on the disparity 

between those who had access to the services (the “haves”) and those who 

did not (the “have-nots”) (NTIA 1995). It is only in 1998 that an update of the 

original report explicitly mentioned the term ‘Digital Divide’, yet without 

providing a precise definition. It states, “in fact, the ‘digital divide’ between 

certain groups of Americans has increased between 1994 and 1997 so that 

there is now an even greater disparity in penetration levels among some 

groups” (NTIA 1998, para. 7). In spite of the debate over the origins of the 

term, it is clear that it is from 1995 onwards that the term has gained in 
popularity in the spheres of academia and policy makers. 

2.2.2. Defining the Digital Divide 

Similarly, a single universal definition of the term is hard to pinpoint. With the 

evolution of research in technology and society, it became apparent that with 
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the lack of a proper standardised definition, different authors would have 

different meanings for the term. Bornman (2015, 267) acknowledges that 

Digital Divide is a polysemous term. Undeniably, this lack of one definition for 

all resulted in further confusion around the term, whereby various scholars, 

institutions and governments have each attempted to define the term based 

on their own perspective. 

At the grass-roots level, it is agreed that when referring to a ‘divide’, 

reference is made to a gap or the inequalities between two things 

(Warschauer 2010). However, in the case of Digital Divide, there has been 

few or almost no consensus as to what differences or dichotomies are taken 

as the basis for defining the Digital Divide. Gunkel (2003) gives compelling 

evidence that the term has been used to describe almost any gap in 

technology; from Al Gore's educational gap to Steward's more technical use 

of the term to describe the difference between Time Division Multiple Access 
(TDMA) and Code Division Multiple Access (CDMA). 

Nonetheless, it is clear that the definition used by the NTIA in 1999 refers to 

the gap in user access to the technology. As such, the NTIA (1999, pt. I), in 

its ‘Falling through the net II’ report, states that “the data reveal that the 

digital divide—the disparities in access to telephones, personal computers 

(PCs), and the Internet across certain demographic groups—still exists and, 

in many cases, has widened significantly”. 

Since the primary focus of the NTIA at that time was on gathering data on the 

rate of telephone uptake by the population, ‘access' evidently meant 

ownership of the devices used to access the Internet. Consequently, the 

early definition of the Digital Divide would focus on the ownership of the 

technologies to access the Internet. As mentioned by DiMaggio et al. (2004, 

8) “the view of the ‘Digital Divide’ as a gap between people with and without 

Internet access was natural at the onset of diffusion…". Such representation 

is also greatly due to the NTIA's policy of ensuring full penetration of 
technologies in American households (DiMaggio et al. 2004). 
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As the Internet became ubiquitous, people started to have access to the 

Internet at various locations such as schools, work or public areas, and the 

meaning of access, as in ownership, no more held the line (Harambam, 

Aupers, and Houtman 2012). Building on the NTIA’s definition, the 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) went 

further and defined the Digital Divide as being  

the gap between individuals, households, businesses and geographic 
areas at different socio-economic levels with regard to both to their 
opportunities to access information and communication technologies 
(ICTs) and to their use of the Internet for a wide variety of activities. 
(OECD 2001, 6) 

The OECD, thus, shifted the focus from a mere technological ownership 

dichotomy to encompass the ‘usage’ aspect of the divide. Various authors 

(Ono 2005; Sparks 2013; Balaban, Cilan, and Kaba 2010; Grazzi and 

Vergara 2008; M. R. Hanafizadeh, Saghaei, and Hanafizadeh 2009; Cuervo 

and Menendez 2005; Husing and Selhofer 2004) and institutions (ITU 2010b) 

alike have adopted the OECD’s definition when referring to the Digital Divide. 

The definition proposed by the OECD brings together some of the key 

elements of Internet access. It encompasses a wider scope of disparities, 

both at the individual level and global level; at various socio-economic 

levels—i.e. the difference between the rich and the poor; and moves beyond 

ownership to adopt opportunities to access and use. On a global scale, 

Norris (2000; 2001) drew attention to a cross-national Digital Divide and the 
resulting growing disparities between rich countries and poorer ones. 

The definition of the term is perpetually evolving, and although it is hard to 

pinpoint a specific definition, it is clear that today the Digital Divide refers 

primarily to the gap in ‘access' and ‘use' of the technology and, in particular, 

the Internet. Although some of the definitions brought forward are more 

complex and encompass many factors, this research uses a rather simplistic 

definition of the Digital Divide, that is, the difference between those who have 

access to the technology and those who do not. The rationale behind such 

conscious simplistic move is to enable a distinct identification and to better 
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situate each phenomenon in relation to the other. With the evolution of the 

Internet and the progress in Digital Divide understanding, there is an 

increasingly nuanced and blurred intersection between these two concepts. 

Since the scope of this study is to explore Digital Inequality, it was natural to 

provide a definition of Digital Divide that would allow for the exploration of 

Digital Inequality and not overshadow the latter.  

2.2.3. The Evolution and Measurement of the Digital Divide  

Pena-Lopez (2009, 32), in his thesis, pointed out that "the different 

approaches to model and measure the Information Society have determined 

what is meant by the concept of access to Information and Communication 

Technologies and digital development". He detailed and analysed no less 

than 55 models, each with a set of indicators that aim at measuring the 

Information Society. Although the accuracy and methodologies used in some 

models can be criticised, as discussed further in the next section, Pena-

Lopez (2009, 299) recognised that each of the metrics served “specific 

purposes and, quite often, serve this purposes quite well”. Consequently, the 

measurements provide insightful observations on the development of Internet 
over the years.  

The ITU, amongst others, developed indicators for measuring the state and 

progress of the development of Internet globally. As the Internet evolved, the 

indicators used to measure the information societies also changed to adapt 

to the new perspective. The ITU used the ICT Diffusion Index until 2006. 

After this time, the ITU developed the Digital Opportunity Index (DOI) (ITU 

2005b) for three years between 2004 and 2006. The focus of the Digital 

Opportunity Index (DOI) relied mainly on three clusters of variables: 

opportunity; infrastructure; and use (James 2007). Later, the ITU would adopt 
the ICT Development Index (IDI).  

The latest statistics from the ITU (2015a) show that Internet connectivity has 

been on a constant rise over the last fourteen years, with roughly 43.4% of 

the world’s population using the Internet in 2015, as shown Figure 2.1. 
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However, there is a stark contrast with regard to the spread between 

developed and developing countries, with the rate of Internet penetration in 

developed countries reaching an estimated 82.2% in 2015 while that in 

developing countries was only at 35.3%. These figures show clearly the deep 

schism between developed and developing countries. More importantly, the 

numbers show that over the last years, the gap has remained more or less 

constant, suggesting that although connectivity is on the rise, the Digital 
Divide is more than ever present.  

 

Figure 2.1: Individuals Using the Internet per 100 Inhabitants Worldwide (Source: ITU 2015a) 

This analysis is supported by the ITU’s (2015b) Measuring the Information 

Society Report 2015, which uses the ICT development Index (IDI) to 

measure ICT and particularly Internet development worldwide. The report 

suggests that all countries have progressed and have higher IDI scores in 

2015 than in previous years. Nonetheless, the report also comments "that 

there continues to be great differences in the levels of ICT development 
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between countries and regions around the world" (ITU 2015b). The IDI uses 

11 indicators divided into three sub-indices, namely ICT Access (5 indices) 

weighting 40%, ICT Use (3 indices) weighting 40% and ICT Skill (3 indices) 
weighting 20%. 

Although the IDI provides a rather general view of the development of 

Internet at a global level, Bruno et al. (2011, 13), assessing the indices used 

in the IDI and the ICT-OI, warn that “both indexes are strongly correlated with 

gross domestic product", whereby countries with lower GDP are at the 

bottom of the ranking and vice versa. They further argue that the approach of 

the measurements are highly “reductionistic” and overemphasised 

technological access and use, to the detriment of other “socio-economic, 

political, cultural and social factors”(Bruno et al. 2011, 27).  

2.2.4. Criticism of the Digital Divide Approach and Measurements 

Barzilai-Nahon (2006) argues that determining the degree of connectivity of a 

country just by measuring access and infrastructure is too simplistic because 

there are other factors influencing the adoption of Internet by a particular 

population. James (2007), Bucy (1999), Bruno et al. (2011), van Dijk (2006), 

Mossberger, Tolbert, and Stansbury (2003), Barzilai-Nahon (2006), amongst 

others, also dispute the effectiveness and efficiency of the measurement of 

the Digital Divide and the picture it gives of ICT, more specifically Internet 

take-up and use by nations. 

Mossberger, Tolbert, and Stansbury (2003), criticising the actual digital divide 

concept, advocate a more holistic approach and suggest that the issue 

should be seen not only as an access divide but as an aggregation of four 

different divides: the access divide; the skills divide; the economic 

opportunity divide; and the democratic divide. This approach recognises the 

importance of the skills users need, as well as the economic opportunity that 

needs to be set up for the population to take full advantage of the technology. 

The researchers further add the democratic issue of information access in a 
world profoundly marked by censorship. 
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Along the same line of thought, DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001) argue that the 

drive to bridge the Digital Divide has created in its passage another form of 

inequality, not in access but in the use and benefit people make of the 

technologies, which would turn out to be the founding stone of the concept of 

Digital Inequality. It is important to state that proponents of the Digital 

Inequality do acknowledge the importance and ramifications of the Digital 

Divide issue (DiMaggio and Hargittai 2001); they salute the continuous effort 

made to provide access to technology, but argue that solving the access 

problem only does not bring about the expected result. It is time to move 

forward and cater for the divide-cum-inequality that is building up within the 

technology user community and impeding the socio-economic development 

of individuals and nations alike. Katz and Gonzales (2016, 238) argue that 

DiMaggio and Hargittai “were among the first to suggest that the ‘digital 

divide’ was not binary, but rather consisted of multiple dimensions of 

inequality related to technical concerns, autonomous use, range of uses, 
support networks, and personal skills”. 

2.3.   Digital Inequality  

2.3.1. Defining Digital Inequality  

Since the Digital Inequality and the Digital Divide phenomenon are closely 

connected, with both looking at the use of Internet, it was almost natural that 

the earliest definition of Digital Inequality be strongly related to the Digital 

Divide issue. As such, DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001, 2) define Digital 

Inequality more as a comparison to Digital Divide and commented that, 

whereas the Digital Divide focuses on the “difference between those who 

have and those who do not have access to the Internet", the Digital Inequality 

refers “not just to differences in access but also to inequality among persons 

with formal access to the Internet”. Ono and Zavodny (2007, 1136) also 

adopted this definition of Digital Inequality and further added that these 

differences “persists both across countries and across certain socio-
economic and demographic groups within countries.”  
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While there are some differences in the form of the above definitions, there 

are nonetheless two central themes in the definition of Digital Inequality. 

Firstly, the shift from the dichotomous and quantitative aspects of access 

(Digital Divide) to a more qualitative nature (differences in access or the 

types of access as discussed further). Secondly, more emphasis on the uses 

people make of the Internet (Internet users) and as such, by proxy, the 

benefits they derive from it. The following section looks at these two themes 
more closely.  

2.3.1.1. Defining Access 

DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001) warn that the use of the word ‘access’ in 

relation to both the Digital Divide and Digital Inequality phenomena has 

caused confusion and it is imperative to understand and clarify its meaning 

before embarking on any discussion on access. They argue that the word 

‘access’ is used by some authors to define the physical access to the 

technology, whereas others use it to describe the utilisation of the technology 

(DiMaggio and Hargittai 2001). Such ambiguity can lead to confusion in the 

Digital Inequality discourse as ‘access to technology', denoting the physical 

access to technology, is different to ‘access to technology' which implies the 

utilisation of the technology. The authors support this claim by quoting 

research by the National Telecommunication and Information Administration 

(NTIA) demonstrating that people having physical access to the technology 

do not necessarily use the technology (NTIA 1998). It is, therefore, 

imperative to define such term before embarking on any discussion of such 

issues. This thesis uses the term access to describe the physical technology 

used to obtain access to the Internet (the computer/mobile technology used 
and also the type of connection—broadband or dial-up).  

2.3.1.2. Defining Use 

If the Digital Inequality issue deals mainly with differences in how people use 

the Internet, it is crucial to investigate the variants in the use people make out 

of the Internet. It is clear that “the uses of ICT can differ considerably with 
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divergent outcomes for one’s life chances” (Hargittai 2008a, 939). It is also 

important to note that people do not use technology in isolation but rather in 

a complex societal structure, and such use is highly affected by the 

surrounding environment. According to Hargittai (2008a, 940) the Internet 
brings out the following benefits:  

i) Human Capital: the capacity of the Internet to bring about personal 
effectiveness and efficiency through the vast amount of material online. 

ii) Financial Capital: the capacity of the Internet to increase the financial 

capital of the user, either directly or indirectly, for example, through new 
strategies of job search online.  

iii) Social Capital: the bonding nature of the Internet, and the tools available 

that allow the user to expand his/her social potential. Online communities are 

growing and the Internet’s ability to increase one’s social capital cannot be 

ignored.  

iv) Cultural Capital: refers to Bourdieu’s (1986/ 2002) three forms of cultural 

capital, namely the embodied state, the objectified state and the 

institutionalised state (discussed further in Section 2.3.2.1). For example, 

Hargittai (2008a, 940) argues that it "is no longer necessary to go see a 

museum's exhibition on display since many galleries now put their pieces 

online", thus ‘benefiting’ from a cultural capital standpoint.  

2.3.2. Models of Digital Inequality  

In so far as Digital Inequality is concerned, this thesis outlined some of the 

complexities in getting a universally accepted definition of the term. Likewise, 

over the years, several scholars have brought forward models and 

frameworks based on different contexts and perspectives on the issue of 

Digital Inequality. However, although from different angles, two main 

overarching approaches emerged from the literature on Digital Inequality, 

namely the Bourdieuian (sometimes referred to a Bourdieusian) approach 

and the DiMaggio and Hargittai’s approach. Models from both approaches 
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have both strong roots in the intricate relationship between technology and 

society, and a strong focus on the Internet use and the derived benefits. 

They do, however, differ mainly in terms of the context, the aim, the 

methodology and the outcome. Models and frameworks in the Bourdieuian 

approach are, as the name suggests, deeply grounded in Bourdieu’s social 

theories and tend to focus more on the higher societal and cultural issues. 

Although not to the opposite, the Hargittai and DiMaggio’s approach is 

slightly different and tends to look at the issue of inequality more from a set 

of specific dimensions of inequality with the socio-economic factors impacting 

on those dimensions.  

The following section reviews a sample of the most pertinent frameworks that 

have been proposed under each of these two umbrella approaches. The aim 

is to help deepen the understanding of this complex phenomenon before 

arguing that the most suitable framework to be used in this thesis is that of 
DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001).  

2.3.2.1. Bourdieuian Approach to Digital Inequality  

Santoro (2011) argues that there are 

many good reasons to consider Bourdieu’s conceptual framework [as] 
one of the most insightful and strategically useful we have today for 
doing sociology, especially a sociology attuned to actors, their 
relations, institutional grounds, space and historicity, a framework 
theoretically dense but empirically-grounded. (p12)  

Bourdieu’s work on ‘the forms of capital’ has been highly instrumental in 

providing a new paradigm (other than the economic) for understanding the 

intricacies that “account for the structure and functioning of the social world 

(Bourdieu 1986, 46). Brock, Kvasny and Hales (2010, 1041) explain that for 

Bourdieu, “capital refers to the skills, abilities, and resources that allow an 

individual or group to wield influence and power over what is at stake in a 
given social arena…”. As such, Bourdieu (1986) contends that  

capital can present itself in three fundamental guises: as economic 
capital, which is immediately and directly convertible into money and 
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may be institutionalised in the form of property rights; as cultural 
capital, which is convertible, on certain conditions, into economic 
capital and may be institutionalised in the form of educational 
qualifications; and as social capital, made up of social obligations 
(‘connections’), which is convertible, in certain conditions, into 
economic capital and may be institutionalised in the form of a title of 
mobility. (p47) 

The concepts of cultural capital and social capital are extensively used in 

Digital Inequality literature. Bourdieu’s concepts offered a suitable framework 

to investigate and understand issues of Internet use, especially in societies 

facing inequality challenges towards technology, and where the economic 

aspect does not suffice to explain the differences. In this respect, Witte and 

Mannon (2010, 61) argue that Bourdieu’s work is “particularly significant 

because of the emphasis he gave to the concept of cultural capital” and 

further add, by quoting Bourdieu (1986), that “it is through the unequal 

distribution of cultural capital that the unequal scholastic achievements of 

children originating from the different social classes may be explained”. This 

is perhaps the main reason that has pushed scholars to use Bourdieu in 

understanding and explaining some of the differences and inequalities that 
individuals are subjected to in the Digital Inequality domain. 

For Bourdieu (1986),  

cultural capital exists in three forms: the embodied state, in the form of 
long-lasting dispositions of the mind and body; in the objectified state, 
in the form of cultural goods (pictures, books, dictionaries, 
instruments, machines, etc.) …; and in the institutionalised state, a 
form of objectification which must be set apart because, …, it confers 
entirely original properties on the cultural capital which it is presumed 
to guarantee. (p47) 

Brock, Kvasny and Hales (2010, 1042) explain that the embodied cultural 

capital “presupposes a process of accumulation through labour of inculcation 

and assimilation capable of securing a return on that investment”. For 

example, skill is something that cannot be acquired, other than through a 

personal investment, in time and effort, and once acquired forms an integral 

part of the person (body). Brock, Kvasny and Hales (2010, 1042) further 
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explain that the institutionalised cultural capital “provides a certification of 

cultural competence that confers to its holder a legally recognised and 

guaranteed value”. For example, academic qualifications, which, depending 

on the scarcity, confer to the holder some “material and symbolic” profits. 

The objectified cultural capital relates to the objects owned by the agent and 

although the objects can be transferred from one agent to another through 

economic capital, it requires the agent to have the necessary embodied 

cultural capital to “appropriate [the objects] and use them in accordance with 

their specific purpose” (Bourdieu 1986, 50). For example, an object—a 

computer—can be acquired or transferred but requires the necessary skill to 
be used.  

The concept of social and cultural capital offered a singular theoretical basis 

to explore differences in technology access and use. For example, in the 

early days of digital skills research, van Dijk and Hacker (2000), commenting 

on the need for individuals to have the right skills to harness the power of 

technology, argue that people will need the social and cultural capital, as 

outlined by Bourdieu, to select and process the information. They further 

argue that “the importance of cultural capital for the ability to extract relevant 

information from innumerable sources is even stronger in the network 

society” and a lack of such capital can result to exclusion within the network 

society. Bourdieu’s theory is deeply entrenched in van Dijk’s works (van 

Deursen and van Dijk 2008; van Dijk and Hacker 2000), especially in 
understanding digital skills within a network society.  

Another Bourdieuian concept in Digital Inequality literature is that of ‘habitus’. 

Meyen et al.  (2010, 874) argue that the habitus “as a system of 

predispositions, a matrix of schemes, judgements and behaviours, is not 

innate but is constructed upon an individual’s life experiences [which] in turn 

depend primarily on social position and lead to systems of permanent 

positions”. North, Snyder and Bulfin (2008, 898–99) argue that habitus “is 

formed from people’s personal history in relation to the social, cultural and 

political structures they are caught up in”. They further add that “new 

experiences, objects, actions and accomplishments are accepted as valuable 
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or rejected depending on how well they fit with already existing thoughts and 

processes incorporated in the habitus” (North, Snyder, and Bulfin 2008, 898–

99). Technology use cannot be alienated with the environment or habitus in 

which it is used and researchers have been using Bourdieu’s notion of 

habitus to explore the relationship between the user and the environment. 

For example, Iske et al. (2008), investigating Internet usage among the youth 

in education, use Bourdieu’s notion of habitus to explain how the difference 

in usage and the resulting inequalities are milieu-specific. Similarly, North, 

Snyder and Bulfin (2008), also investigating differences in use among young 

adults, use the same notion of habitus and capitals to explain the relationship 
between technology use and social class.  

In Digital Inequality studies, another work deeply rooted in Bourdieu’s 

theories is that of Robinson (2009) on the effects of Digital Inequality on 

disadvantaged American youths. Robinson uses the notion of skholé and 

habitus of Bourdieu to explain the differences between “playful or exploratory 

stance” adopted by those with different types of Internet access (high quality 

versus low quality) (Robinson 2009, 1). Within the same area of research of 

the socio-economically disadvantaged, Hsieh, Rai and Keil (2010) use 

Bourdieu’s forms of capital and habitus to investigate the differences 

between socio-economically advantaged and socio-economically 

disadvantaged people in a small American city (27000 inhabitants). The main 

premise of their research is that Digital Inequality, “or unequal access to and 

use of information and communication technologies (ICT), is a severe 

problem preventing the [socio-economically disadvantaged] (SED) from 

participating in a digital society” (Hsieh, Rai, and Keil 2010, 1). They built a 

model around the social capital, cultural capital and habitus to demonstrate 

“key differences in the forms of capital for using ICT” between people from 

different socio-economic background.  

Kvasny’s (2002) model is worth exploring deeper for it attempts at 

consolidating and perhaps providing the link between the Bourdieuian 

approach and that of DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001). The conceptual 

framework brought forward by Kvasny (Figure 2.2) is deeply rooted in 
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Bourdieu’s theory of cultural and social reproduction. It is more centred on 

the role of the society in which the user evolves and examines “the role of 

technology, culture capital, social capital, economic capital, and institutions in 

shaping the emerging pattern of Digital Inequality that reflects disparities in 

the structure of access to and use of ICT” (Kvasny 2002, 1). In this 

framework, the cultural capital refers to the social background of the user and 

the fact that the Internet is bound to offer content to satisfy such background. 

The ‘Social Capital’ of the model refers to the benefits and support the user 

receives from their immediate social environment, which can be related to 

DiMaggio and Hargittai’s social support dimension. The ‘Economic Capital’ 

refers to the economic opportunities and trade-offs of getting and using 

technology. ‘Technical Means’ refers to the connectivity and availability of the 

hardware, which is similar to DiMaggio and Hargittai’s technical apparatus 

dimension of inequality. ‘Institutional Reforms’ refer to the impact, the effort 

and policy towards technology of the institutions to which the user belongs. 

Another particularity of this model is the time element, which Kvasny (2002) 
argues denotes the “persistence of the gap in access”.  

One of the fundamental assumptions of Kvasny (2002, 1804) is “that unequal 

access is rooted in historical, institutional, economic, cultural and social 

conditions that underline technology use and distribution as well as capital 

development”. She thus uses Bourdieu’s capital to explain the differences in 
technology use within a community technology initiative. 
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Figure 2.2: Kvasny’s Conceptual Framework (Source: Kvasny 2002) 

Schradie (2011, 148–149) summarises quite well the two main components 

of the Bourdieuian approach and states that within Digital Inequality 

research, “many of these studies on cultural factors build on a Bourdieusian 

analysis linking practices with class”. Specifically, she argues that the 

“mechanism for online activity is rooted in Bourdieu’s description of how 

one’s background affects one’s habitus, or disposition, in this case, toward 

digital technology”. Indeed, other than the works mentioned, most of the 

research in Digital Inequality falling under the Bourdieuian approach (Zillien 

and Hargittai 2009; Meyen et al. 2010; Gilbert 2010; Halford and Savage 

2010; Sims 2013) tend to look at digital practices and Internet uses between 
different classes (socio-economic background).  

2.3.2.2. DiMaggio and Hargittai’s Model of Digital Inequality  

DiMaggio and Hargittai’s (2001) recognise to some extent Bourdieu’s 

theories but take a different and more nuanced approach to Digital Inequality, 

especially from an exploratory and broader context of the differences in 

access and use. They advocate five dimensions of Digital Inequality: 

inequality in technical apparatus—what are the means used to connect to the 

Internet; inequality in autonomy of use—can the users access the Internet by 

themselves, for themselves, without any monitoring or competition; inequality 

in skill—do the users have the required technical and non-technical skill to 
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use the Internet; inequality in social support—do new users get support from 

‘older’ users to upgrade their use of the Internet; and inequality of use or 

purpose of use—what influences the reasons that make people go online 

(DiMaggio and Hargittai 2001). The following section, thus, attempts at 

providing a more detailed exploration of DiMaggio and Hargittai’s five 

dimensions of Digital Inequality.  

2.3.2.2.1. Inequality in Technical Apparatus 

Inequality in technical apparatus refers to the difference in the technology 

used to access the Internet (DiMaggio and Hargittai 2001). Inequality in 

access thus relates to the difference in the means and capacity in accessing 

the Internet. DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001) argue that the difference in the 

means and capacity of the technology will impact on the benefits users get 

out of the Internet but also on the use people make out of it. The type of 

access would seriously limit or increase significantly the use people make out 

of the Internet; for example, broadband access allows for a much more 

interactive and media rich content than a dial-up connection. Thus, a lower 

connection speed will affect the type of content that can be accessed, which 

in turn, will limit the benefits the user gets out of the Internet. Similarly, the 

device used impacts on the advantages users reap from the Internet.  

2.3.2.2.2. Inequality in Autonomy of Use 

The concept of autonomy of use relates to the freedom people get in their 

consumption of the Internet. As a matter of fact, DiMaggio and Hargittai 

(2001) argue that the fundamental question of ‘autonomy of use’ relates to 

where users access the Internet. The location of access will impact 

significantly on the freedom users get in accessing content. For example, 

using the Internet in a public library will or might be subjected to some 

restrictions (time, content). The same applies to using the Internet in the 

workplace where organisational policy might limit the content that can be 

accessed online. Interestingly, connecting to the Internet from home does not 

guarantee freedom of access outright. The authors quote Lessig (1999) who 
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argues that using the Internet at home does not automatically increases the 

autonomy of use since “freedom may be limited by the actions of other family 

members and the policies of the Internet Service Provider (ISP)” (DiMaggio 

and Hargittai 2001,9).  

Although the location or point of access will significantly impact on the 

autonomy of use, another aspect worth investigating is the time factor. 

Freedom of use will be influenced largely by the amount of time available to 

spend online. Whether or not there is a competition for time online will impact 

on the use people make out of the Internet. Very often, there is an enormous 

demand for Internet use in public access points and users are constrained by 

the amount of time they can spend online, thereby limiting the benefits they 

get out of being online. In this regard, DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001,9) 

hypothesise that the “greater the autonomy, the greater the benefits” of being 

online. 

2.3.2.2.3. Inequality in Skill 

Inequality in skill is an important concept in the Digital Inequality discourse. 

van Deursen and van Dijk (2009) argue that once the barrier of access is 

crossed, skill becomes a dominant factor in Internet use. Stiakakis, 

Kariotellis, and Vlachopoulou (2010,48) add that the “Internet users differ 

regarding the level of their expertise, education, and technical skills”. The 

authors believe that there is a strong correlation between the knowledge and 

skill of using the Internet and the level of exploitation of the latter by users 

(Stiakakis, Kariotellis, and Vlachopoulou 2010). Clear distinctions need to be 

made between the skill required to operate the device (PC, mobile phone, 

tablet, etc.) and the skill needed to manipulate a web browser, search the 

information and ultimately being able to make sense and integrate the 

information (DiMaggio and Hargittai 2001). As such, van Deursen and van 

Dijk (2009) argue that there are four types of skills needed for efficient use of 

the Internet: ‘Operational Skill’, which refers to the skills required to operate 

the technology (both the hardware and the software) to use the Internet; 

‘Formal Internet Skill’, which includes the notion of hypermedia and 
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navigation within and between websites; ‘Information Internet Skill’, where 

the user can recognise and locate information using search queries and 

evaluate the information retrieved; and ‘Strategic Internet Skill’, which 

according to van Dijk (2005), as quoted by the authors, refers to “the capacity 

to use computer and network sources as the means for particular goals and 

for the general purpose of improving one’s position in society” (van Deursen 

and van Dijk 2009,94). 

2.3.2.2.4. Inequality in the Availability of Social Support 

DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001) hypothesise that the social support plays a 

significant role in getting the most of the Internet. Unfortunately, although 

some of the skills are self-taught at the beginning, as the users reach their 

skills limit, the benefits they reap from the Internet stagnate. They argue that 

the Internet is not static and its uses evolve, hence the importance of the 

social support from which the user can draw more technical knowledge from 

more experienced users to increase their skills. As the Internet penetrates 

deeper into the social spheres, users can become more isolated from such 

support. The lack of support needed to enhance their knowledge and skills 

can seriously limit the benefits they can get out of the Internet.  

DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001) argue that there are three kinds of support. 

Firstly, ‘Formal Technical Assistance’, which relates to the assistance 

received from people specifically employed to provide such assistance in 

schools, public access points among others. Secondly, ‘Technical 

Assistance’ from friends and family members who are more knowledgeable 

than the users. Thirdly, ‘Emotional Reinforcement’ from friends and family on 

their success and failures or as a motivation to use the technology. Stiakakis, 

Kariotellis and Vlachopoulou (2010, 48) argue that “the people whose friends 

and families are more familiar with new technologies, are usually more 

motivated to adopt and use ICT’s”.  
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2.3.2.2.5. Inequality in Purpose of Use  

Although it is not expected that everyone uses the Internet the same way, it 

is expected, according to DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001, 11), that its use will 

“empower citizens, build social capital and increase economic productivity”. 

The authors here make reference to Bourdieu’s forms of capital when 

mentioning social capital. They further argue that it is important to distinguish 

between different uses that “increase economic productivity… or political or 

social capital… and those that represent consumption of entertainment” 

(DiMaggio and Hargittai 2001, 11). They explain this distinction on the basis 

that “the Internet prophets who foresaw that the Web would empower 

citizens, increase social capital, and enhance equality of opportunity probably 

did not have gambling or pornography sites in mind when they made these 

predictions” (DiMaggio and Hargittai 2001, 11). The authors, thus, make 

clear distinctions between capital-increasing activities and entertainment, 

although it can be argued that entertainment, to some extent, could be a 

capital-increasing activity. As Warschauer (2003,44) points out, the key is to 

acknowledge that the Internet brings about “widely varying opportunities… 

and disparate reasons for wanting the level of access they may desire”. 

Alvarez (2003) joins DiMaggio and Hargittai in emphasising the human 

capital that Internet use should bring, and separates Internet use as either for 

human capital gain or recreational purposes. The argument then revolves 

around the inequality in the human capital gain when using the Internet. Both 

DiMaggio and Hargittai (2001) and Alvarez (2003) acknowledge the 

importance of delving in the determinants of this inequality. 

2.3.2.3. Determinants of Digital Inequality  

Grusky and Ku (2008, 3) argue that “describing the contours of inequality and 

explaining its causes, has come to be viewed as an increasingly important 

and central endeavour” in Social Inequality. Likewise, there has been much 

interest in the underlying causes or determinants of Digital Inequality (Liao et 

al. 2016; Gutierrez and Gamboa 2010; Močnik and Širec 2010; Al-

Hammadany and Heshmati 2011; Beilock 2003; Ono and Zavodny 2007; 
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Hargittai and Hsieh 2013; ITU 2005a) and its dimensions. The context, as 

well as the historical perspective of Digital Inequality, have been leading 

researchers to investigate the causes in order to provide suitable frameworks 

or recommendations to policy makers with regard to the inequalities within 
the society.  

Fuchs (2008, 45) argues that “during the past couple of years, more and 

more scholars have argued that the Digital Divide is not a technological 

issue, but a social problem and the consequence of underlying societal 

inequalities”. Although the terms of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality are 

very often used interchangeably in literature, Fuchs’ reasoning has been 

applied to the Digital Inequality issue in the sense that offline social 

inequalities are shown to impact on the online inequalities.  

In the same vein, it was found that determinants of Digital Inequality are 

country specific, and the ICT maturity of the country plays a significant role in 

the types of inequalities (Ono 2005). Socio-demographic variables as 

determinants of Digital Inequality are further supported, amongst others, by 

Yang et al. (2010) in their research on Digital Inequality in South Korea.  

All of the above studies point to different variables as determinants of 

inequality. Whereas in the USA, race is a major determinant of inequality 

(Zickuhr and Smith 2012a), Yang et al. (2010) find age and education as the 

primary determinants of inequality in South Korea. It is thus clear that 

regarding Digital Inequality, both the inequalities and the determinants of 

inequalities are context-specific and, more importantly, evolve with time.  

2.3.2.4. A Case for DiMaggio and Hargittai  

Deciding on a particular approach, and thereafter a particular model, can be 

a major conundrum in research. In Digital Inequality research, the plethora of 

models and perspectives offers a broad spectrum for inquiry and all are 

potential avenues to bring about new understanding on the matter. However, 

from the onset of this research it was clear that the DiMaggio and Hargittai’s 

model offered the most suitable theoretical framework to build upon. The 
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following uses the aim and the context of this research to explain the 

suitability of DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model. 

It is worth, at this point, to reiterate the research context. As discussed 

further in chapter 3, the research context is that of a small island developing 

state. The country is still struggling to bridge the Digital Divide but is well 

ranked among developing countries with regard to the ICT Development 
Index (IDI).  

Most of the research under the Bourdieuian approach applied to small cities 

with a strong focus on socio-economically disadvantaged population. 

Although there is scope to bring some of these to a national level, the aim of 

this research did not allow for such models to be used. For example, one of 

the most suitable models under the Bourdieuian approach would have been 

that of Kvasny (2002) which offers a broad scope for understanding the 

multiple inequalities. However, one of the major weaknesses of Kvasny’s 

(2002) model is the focus on underserved people. This study aims at 

exploring Digital Inequality in a broader context where no prior research has 

been undertaken to establish any categorisation or classification of people 

affected by technological inequalities. Another weakness that can be 

attributed to Kvasny’s model is in the relatively complex dimensions that 

pose potential methodological implications when applied to a broader 

national context. For instance, the methods employed were highly 

ethnographic centred, where participants were sourced at community 

technology centres of a small town and this posed some serious 

impediments resource-wise for application at the national level within the 

scope of this study. 

Additionally, Yang et al. (2010,145), comparing DiMaggio and Hargittai’s 

framework, Kvasny’s framework and Barzilai-Nahon’s framework, argue that 

DiMaggio and Hargittai’s framework is the “foundation for the other two 

models with high similarities as regards their explanation”. DiMaggio and 

Hargittai’s model provides a more constructive and holistic approach to 

understanding inequality and separate the factors that affect those 

dimensions as being determinants of inequality. For example, in the 
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DiMaggio and Hargittai model, socio-economic status and culture, in general, 

are considered as factors that influence or affect Digital Inequality rather than 

dimensions of Digital Inequality. Contrarily, Kvasny (2002) incorporates 

culture as a dimension in its own right rather than a factor that would affect or 

determine Digital Inequality. Although both are valid approaches, the 

DiMaggio and Hargittai model is more appropriate as a first incursion into the 
Digital Inequality realm in a specific context.  

The exploratory nature of this research warrants a comprehensive model 

(Pena-Lopez 2009) that would allow for a holistic perspective of the issue at 

a broader national level. Alvarez (2003) argues that with the DiMaggio and 
Hargittai model, 

the emphasis is making the causal mechanisms between technology 
and inequality clearer by analytically separating the dimensions along 
which differences may be found, while hypothesising on the 
relationship between the dimensions of difference, its effect on 
Internet use and then finally on how differential effects produce 
differential outcomes. (p110) 

Consequently, DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model offers an interesting approach 
to exploring Digital Inequality in Mauritius.  

Moreover, DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model has been used quite extensively 

in literature (Stiakakis, Kariotellis, and Vlachopoulou 2010; Vicente and 

Lopez 2010; Hargittai 2002b; Vehovar et al. 2006; Oyelaran-Oyeyinka and 

Lal 2005; Oyedemi 2011). For instance, Yang et al. (2010) used DiMaggio 

and Hargittai’s model to investigate Digital Inequality in remote areas of 

South Korea, thereby broadening the context to bigger geographical areas. 

Oyedemi (2011) used the same model to investigate Internet penetration 

among university students in South Africa.  

DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model, thus, offers a solid theoretical framework to 

explore the existence of Digital Inequality in Small Island Developing States. 

The comprehensive nature of the model and the clear definition and 

separation between dimensions and causes make DiMaggio and Hargittai’s 
model most suitable to explore Digital Inequality in this particular context. 
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2.3.3. Measuring Digital Inequality  

Inequality research and measurement has for long been at the centre of 

geopolitical debates. Although mainly observed from an economic aspect, 

the issue of inequality has, at times, been used to assess, rank, categorise 

and sometimes discriminate nations and societies alike depending on the 

metrics used to measure and assess. Likewise, Cowell (1998,6) writing on 

the measurement of income inequality, argues that “inequality measurement 

[in general] is a subject where a lot of energy can be spent arguing about the 
meaning of terms”. 

In so far as research in Digital Inequality measurement is concerned, 

researchers agree on the core of the phenomenon (difference in ICT access 

and usage), but the issue of measurement is still highly dependent on the 

context and perspective. At times, depending on the framework, or lack 

thereof, used to investigate measurement, the results and methodology vary. 

Puckett (2010), quoting DiMaggio et al. ( 2004), argues that "measurement is 

the most difficult challenge..." and that this is further compounded by the fact 

that new "technology generates new forms of skill (making old ones 

obsolete)", thereby making the methodology obsolete altogether. Therefore, 

adding to the already existing difficulty in measuring inequality, Digital 

Inequality measurements are made even more difficult by the rapid change in 

technology and the associated device, skill, and purpose needed to take full 

advantage of Internet use. Having a one size fits all methodology or 

measuring instruments is, thus, exceedingly inappropriate. Nevertheless, the 

issues mentioned above in no way undermine the quest for understanding 

and measuring the Digital Inequality phenomenon. Throughout the past 

decade, several attempts (all fruitful and instructive in their own right) have 

been made to measure the impact and extent of Digital Inequality within and 
across societies.  

Since various measuring instruments have been used in different contexts, it 

is important to examine some of the fundamental research that have been 

carried out on Digital Inequality measurement or research using specific 

metrics to explore and understand the phenomenon. The aim is to 



Chapter 2: Theories of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality 
 

 40 

understand the various methodological approaches that have been used to 

investigate Digital Inequality. This should allow to determine what lessons 

can be learned to inform the design of a suitable measuring instrument for 

examining such phenomenon as specified in this thesis. The following 

section, therefore, by canvassing the various literature, attempts at providing 

an insight on the varied and complex methods of measuring Digital 
Inequality.  

2.3.3.1. Mossberger, Tolbert and Stansbury on Virtual Inequality  

Mossberger, Tolber and Stansbury’s (2003) book, Virtual Inequality: Beyond 

the Digital Divide, is quite pertinent in Digital Inequality literature from an 

empirical perspective. Although the authors do not mention Digital Inequality 

explicitly in their work, the central theme remains the need to move beyond 

the initial dichotomous view of the Digital Divide concept (haves v/s have-

nots) to a more holistic approach to understanding Internet adoption and use. 

As such, they extend the simplistic view of access divide and advocate a 

model of Digital Divide that consists of four divides: access divide, dealing 

with the differences in access; skills divide; economic opportunity divide; and 

democratic divide (Mossberger, Tolbert, and Stansbury 2003). The research 

further investigates the implications of “gender, education, age, ethnicity and 

political affiliation” on these divides (Kvasny 2004, 409). Their research was 
carried out in the United States.  

A nationwide survey was conducted on a random sample and a second 

sample was determined based on their poverty level. The aim was to use the 

general sample to validate the data on the high poverty level (Mossberger, 

Tolbert, and Stansbury 2003). The survey questions focused on access and 

use, as well as demographics of respondents. The results later allowed for 
multivariate regression analysis. 

The results showed that although gender inequality is no longer a factor 

affecting the Digital Divide-cum-Digital Inequality, the four divides are 

strongly evident in the American society. Income, ethnicity and education 
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seemed to be the most salient causes of the gaps, with age also being a 

non-negligible factor. Another worthy finding from this research is that 

“underserved groups tend to hold the most positive attitudes and beliefs 

about the potential of information technology to improve their economic 
opportunities” (Kvasny 2004, 409). 

Mossberger, Tolbert and Standbury’s research is instructive for two main 

reasons. Firstly, it suggests that the availability of nationwide data, together 

with a large sample, provided a far more accurate picture of the inequalities 

when compared to other research. Secondly, the quantitative methods 

employed in the form of a questionnaire provided insight into the use of such 
methods to research Digital Inequality.  

2.3.3.2. Ono & Zavodny  

The work of Ono and Zavodny is quite instructive in the sense that firstly, 

there is the acknowledgement of the Digital Inequality phenomenon and 

secondly, the research has been replicated at a later stage in different 

contexts. The initial research of Ono focused on a cross-country analysis of 

Digital Inequality. Although no reference is made to any framework, Ono 

(2005,1137) argues and recognises the increasing importance of moving 

from the dichotomous view of technology access and move “beyond … to 

examine patterns of IT use”. The aim of the research was to understand the 

magnitude and extent of Digital Inequality—defined as being the “difference 

in IT access and usage” (Ono 2005)—within and between three Asian 

countries (Japan, South Korea and Singapore). As per the definition given 

above, and in the absence of a particular framework, the author focused on 

access, usage and skills only.  

The research used already existing data collected by the Cyber Life 

Observations (CLO) of the Nomura Research Institute in the form of a 

survey. It is worth noting that the same questionnaire was used in all three 

countries, thereby allowing for “consistent comparisons to be made across 

countries and over time” (Ono and Zavodny 2007, 1141). Proxies were used 
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during the data gathering; for example for access, the research used “PC 

ownership” and “PC use at home”. To measure use, data on Internet use at 

home and Internet use from any other location was gathered. The author 

further hypothesised that Digital Inequality “reflects pre-existing inequalities 

in other areas of the society” and as such, examined the likely impact of 

inequalities induced by socio-demographic variables such as gender, age, 

education and household income on the three selected countries (Ono and 
Zavodny 2007, 1152).  

As postulated by the authors, the research proved the existence of Digital 

Inequality in the three countries, and as predicted, the determinants of such 

inequalities correlated highly with the pre-existing inequalities in those 

countries. However, what the results also showed was that the "magnitude" 

of the determinants were not the same in the three countries. For example, 

gender inequalities did not prove to be of concern in Singapore, but 

education and income had a more pronounced effect than in the other two 

countries. 

The research was then replicated a couple of years later with the addition of 

US and Sweden in the picture (Ono and Zavodny 2007). The same survey 

was used to gather data over time, with the exception of Sweden, where data 

was available for one year only. Logistic regression analysis was carried in 

order to establish the differences across the five countries over time. The 

results were almost as predicted by the researchers in confirming that 

“access does not necessarily imply usage” (Ono and Zavodny 2007, 1146) 

and there is substantial evidence that “social and economic inequalities carry 

over to IT usage” (Ono and Zavodny 2007, 1452). The result obtained is 

quite instructive for the research proposed. The study confirmed that factors 

affecting Digital Inequality are country specific and that there “is a high 

correlation between Digital Inequality and pre-existing” social inequalities 

(Ono and Zavodny 2007, 1150).  

The fundamental definition the authors gave to Digital Inequality determined 

the research direction. The authors did not focus on the type of the 

technology used (dial-up vs. broadband) nor the difference in the use as 
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such. They rather merely determined the inequality in terms of the number of 

people having access to a computer at home and the use of Internet at 

home. This was further articulated with the determinants of those 

inequalities. It is interesting to note that the two studies (Ono and Zavodny 

2007; Ono 2005) used identical measuring instruments and found that over 

four years, the determinants of Digital Inequality have remained static and 
were deeply grounded in pre-existing socio-economic inequalities.  

2.3.3.3. DiMaggio and Hargittai’s Digital Inequality Framework 

Although not extensive, a lot of the research on the existence and 

determinants of Digital Inequality have used DiMaggio and Hargittai’s initial 

Digital Inequality framework as a foundation and built upon it or developed 

measurements for it. Yang et al. (2010) used this framework for 

understanding Digital Inequality between rural and urban areas of South 

Korea. Hargittai, contrarily, focused more on the skill factor among the five 
factors making up DiMaggio's and Hargittai's Inequality Framework. 

2.3.3.4. Yang et al. 

Yang et al. (2010, 144) posit that as “ICT evolves and spreads …, the 

discussions regarding difference of access to ICT become less meaningful 

without significant new insights. As the phenomenon changes, the issues 

arising from it should also be refocused and restudied from different 

perspectives”. Consequently, they set out to investigate the existence and 
determinants of Digital Inequality in South Korean rural areas.  

After comparing various frameworks of Digital Inequality, including Kvasny’s 

Digital Inequality framework (Kvasny 2002) and Barzilai-Nahon’s view on a 

holistic approach to Digital Divide (Barzilai-Nahon 2006), Yang et al. (2010, 

145) acknowledged the framework established by DiMaggio and Hargittai 

(2001) as being the most suitable framework for their research “because their 

model was the foundation for the other two models with high similarities as 

regards their explanation”. They developed a research model (Figure 2.3) 
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that included both the five elements of the Digital Inequality framework as 

established by DiMaggio and Hargittai and selected determinants of those 
inequalities, which the authors argue, are mainly demographics. 

 

 

The authors further argue that literature mentions race as a major 

determinant of Digital Inequality in societies in which such research was 

conducted. However, South Korea, being a mono-racial society, does not 

experience such an issue and therefore race does not need to be considered 

in such context. Subsequently, they set out to investigate the impact of age, 

income, education, region and gender on the five inequalities in the South 

Korean rural communities by generating hypotheses about the possible 

effects of each determinant on each inequality, thereby having five 

hypotheses to test for each inequality. A survey was carried out in selected 
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villages in the provinces of South Korea. A total of 75 villages were targeted, 

and five residents of each village were interviewed.  

Apart from the descriptive analysis, F-Test was carried out to test the 

hypotheses mentioned above. The results showed that all of the five 

demographics factors identified influenced the patterns of Digital Inequality 

as a whole, but that different factors influenced each of the five dimensions of 

Digital Inequality. For example, inequality in technical apparatus was mainly 

determined by age and education, whereas inequality in skill was primarily 

determined by age, education and region. However, the factors that were 

constant across all dimensions of Digital Inequality were age and education. 

This new and more pertinent perspective on Digital Inequality allowed the 

authors to recommend sound policy and strategies on these two fronts to 
tackle the issue of Digital Inequality in rural South Korea. 

Although the methodology used has not been dealt with in detail, the 

research is quite instructive in the sense that it did not measure actual 

inequality, but rather the perception users have of inequality. For example, 

the study asked users to give an estimate of their time spent online 

(perception) rather than measuring the actual time spent online. The 

research also uncovered some of the difficulties and shortcomings of using 

proxies for some variables. Some of the proxies assumed some technical 

knowledge from the users, which they may not have, for example, on the 

type of connection used or the speed of the connection. The issue is that 

such generic assumption can bring or exacerbate an element of bias in the 

research. However, it is also understood that in some cases, there is no 

better approach other than using proxies. Therefore, it is important to ensure 

the right balance and that all possibilities are explored before choosing 
proxies. 

2.3.3.5. Hargittai 

Hargittai has been among the first to formalise the issue of Digital Inequality 

in academia. Together with DiMaggio, the framework mentioned earlier was 
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developed to understand further the different inequalities in the access and 

use of the Internet. In recent years, her work has shifted more to measuring 

the skill differences. She argues that understanding people’s skills is 

fundamental in understanding the usage people make out of the Internet 

(Hargittai 2002b). Hargittai and Hsieh (2012, 1) noted that there is a “dearth 

of survey instruments for measuring skill” and as such, much of Hargittai’s 

research has evolved and revolved around devising sound methodological 
approaches to measuring Internet skill.  

Unfortunately, for most research on Internet Skill, due to the lack of data or 

the cost of collecting such data, proxies have been used for measuring 

Internet skill. It is far easier and cheaper to ask people about their perceived 

skill rather than measuring their real abilities (Hargittai 2008b). However, this 
measure does not always give a good indication of one’s digital ability. 

Nonetheless, Hargittai (2005) developed and tested a series of measures 

that would allow the relative measurement of digital skill. The measure would 

be subsequently refined (Hargittai 2008b) before devising an instrument for 

measuring digital skill (Hargittai and Hsieh 2012). Although Hargittai and 

Hsieh (2012) warn that the ever changing nature of ICT requires that such 

instrument be constantly updated, it does provide a sound, validated and 

reliable basis for undertaking research in digital skills. The authors devised 

three sets of measures (6, 10, 15 and 27-items instrument). They argue that 

unless a research is solely focused on measuring Internet skill, it is not 

practical to have a 27 items instrument in a survey. The shorter 6, 10 and 15- 

items instruments, derived from the original 27 items, offer researchers 

greater flexibility in choosing the most appropriate tools without forfeiting 

reliability and validity of their research. Thus, depending on the length of their 
survey, researchers can use either a 6, 10 or 15-items list.  

On a different note, two reports are worth outlining in the measurement of 

Digital Inequality. Although not built around any specific theoretical model, 

the work of the Pew Internet Research Centre (pewinternet.org) and the UK 

Oxford Internet Institute Oxford Internet Survey (OXIS) offer some thought 

provoking insights into the tools and metrics that can be employed in Digital 
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Inequality measurement. The Pew Internet Research Centre has been 

surveying and monitoring the development and the evolution of the Internet 

in the American society since the year 2000 (Zickuhr and Smith 2012b). At 

the heart of this evolution is the transition from surveying access to exploring 

the different uses Americans make out of the Internet and the disparities in 

access and use among the various strata of the American society. The Pew 

Research Centre is also highly active in developing and strengthening the 

methodological approach to gathering data and is, as such, a treasure trove 

for Digital Inequality scholars when it comes to survey design and 

methodological conundrums. The questionnaire used provide deep insights 
and key lessons on the construction of survey and measures of Internet use.  

Additionally, the Oxford Internet Survey is a biennial report of the Oxford 

Internet Institute. It is the “longest-running academic survey of Internet use in 

Britain, describing how Internet use has evolved from 2003 to the present 

day”	(Oxford Internet Institute 2014). One of the particularities of the OXIS is 

the face-to-face survey method employed in the data collection. They argue 

that such a method “increases the quality of the data” since the survey is a 

comprehensive and rather long one, but also targets users and non-users 

(those who have never used the Internet and also those who have stopped 

using the Internet) (Oxford Internet Institute 2014). Again, as with the Pew 

Internet Research Centre, the methodological approach and the survey 

questions offer powerful insights on survey design when investigating Digital 
Inequality.  

To summarise, as with the definition and the theoretical models, 

measurement of Digital Inequality is broad and highly based on the 

perspective and aim of the research. The above section has highlighted 

some of the main research on the empirical investigation of the Digital 

Inequality and has brought forward some of the intricate avenues for 

measuring the Digital Inequality.  
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2.4.  Conclusion 

This chapter thus sets the theoretical basis for further research on the Digital 

Inequality phenomena and provides the support for such research to be 

carried out in different and unexplored contexts. This chapter reviewed 

Digital Divide and its evolution from the first definition of the NTIA to the 

OECD's definition, with the latter being used as the working definition for the 

term throughout this thesis. As societies embraced the digital world and 

provided their population with access to the Internet, the hope of having more 

equal and socially-just communities were unfortunately not met. The 

criticisms of the Digital Divide opened the door to explore another inequality 
(Digital Inequality) that settled within the user community. 

This chapter examined the shift in research attention from the Digital Divide 

to Digital Inequality. The issues of Digital Inequality were further explored, 

from its definition to the different models that helped explain this 

phenomenon. This chapter outlined some of the models before justifying 
DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model as most suitable for this research.  

Digital Divide and Digital Inequality are closely linked, even more so in a 

developing country, as explored in the next chapter, where the struggle to 

bridge the gap between the haves and the have-nots is not over. Yet to fully 

understand the ramifications of the Digital Inequality phenomenon, it is 

important to understand the context. The following chapter, therefore, sets 

out to explore Mauritius, a Small Island Developing State, with high ambitions 

when it comes to ICT. Since Digital Divide and Digital Inequality patterns are 

linked, the next chapter also provides an overview of the development of the 
Internet on the island since its mainstream dissemination.  
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Chapter 3: Mauritius and the Internet  

3.1.  Introduction 

The aim of this chapter is twofold. Firstly, it will provide a background and the 

context of the developing island of Mauritius, on which the whole research 

analysis is based. This will be achieved by providing a brief historical 

background of the economic and socio-demographic development of the 

country since its first settlement up till the current state. It will detail some of 

the characteristics of Mauritius as a Small Island Developing State and the 
unique context of the island.  

Secondly, this chapter aims at answering the second objective of this 

research, which is to investigate the diffusion of Internet among the Mauritian 

population since its mainstream dissemination and to establish the current 

state of affairs in relation to the Digital Divide. This will be achieved by 

examining the evolution of the Internet in Mauritius with regard to the 

infrastructure, penetration, bandwidth and price basket. This chapter will also 

outline the progress of the country as to major international measures of 

Internet development, namely ITU’s Internet Development Index (IDI). It will 

further dedicate a section at outlining the government’s current policies and 

vision with regard to the Internet on the island and provide the rationale for 

choosing Mauritius as a research case.  

Ultimately, this chapter should allow a better understanding of the context in 

which this research has been carried out. This should act as a base for 

understanding the forthcoming chapters and the relevant assumptions made 
in the research methodology and during the analysis of the results. 

3.2.  Mauritius  

Born out of undersea volcanic activity, the Republic of Mauritius is a group of 

islands in the Western Indian Ocean. With an area of approximately 2,040 

square kilometres, the Republic of Mauritius is among the few countries that 
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20have a much larger exclusive economic zone (sea area) than land, 

spanning some 1.9 million square kilometres (Statistics Mauritius 2013a) due 

to the spread of the islands making up the Republic. The main island, 

Mauritius as shown in Figure 3.1, with an area of 1,865 square kilometres is 

home to the vast majority1 of the islanders and the heart of the country’s 

economic and social activities.  

 

Figure 3.1: Map of Mauritius (Adapted from http://freevectormaps.com) 

The geographical location of Mauritius has been, over centuries, its most 

valuable asset, mainly for vessels linking Europe and Asia. As such, the 

island has been colonised by Europeans, starting with the Dutch in the 

sixteenth century, who found in the island’s lush tropical forest a haven to 

rest and repair ships after going through the notoriously rough seas of the 

Southern Indian Ocean. Later on, in the seventeenth century, the French and 

British found in the island a strategic position for military purposes to protect 
their assets and merchant navy sailing in the Indian Ocean.  

                                            

1 The Island of Mauritius is home to 1,196,833 of the 1,237,091 citizens of 
the Republic (Statistics Mauritius 2012a)  
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3.2.1. Economic Development—A Historical Perspective  

Although the Dutch occupied the island from 1598 to 1710, it was under 

French rule (from 1715) that a permanent settlement was founded, bringing 

with it significant development, especially in agriculture. The island’s tropical 

weather was suitable for the cultivation of sugarcane and the French started 

the cultivation on a large scale. Upon taking the island in 1810, the British 

brought a new impetus to the agricultural sector and soon much of the island 

was under sugar cane culture. Sugarcane mills were built and the bulk of the 

sugar produced was exported to England. After independence, having 

secured some preferential trade agreement for sugar export to the UK and 

later the EU, the island would, for some time, rely mostly on agriculture for its 

economic development. 

Additionally, around half of the island is surrounded with coral reefs providing 

safe turquoise lagoons and white sandy beaches, making it a boon for the 

tourism industry. Nonetheless, it is only after independence and an explosion 

in global travel that the tourism sector expanded and has since the late 80’s 

undergone rapid growth. Its relative isolation has made the island an 

upmarket destination with the EU being its primary target market. However, 

recently effort has been made to steer away from the EU market towards 

more emerging market such as China and the Emirates. The tourism sector 

remains, until today, an essential pillar of the Mauritian economy. 

In the 1980's the Mauritian government undertook a vast programme to 

diversify its economy with the creation of the manufacturing sector. The 

country learned from Asian success stories and building on its stable 

democratic political situation, boosted its existing low-performing Export 

Processing Zone (EPZ) by providing tax incentives to foreign companies and 

focusing mainly on textile manufacturing for export (Yeung Lam Lo 1998; 

Subramanian 2001). Again this move was highly motivated and aided by the 

country's ability to secure preferential rates with major US and EU market 
(Zafar 2011). 
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Unfortunately, in recent decades, the trade agreements have begun to fall 

out with the EU phasing out the ‘Multi-fibre’ Agreement for textile (Kasenally 

2011; Sobhee 2009) and the ending of the price guarantee for sugar, forcing 

the industries to embark on a process of readjustment to face global 

competition (Zafar 2011). This has resulted in the government’s push to 

further diversification into other sectors such as Financial Services, Business 

Process Outsourcing (BPO) and Information, Communication and 

Technology and over the last decade, these emerging industries are making 
an increasing contribution to the Mauritian Gross Domestic Product (GDP). 

Mauritius has been paving its way from a Low-Income Economy in the 1960's 

to an Upper Middle-Income Country (World Bank 2015) and with a GDP of 

US$ 11.9 billion in 2013, as shown in Figure 3.2, it is well set to climb to the 

US$ 12.6 billion required to graduate as a High-Income Economy in the 

coming years (World Bank 2013). Unfortunately, the Mauritian economy is 

highly exposed to exogenous shocks (Zafar 2011), due to its high 

dependence on the US and the EU market and any economic or social 

issues in these markets have a direct impact on the local economy. Despite 

this vulnerability, one of the characteristics that has enabled the development 

of the island is its continuity in implementing active economic policy despite 

changing governments. Although there is "harsh individual and factional 
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politics" (Frankel 2010), successive governments have always put the 

country first and continued, if not supported, strong policies set up by 

previous regimes especially with regard to macroeconomic policies 

(Subramanian 2001). Political stability throughout its history has largely 
contributed to the constant and sound economic development of the island. 

3.2.2. Political System 

The political regime of the island has steadily been evolving to cope with the 

needs of the time. As with every country under colonialism, Mauritius 

engaged in asserting its independence but in a rather atypical way. Added to 

the British desire to move out of the island, Bunwaree and Kasenally (2005) 

argue that the battle for independence was more of a "ballot" rather than a 

"bullet" fight, mainly due to the lack of a nationalist sentiment. Another 

exclusive event for Mauritius as a post-colonialism state has been the setting 
up of a democratic system right at the onset of independence (Frankel 2010).  

Indeed, it was amid strong ethnic tension that the elections for independence 

were held in 1967 and the solution to relieve the country of such social 

instability would turn out to be a political one. On 12 March 1968, Mauritius 

obtained its independence from the British colony and embarked on a 

development agenda, starting by reinforcing a series of democratic 
institutions that would safeguard political, economic and social stability.  

The country opted for a unicameral democratic system with parliaments 

elected by the population and a clear separation of powers, although with a 

strong Westminsterian flavour in light of its colonial heritage. With Mauritius 

still being a member of the Commonwealth, the Queen would remain head of 

state and the Prime Minister would hold executive powers. A series of 

provisions embedded in the constitution ensured representation of the ethnic 

minority groups thereby dissipating, or at least, reducing any tension 

between the different ethnicities. Successive governments would ensure 

representative of minorities be nominated in the main positions within the 

government, which would help alleviate the social tension amongst co-
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existing religious groups. This model, with its imperfections, would be 

adopted by successive regimes and would prove highly beneficial in 
providing social stability, even at times of dire economic conditions. 

In 1992, the country chose to reinforce its democratic pledge and endorsed 

the status of Republic. Again, the Republican model selected by the country 

would help strengthen the political and social stability by keeping its 

Westminsterian unicameral system with elected members of parliament but 

still continuing representation of ethnic minorities. The President of the 

Republic, appointed by the parliament, became the head of state and had 

more of a ceremonial role. The Prime Minister, elected by the people, holds 

most of the executive powers. Although, since independence, the island has 

known only Hindu Prime Ministers, the other executive roles, such as 

President, Vice-President, Deputy Prime Minister, Speaker of the Assembly, 

amongst others have been used to represent other minority ethnic groups. 

Such general representation has mitigated any social tension that could 

wreck the fragile multi-ethnic social web of the Mauritian community. This 
allowed the island to pursue its socio-economic development harmoniously. 

3.2.3. Socio-Demographic Development  

The socio-demographic evolution of the island is closely linked or has been 

highly influenced by the economic growth of the island throughout its history. 

The following section thus attempts to illustrate the factors that have over 

time influenced and somehow moulded the island’s socio-economic and 
demographic landscape. 

Starting with the settlement of the French in the eighteenth century, the 

development of the agricultural economy required labour, much of which was 

sourced from slave trade from nearby Madagascar and mainland Africa, 

which according to Frankel (2010, 5) was “the ultimate evil of the time”. Upon 

taking over the island in 1810, the British, holding the political power, allowed 

the French landowners to keep their estates and develop the country further. 

This would turn out to be a defining moment in the country’s history with a 
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society made up of British governing the island but also of French 

landowners developing their estates and slaves working for their French 

masters. Despite the fact that slavery was abolished in the British Empire in 

1807, the need for labour on the island forced the British to defer its 
implementation until 1835, where slavery was finally abolished on the island.  

However, the issue of manpower would persist, if not worsen, since a lot of 

the freed slaves were reluctant to work for their former masters (Frankel 

2010). The solution came from another then British colony—India. Frankel 

(2010) argues that nearly half a million of indentured labourers, also known 

as ‘coolies', were brought from India between 1849 and 1923. This new wave 

of ‘immigration' would bring not only manpower for the sugar cane fields but 

also tradesmen and craftsmen. Traders from China would also join in and 

this little piece of land would thus become the melting pot of African (slaves 

and their descendants), European (French and British) and Asian (Indian and 

Chinese) cultures. As such, it is believed that to this day, the Mauritian 

population is made up of 68% Indo-Mauritian, 27% Creole (of African 

origins/mixed race), 3% Sino-Mauritian (of Chinese descent) and 2% Franco-

Mauritian (people of French and British origin) (Central Intelligence Agency 
2016). 

Over the years, the population demographics have undergone constant 

changes. With economic development, increased life expectancy as a result 

of better health care and reduction in fertility (United Nations Department of 

Economic and Social Affairs 2013), Mauritius has not escaped the global 

phenomenon of an ageing population. Figure 3.3, below, shows the current 

demographics for both sexes in years and the projected demographics in 
2039. 
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Figure 3.3: Mauritian Population Age Demographics 2014/ 2039 (Source: Statistics Mauritius 
2015c) 

Added to the issue of an ageing population, projected statistics suggest that 

the population size will shrink in the coming decades (Statistics Mauritius 

2015c). As for the sex ratio, Mauritius is at par with global trends, with the 

latest statistics suggesting that out of the 1.26 million inhabitants, 49.5% are 

males and 50.5% are females (Statistics Mauritius 2015c).  

3.2.3.1. Education System 

Bunwaree (2001, 1) argues that “Mauritius, like many other countries in the 

world, places a lot of faith in the power of education to contribute to the 

country’s social and economic development" and within less than a decade 

after independence, free schooling up to Secondary level was established. 

Later in 1988, tuition fees at the University of Mauritius would be abolished. 

This, coupled with compulsory education up until the age of 16, laid the 
foundation for social and economic development. 

Like its political system, the education system of the island is highly 

westernised and is widely based on the British system, with a 6-5-2 years 

education structure (Bunwaree 2001; Ajaheb-Jahangeer and Jahangeer 
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2004). Children enter mainstream Primary schooling at the age of five and 

spend six years, at the end of which is the Certificate of Primary Examination 

(CPE). They are then directed to Secondary schools for another five years, 

leading to the Cambridge School Certificate Exams (S.C), after which, 

students spend the last two years of Secondary schooling to prepare for the 

Cambridge Higher School Certificate Exam (HSC). They then pursue tertiary 

education—Vocational and Technical training runs in parallel with the 
mainstream academic system as shown in Figure 3.4. 

 

Figure 3.4: Education System in Mauritius 

The education system of the country, like in other countries, is undergoing 

constant change. The high failure rate at the CPE exam over the years has 
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contributed to a rethink of the current system and successive governments 

have all brought minor changes amid tense lobbying from parents, teachers 

and trade unions. Pre-Vocational education has been set up to cater for 

those unable to pursue the highly academic mainstream system. Despite 

these numerous efforts, the enrolment rates fail to reach the 100% with 97% 

at Primary schools and 73% at Secondary schools (Statistics Mauritius 

2015c). With regard to literacy rate as defined by international standards, the 

latest statistics show that in 2011 the country had an overall literacy rate of 

89.8%, with literacy amongst males being 92.3% and 87.3% amongst 

females (Statistics Mauritius 2014c).  

3.2.3.2. Employment and Income Inequality in Mauritius 

The growth and diversification of the economic activity have impacted on 

employment and standard of living of the Islanders. The unemployment rate 

has been stagnating at around 8% over the last years, with 7.8% in 2014, 

largely due to an increasing labour force (Statistics Mauritius 2015b) and in 

spite of unfavourable economic situations in EU countries and the US. The 
tertiary sector remains by far the largest sector of employment on the island.  

The disposable income of the Mauritian households has been increasing 

over the years from Rs. 14,230 in 2002 to Rs. 29,360 in 2012, which is an 

adjusted increase of 22.3%, taking into consideration the increase in the 

price of goods and services as well as a shrink in household size from 3.7 to 

3.5 persons (Statistics Mauritius 2013c). However, despite an increase in the 

disposable income, income inequality has been growing. The measure of 

inequality, the Gini Coefficient, shows that the gap between top earners and 

low-income earners has increased. Indeed, the Gini Coefficient (0 for 

complete equality and 1 for complete inequality) shows that inequality has 

risen from 0.388 in 2006/07 to 0.413 in 2012 (Statistics Mauritius 2013c), 

noting that a score above 0.4 is usually considered as an increasingly 

unequal society (The National Economic and Social Council 2014). The 

Lorenz curve Figure 3.5, a pictorial representation of the Gini-Coefficient, 
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shows the increase in income inequality and how it is departing from the 

equality line.  

 

Figure 3.5: Income Inequality - Lorenz Curves 2006/07 and 2012 (Source: Statistics Mauritius 
2013c) 

The ramifications of an increasing inequality are broad and far-reaching, both 

from an economic perspective, with the possibility of a reduction in economic 

growth and also from social dimension, creating a sense of injustice 

impacting on productivity, the standard of living and health. Kawachi and 

Subramanian (2014), using the case of the United States, argue that income 

inequality creates a situation where those on the lower rung of the income 

ladder not only have to strive for their fundamental rights but are unable to 

participate fully in such societies due to their incapacity to access services 

such as the Internet. Although faring well on the economic development, 

Mauritius is facing some serious challenges to ensure justice and fairness to 

its population. 
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As seen so far, Mauritius, with its geographical positioning and economic 

ambitions, has progressed from a mono-crop economy to a diverse multi-

sectorial upper middle-income developing country and the Internet is bound 

to play a significant role in its advancement. Having overviewed the context, 

the following section will explore the development of the Internet on the 

island.  

3.3.  The Internet in Mauritius  

It is back in 1883, just seven years after its invention, that the first telephone 

system was set up on the island, linking the Governor's residence and the 

Government House (Mauritius Telecom 2015d). From then on, the British 

Colonial Government encouraged the development of telecommunication, 

both within and outside of the island, as back then the only means of 

communication with the outside world would have been by mail through 

merchant ships. It was in 1893 that the first offshore communication system 

was established with an undersea cable linking Mauritius with Zanzibar in 

Tanzania (Mauritius Telecom 2015d). Since then, the country embarked on 

developing the telecommunication sector, both for onshore and offshore 

communication. ICT would thus turn out to be pivotal in the development of 
the island.  

The following section explores the evolution and development of 

telecommunications and more specifically the Internet on the island. Using 

Digital Divide as the central theme, it discusses the progress over the years 

with regard to infrastructure, access and pricing. Furthermore, the effort and 

progress of Mauritius in relation to international benchmarks, namely the 

ITU’s measurement on Information Society is discussed. Lastly, the 
government’s role in setting up the legal framework and efforts is outlined. 

3.3.1. Infrastructure 

The infrastructural development of telecommunications on the island has 

been through successive phases. It was under British colony, in 1938, that 
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the Department of Electricity and Telephones was established to manage 

telecoms on the island (Mauritius Telecom 2015d). However, it is only in 

1985 that the government would give a new impetus to the development of 

telecoms on the island. Reddi (2005) comments that a major turning point in 

the history of telecommunications on the island is the creation, in 1992, of 

Mauritius Telecom, a private company but nonetheless highly controlled by 

the government, with the Government of Mauritius, the State Bank of 

Mauritius (itself having the Government of Mauritius as a major shareholder), 

and the National Pensions Fund (also a government body) holding 59% of 

shares of the company. Mauritius Telecom would thus, until the 2010’s, hold 
the monopoly with regard to fixed telecommunication network.  

In line with global trends, mobile telephony would be offered on the island as 

from 1989 by a private company, Emtel, with the first generation (1G) 

analogue system (Emtel 2015). The first GSM network would subsequently 

be set up in 1996 by Orange, a subsidiary of Mauritius Telecom (Mauritius 

Telecom 2015a), followed by Emtel three years later (Emtel 2015). Both 

companies, would over the years, upgrade their services until recently, in 

2012, to offer 4G networks across the island. With regard to Internet, 

Mauritius Telecom remains the main provider of fixed Internet and Orange 

together with Emtel are the two major mobile Internet Service providers. 

The Internet on the island has also experienced significant development. 

From a fixed connection perspective, testing of the Internet started on the 

island in 1995 and in February 1997, Mauritius Telecom, in partnership with 

France Telecom, commercially launched the Internet in Mauritius (Mauritius 

Telecom 2015b) with a connection speed of 56 Kbps. This would serve as 

the foundation for future development and the speed of Internet for individual 

subscription would keep on increasing. With the adoption of ADSL 

technology to 128 Kbps, 256 Kbps, 512 Kbps, 1 Mbps and more recently with 

the adoption of Fibre to the Home (FTTH), individuals can enjoy up to 10 

Mbps or up to 30 Mbps (depending on the subscription) download speed 

(Mauritius Telecom 2015b). This development has been made possible 



Chapter 3: Mauritius and the Internet 
 

 62 

thanks to the adoption of undersea optical fibre technology linking Mauritius 

to the rest of the world as shown in Figure 3.6.  

 

Figure 3.6: African Undersea Cables (Source: Song 2015 Under Creative Common Licence BY) 

The first such cable connecting the island to the rest of the world is the South 

African Far East (SAFE) cable that links South Africa to China through 

Mauritius and India and has been operational since 2002; the SAFE cable is 

in turn connected to the Western Africa Cable System (WACS), connecting 

South Africa and Europe. The second cable to connect the island is the 

Lower Indian Ocean Network (LION) connecting Mauritius to mainland Africa 

through the LION and LION2 cables. The LION network is further connected 

to the East Africa Submarine Cable System (EASSy) providing a link to 

Djibouti and from then to Europe through the Europe India Gateway (EIG) 
system (Mauritius Telecom 2015c). 



Chapter 3: Mauritius and the Internet 
 

 63 

 

Figure 3.7: Mauritius International Bandwidth Capacity (Source: ICTA 2015b) 

As the island secured high-speed physical Internet infrastructure, the 

International Bandwidth kept on increasing over the years and is set to 

increase further in the coming years. As shown in Figure 3.7, the 

International Bandwidth Capacity of Mauritius increased from 3,390 Mbps in 

2010 to 17,077 Mbps in 2014, thanks to the cumulative effect of the 
undersea cable and satellite Internet infrastructure available. 

3.3.2. Penetration  

The rate of Internet penetration and devices uptake is very often one of the 

most significant indicators of Digital Divide. Over the years, the penetration 

rate of telephone, mobile and Internet has progressed but not as expected 

(MICT 2011). The following section outlines the evolution in adoption of the 
various technologies associated with the Internet. 

Initially, the only possible way to connect to the Internet was through a 

computer connected to a fixed telephone line. The adoption of fixed 

telephone lines has been gradual and even decreased over recent years. As 

shown in Figure 3.8, although the number of business lines has shown a 

small increase from 93,000 in 2010 to 97,400 in 2014, the number of 
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residential lines, on the other hand, decreased from 294,700 to 274,800. 

Although a decline at face value, the rate of fixed line uptake by household 

was 102.19% (ICTA 2015b), indicating that a high proportion (but not all) of 

households have a fixed line connection. The 2011 population census 

conducted on the island suggests that on the isle of Mauritius, out of the 

331,291 households, 231,643 had a fixed telephone line connection, 
representing a penetration rate of 69.92% (Statistics Mauritius 2011a). 

 

Figure 3.8 Fixed Line Penetration for Republic of Mauritius (Source: ICTA 2015b) 

The discrepancy in the number is largely explained by the fact that firstly, the 

data shown in Figure 3.8 relates to the Republic of Mauritius (as opposed to 

the island of Mauritius) and takes into account 342,358 households (11,067 

households of the other islands have been included) and secondly some 

households could have two or more fixed line connections. Nonetheless, the 

figures suggest that a good proportion of the population has access to a fixed 

telephone line, which by extrapolation could allow them to connect to the 

Internet.  

Parallel to fixed line adoption, computer adoption has been relatively slow. 

The population census of 2011 again highlights this fact, suggesting that for 

the island of Mauritius, only 126,228 out of the 331,291 households have a 
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computer, representing 38.10% of households as compared to 37.7% for the 

Republic (Statistics Mauritius 2011a). According to Statistics Mauritius, the 

percentage of households for the Republic of Mauritius having computers in 

2006 and 2008 was 24.2% and 29.9% respectively (Statistics Mauritius 

2009) and the figures increased to 37.7% and 44.9% for the year 2011 and 

2012 respectively (Statistics Mauritius 2013b). Despite some inconsistencies 

in the numbers, the overall picture indicates a slow uptake of computers in 

households. While the number of households with computers is increasing, 

the Government of Mauritius argues that the “… real value lies in the 

services that accrue from connectivity” (MICT 2011, 21). 

With regard to Internet penetration, both fixed Internet connection and mobile 

Internet connection enabled the population to have access to the technology. 

However, the rate of uptake has been different for the two types of 

connection, with mobile Internet growing at a faster rate than fixed Internet 
connection as discussed later.  

The government uses the ITU methodology for calculating the penetration of 

Internet. As per ITU definition, the estimated number of Internet users is 
defined as  

The estimated number of Internet users out of the total population. 
This includes those using the Internet from any device (including 
mobile phones) in the last 12 months. A growing number of countries 
measure this through household surveys. In countries where 
household surveys are available, this estimate should correspond to 
the estimated number derived from the rate of Internet users collected. 
(If the survey covers percentage of the population for a certain age 
group (e.g. 15-74 years old, the estimated number of Internet users 
should be derived using this percentage, and note indicating the 
scope and coverage of the survey should be provided). In situations 
where surveys are not available, an estimate can be derived based on 
the number of Internet subscriptions. (ITU 2010a, 5) 

For the case of Mauritius, the government, in line with the definition of the 

ITU, calculates Internet penetration as the sum of fixed and mobile Internet 

subscriptions. Although there is no perfect measure, using the total number 

of subscriptions to estimate the number of Internet users poses some 
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challenges. Firstly, with regard to fixed Internet subscriptions, it is understood 

that the subscription, using a fixed line, is for a household. In essence, there 

could be more than one user using the Internet through such connection and, 

therefore, using one fixed subscription as being one user induces a bias in 

the estimate. A potential solution would be to use the average household 

size, which is 3.6 (Statistics Mauritius 2015c) to calculate the number of 

potential users, which would be calculated as the number of fixed Internet 

connection multiplied by 3.6. Again this solution induces the same bias as 

the previous measure, whereby not all household members may necessarily 

be Internet users.  

Secondly with regard to mobile subscriptions, although it can be assumed 

that a subscription is for one user, it is conceivable that with technologies like 

mobile Wi-Fi dongles and Hotspot Internet sharing, a mobile subscription 

could be shared among multiple users. Over and above, this method also 

assumes that there is no overlapping between mobile Internet and fixed 

Internet users, when it can be assumed that some users can have both fixed 
and mobile Internet subscription.  

Although it is clear that these measures cannot be used to know the number 

of Internet users on the island, they do provide some essential information on 

the overall trend of Internet uptake, which has not ceased to evolve since the 

inception of Internet on the island. As such the total number of subscriptions 

(both fixed and mobile) has increased over the years, as shown in Figure 3.9, 

going from 284,200 in 2010 to 735,000 in 2014, which represents a 159% 
increase in just four years. 
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Figure 3.9: Internet Subscription from 2010-2014 (Source: ICTA 2015b) 

It is an interesting fact to note that it is mobile subscription that has 

accounted primarily for the surge in Internet subscription, with an increase of 

slightly above 200% from 77,500 subscriptions in 2010 to 549,000 

subscriptions in 2014 (ICTA 2015b). Although on the rise too, fixed Internet 

subscription has experienced a slower growth, with an average annual 
growth rate of 12% over the last three years (ICTA 2015b).  

Mauritius has both Broadband and legacy Narrowband technologies. As 

defined by the ITU, Narrowband is the data speed of less than 256 Kbps, 

whereas Broadband is regarded as a speed of 256 Kbps and above (ITU 

2010a). When comparing Broadband and Narrowband subscriptions on the 

island, Figure 3.10 shows that over the years, as Broadband subscriptions 

soared, Narrowband subscriptions gradually levelled off and even started to 

decline in 2014.  
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Figure 3.10: Broadband Subscription vs. Narrowband Subscription (Source: ICTA 2015b) 

With regard to Broadband connection, there is a high correlation between 

Internet subscription and Broadband subscription, both having more or less 

similar curves as shown in Figure 3.11, with a constant growth for fixed 

subscriptions and a surge in mobile subscriptions from 2011 onwards. It 

suggests that the country has embraced Broadband Internet and is slowly 

moving towards high-speed Internet and that more users are now interested 
in mobile Internet.  
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Figure 3.11: Broadband Connection (Fixed vs. Mobile) (Source: ICTA 2015b) 

Narrowband subscriptions type, as shown in Figure 3.12, follows the same 

pattern as Broadband subscriptions type, with a surge in mobile subscription, 

increasing from 75,200 subscriptions in 2011 to 152,000 subscriptions in 

2015. Contrary to fixed Broadband subscription that increased, fixed 

Narrowband subscriptions experienced a decline over the years, from 25,700 
in 2010 to 4,000 in 2014 (ICTA 2015b).  
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Figure 3.12: Narrowband Subscription Type (Source: Statistics Mauritius 2015a) 

The fixed Narrowband subscription rate decline corresponds with the decline 

in Internet Traffic on Dial-up connection Figure 3.13. Indeed, Dial-up 

connection is billed on a per minute basis and the number of Internet traffic 

on Dial-up connection has undergone a systematic decline since 2010, going 
from 124 million of minutes for 2010 to just 5 million minutes for 2014.  

 
Figure 3.13: Total Dial-Up Internet Traffic (Source: ICTA 2015b) 
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3.3.3. Price Basket  

Pricing is a major element in technology adoption, especially with the 

Internet. Just as the technology evolved with an increasing Broadband 

penetration and the decline of Narrowband, the tariffs of Internet connection 

have also changed with time. Table 3.1 provides a selection of Internet 

subscriptions being offered on the Mauritian market and the tariffs presented 
re the cheapest being offered. 

	 2009	 2010	 2011	 2012	 2013	 2014	

FIXED	WIRED—ADSL	

ADSL	512	Kbps	
(Unlimited	Volume	
Usage)	

750.00	 673.00	 621.00	 621.00	 621.00	 621.00	

ADSL	1	Mbps	(Unlimited	
Volume	Usage)	 1,360.00	 1,190.00	 708.00	 708.00	 708.00	 708.00	

ADSL	2	Mbps		 NA	 NA	 1,186.00	 1,186.00	 1,186.00	 1,186.00	

FTTH	10	Mbps	(Fair	
Usage	Policy)	 NA	 NA	 NA	 NA	 NA	 800.00	

DIAL-UP	(Fixed)	

Dial	up	Peak	time	(per	
minute)	 0.57	 0.57	 0.57	 0.57	 0.57	 0.57	

Dial	up	Off	Peak	time	
(per	minute)	 0.27	 0.27	 0.27	 0.27	 0.27	 0.27	

MOBILE	DATA—3G	/	HSDPA	/	GPRS	

Post-paid	plan	of	500	
MB	capacity	 300.00	 300.00	 250.00	 229.57	 175.00	 175.00	

Post-paid	plan	of	1	GB	
capacity	 299.00	 299.00	 299.00	 299.00	 275.00	 216.52	

       

Table 3.1: Tariffs of Internet Connection Rs./Month (Adapted: ICTA 2015b; Statistics Mauritius 
2015a; Orange 2015) 

Generally speaking, the price of Internet, with the exception of Dial-up 

connection, has been going down over the years. For example, a fixed 

Broadband subscription for a connection speed of 512 Kbps went from Rs. 

1,360 in 2009 to Rs. 708 in 2012 and the price remained unchanged. It is 
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also worth noting that the decrease in the pricing is also linked with new 

higher connection speed being offered. This phenomenon can be seen with 

the fixed Broadband (ADSL) 1 Mbps where the price went down from Rs. 

1,190 in 2010 to Rs. 708 in 2011. Those who were paying a 512 Mbps at the 

Rs. 708 had been upgraded to 1 Mbps. The same approach was used as the 

Fibre to the Home (FTTH) was being deployed on the island; those who were 

on the 1 Mbps were upgraded to the FTTH 10 Mbps for almost the same 
price, depending upon availability of the technology in the user’s area. 

One of the measures commonly used to assess affordability of the Internet is 

the Gross National Income (GNI) (UNCTAD 2006; Broadband Commission 

2012; Tongia, Subrahmanian, and Arunachalam 2004; Brimacombe and 

Skuse 2013; P. Hanafizadeh, Hanafizadeh, and Khodabakhshi 2009).  Using 

the GNI as a base, Statistics Mauritius (Statistics Mauritius 2015c) notes that 

the price of Internet is getting cheaper. The Internet tariff for 20 hours of use 

per month (from the main ISP) accounted for 2.5% of the per capita GNI in 

2010 and decreased to 2.0% in 2014 (Statistics Mauritius 2015c). 

However, there are criticisms on the use of GNI as a valid measure of 

affordability. For example, Barzilai-Nahon (2006, 272) argues that such 

measure is “… more aggregative at the international and national level rather 

than at the community and individual levels” and that it is important to look at 

the Digital Divide issue from an individual level. Thus, the use of average 

household income might offer a more realistic and personal view of the state 

of affordability on the island. However, about the only data available on the 

average monthly income is limited to a difference between three periods 

(2001-2002, 2006-2007 and 2012) as shown in Table 3.2. 

 2001/2002 2005/2006 2012 

Average	monthly	income	(rupees)	 14,232 19,083 29,420 

Table 3.2: Average Monthly Income (Source: Statistics Mauritius 2015c, 23) 

A shown, the average monthly income of Mauritians has increased over time 

to Rs. 29,420 in 2012. It is interesting to note that both measures (GNI and 

Average Monthly Income) leads to the same conclusions in terms of 
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affordability. Aggregating data from Table 3.1and Table 3.2 shows that for 

2012, the cheapest fixed Internet subscription was Rs. 621 (Table 3.1), which 

is roughly 2.1% of the average monthly income for that year (Rs. 29,420 as 

shown in Table 3.2).  It is clear from both measures that the Internet is has 

become more affordable over the years. Despite these figures suggesting 

that Internet is relatively affordable, the reality is that the quality of the 
connection is a major impediment as discussed in subsequent chapters.  

3.3.4. Mauritius and International Benchmark  

The ITU and other organisations developed some indicators for measuring 

the state and progress of the development of Internet. Although the accuracy 

and methodologies used can be criticised as discussed in the previous 

chapter, they can be useful to situate and understand the evolution of a 
country’s Internet development.  

As Pena-Lopez (2009, 32) points out, “the different approaches to model and 

measure the Information Society have determined what is meant by the 

concept of access to Information and Communication Technologies and 

digital development”. Thus, as the development of Internet progressed, the 

indicators used to measure the information societies also evolved. From the 

standpoint of the ITU, the measurements of the Information Society changed 

with time, using the ICT Diffusion Index until 2006, the Digital Opportunity 

Index (DOI) for three years, from between 2004 and 2006, after which the 
ICT Development Index (IDI), which is mainly used.  

Although highly critiqued, these measures, using different indicators but all 

with a strong focus on Infrastructure, access and use/skills, provide a relative 

understanding of the current situation and progress of a country with regard 

to the development of the Information Society. Although not comparable, 

each of these three measures can provide a snapshot of a country’s 
performance with regard to the Information Society.  

The country’s ranking has been fluctuating between the 62nd and 74th place 

globally over the years, albeit some significant development on the island in 
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the ICT. The data for the ICT Diffusion Index shows that in 1997 Mauritius 

was ranked at the 69th place, its lowest ranking for this measure, and 

gradually improved, with some fluctuations to the 62nd place in 2004 

(UNCTAD 2006). Despite undertaking some major development, for the ICT 

Development Index the global ranking of the country fell from the 62nd place 

in 2007 (ITU 2009) to the 70th place in 2013 (ITU 2014b), although the 
country reached its lowest ranking of 74th in 2011 (ITU 2012). 

Despite not faring so well from a global perspective, on a regional level, 

Mauritius has been among the top countries in Africa. As such, Mauritius was 

ranked 2nd in Africa after Seychelles in 2010 and 2011 (ITU 2012) and for the 

following two years, 2012 and 2013, Mauritius has been ranked first in the 

African region. These rankings demonstrate to some extent the progress and 
the position of the island with regard to Internet development.  

3.3.5. Governmental Policies and Initiatives  

In line with its economic policy on diversification, the government had the 

vision of developing the ICT sector as far back as 1998 (Chan-Meetoo 2007) 

in its National IT Strategic Plan. As ICT development gained momentum, so 

did the government’s ambition of making the country a ‘cyber-island’, the 

‘technology hub’ of the region (Chan-Meetoo 2007) and later of making ICT 

the fifth pillar of the Mauritian economy (ITU 2004; Soyjaudah et al. 2002; 

MICT 2011). The government would formalise its commitment to draft and 

implement successive policy documents on ICT over the years with the 

National ICT Policy 2007-2011, which would later be renewed as the 

National ICT Strategic Plan 2011-2014. Although perceived as overambitious 

with regard to the developmental milestones (MICT 2011), the policies would 

aim at providing the right environment conducive to business but also 

ensuring the development of highly digitally skilled workforce and the 
population at large.  

One of the first policies implemented was the liberalisation of the 

telecommunication sector as penned in the 1997’s White Paper on 
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Telecommunications (MTCI 2015). This allowed companies, both local and 

international, to offer telecommunication services, in particular the Internet. 

The rationale was that the liberalisation of the telecommunications industry 

would bring competition to the market and would naturally bring down the 
price of telecommunication services, mainly the Internet. 

Again from a policy perspective, in 2012 the Government of Mauritius, in line 

with the development of Broadband worldwide, came up with the National 

Broadband Policy 2012-2020 (MICT 2012), outlining the challenges and 

direction of the government in the development of the Internet on the island. 

The government did not play down its role in making the island an 

information society, and in 2013 came up with the e-Government policy 

2013-2017 with the aim of “ … improving effectiveness and efficiency of 

Ministries and Departments, with emphasis on improving productivity, quality 

and service delivery” (MTCI 2013). 

The development of ICT would not be possible without the proper legal 

framework that would support and safeguard stakeholders’ interests. As 

such, over the years, the government came up with appropriate legislations 

on Data Protection, Computer Misuse and Cybercrime and Electronic 

Transactions, to cite a few (MTCI 2015a). These laws are regularly updated 
to face the fast-changing nature of ICT development. 

The government also set up some public bodies to oversee the development 

and implementation of its strategies. The National Computer Board (NCB) 

was established with the vision of being “the key enabler in transforming 

Mauritius into a cyber-island and a regional ICT hub” (NCB 2014), focusing 

its action on empowering digitally the people, businesses and government. 

The NCB has been active in providing basic digital literacy courses to the 

population. The government also set up the Information Communication and 

Technology Authority (ICTA) to regulate the telecommunication sector on the 

island. With the liberalisation of the telecommunication sector, the role of the 

ICTA is also to ensure that the market is functioning in an optimal way both 
for companies and for consumers.  
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Figure 3.14: Ebene Cyber Tower 1 (Source: BPML 2015) Courtesy of Business Parks of 
Mauritius Ltd. 

Other than public bodies, the government has also as ambition of making 

Mauritius a cyber-island and, in this respect, has embarked on the creation of 

‘cyber-cities’ providing the necessary infrastructure (building and telecom) for 

ICT companies to invest on the island. The Business Parks Mauritius Limited 

is a government-owned company that manages the infrastructure around 

those cyber-cities. The first cyber-city was set up in Ebene with the Cyber 

Tower 1 (Figure 3.14) and has since then known more development with 

Cyber Tower 2 and more such infrastructures in other areas of the island. 

The aim of these cyber-cities was to enhance the development of the ICT 

industry on the island.  

3.3.6. ICT Industry  

The Mauritian ICT industry is highly service-centric (ICTA 2010), focusing 

mainly on Outsourcing, Software Development, Telecommunications and 

Web Services, although manufacturing and trade make up for part of it. The 

geographical location (time zone) and the bilingualism of its population, 

compounded by a stable socio-political environment and increasingly fast 

Internet connection, have made the island favourable to the implementation 
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of outsourcing activities. Indeed, most of the companies within the sector are 

outsourcing companies providing services, mainly call centre activities, 

software development, web publishing (Soyjaudah et al. 2002) and solution 
support to the European and American market.  

The Mauritian ICT industry has thus known a steady growth in recent years. 

The number of establishments having 10 or more employees operating within 

the ICT sector has increased from 52 in 2000 to 130 in 2010, and stagnating 

at this number since, with 139 in 2013 (Statistics Mauritius 2006; Statistics 

Mauritius 2013b). Although the number of establishments has not increased 

per se, the industry has grown with an increasing workforce and contribution 

to the GDP. Back in 2000, the ICT industry employed some 4,260 employees 

and the number soared to 14,094 in 2013 and the overall contribution of the 

ICT sector to the GDP jumped from 4.3% in 2000 to 6.3% in 2013 (Statistics 
Mauritius 2006; Statistics Mauritius 2013b).  

3.4.  Digital Divide and the Future of Internet in Mauritius.  

Although the Digital Divide still exists, there is much evidence that the 

country has embarked on a mission of reducing the gap between those who 
have and those who do not have access to the Internet.  

As the country is gearing up to move from a middle-income country to a high-

income country, the role of the Internet is becoming more and more 
important in sustaining such development.  

Subscriptions to the Internet, both fixed and mobile are on the rise, Internet 

Access Tariffs are going down and all indicators tend to point to the 

conclusion that the country is on its way to reducing the Digital Divide.  

3.5.  Conclusion  

This chapter provided an overview of the island of Mauritius, which can be 

said to have a rich cultural and economic history. Dating back to the Dutch 

tradesmen, the country has undergone fundamental changes, both from an 
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economic and a demographic perspective. From a mono-crop economy 

relying mainly on the export of sugar to Europe, the country has forged 

strong economic allies and diversified to Tourism, Textile, Banking and 

Finance (including the offshore sector) and recently the ICT and BPO sector. 

The country has, within less than half a century, moved from a third world 

country to a middle-income economy and has the ambition of becoming a 
high-income country in coming years.  

The various turns in history have also shaped the country’s demographics, 

with the slave trade followed by indentured labourers, making this small plot 

of land a melting pot for different cultures to co-exist. The political system 

played a significant role in strengthening and holding the otherwise fragile 

social web of multi-cultural countries tight. The education system has 
enabled the country to go into the next phase of its economic development.  

This chapter also looked at the development of telecommunications, with a 

focus particularly on the Internet on the island since its inception. It has been 

noted that the political will and ambition of the government, in line with its 

plan to diversify the economy, has given an impetus for the development of 

ICT on the island. Starting with the liberalisation of the telecommunication 

sector, through legislating on key issues pertaining to ICT and Internet, to the 

development of infrastructure to support a budding ICT sector, the 

government has played a major role in boosting the growth of the Internet on 
the island.  

Over the years, the country has undergone subsequent changes in the 

infrastructure as the technology evolved, starting with Dial-up connectivity to 

Broadband connection of 10 Mbps with the setting up of Undersea Optical 

Fibre cables to offer international connection. Today both fixed and mobile 

Broadband connectivity are offered on the market. Parallel to developing the 

infrastructure, the price of the Internet has been going down but at a rather 

slower rate; there is still much criticism from users with regard to the quality 

of the connection as discussed further in chapters 6 and 7, and the 

accessibility of the Internet for low-income households.  
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This chapter explored the background and context of Mauritius. Despite 

struggling with Digital Divide, Mauritius offers an interesting setting to delve 

into the issue of Digital Inequality. As discussed previously, most research on 

Digital Inequality has been undertaken in developed countries and mainly 

OECD countries. Looking at the phenomenon in a developing country with 

specificities such as Mauritius can provide additional clues on the inception 

and development of Digital Inequality. The following chapter, therefore, sets 

out to describe the methodology used to investigate Digital Inequality and its 
determinants in Mauritius.  
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Chapter 4: Methodology  

4.1.  Introduction  

De Vaus (2001, 9) contends that the "function of a research design is to 

ensure that the evidence obtained enables us to answer the question as 

unambiguously as possible". Furthermore, the methodology adopted has a 

high impact on the reliability and the validity of the research. It is, therefore, 

crucial that the aim of the study be well understood before designing and 
selecting the appropriate methods.  

As outlined in Chapter 1, the goal of the research is to understand the 

phenomenon of Digital Inequality in a developing island state context. 

Chapters 2 and 3 discussed the theoretical background of Digital Divide and 

Digital Inequality and explained the particular context of Mauritius while 

emphasising the dearth of research in the area, especially from a developing 
country perspective. 

This chapter, thus, sets out to describe and explain the research design and 

methods used to answer research objectives three and four, namely to 

identify the main causes/determinants of Digital Inequality in the Mauritian 

society and to situate governmental and non-governmental initiatives in 

relation to the main determinant of Digital Inequality. The research questions 

warranted the use of the Mixed Methods approach allowing a deeper 

understanding of the Digital Inequality phenomenon and its ramifications. 

Consequently, this chapter starts by explaining the rationale behind such 
methods and justifies the qualitative and quantitative methods used. 

The tools used for each of the aforementioned methods are also outlined. 

For the quantitative method, the use of snowballing technique and the use of 

an online survey are discussed and justified. The questionnaire design, as 

well as the survey distribution, is further explained, and the statistical tools 
used for the inferential analysis are outlined.  
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As for the qualitative methods, the rationale for choosing semi-structured 

interviews is put forward. The use of purposive sampling is further discussed 

and the selected candidates’ organisation is justified. The interview 

procedures are detailed, and the choice of the key Internet stakeholders is 
stated. 

Lastly, the chapter discusses the ethical considerations of the research. It 

outlines how the ethical issues related to research with human subjects and 

outlines the procedures undertaken to ensure that the research complies with 

the Health and Medical Research Council Statement on Ethical Conduct in 

Human Research and the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of 
Research. 

4.2.  Mixed Method Approach 

Researchers have been successfully mixing both qualitative and quantitative 

methods since the late twentieth century, arguing that neither of the two 

paradigms (positivism and constructivism) could fully answer some of the 

research questions on their own. This gave rise to a third research 

paradigm—the pragmatist approach, which aims at bringing together the best 

of both traditional breeds. Rejecting the incompatibility thesis of the two 

approaches (positivism and constructivism) (Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, and 

Turner 2007), the pragmatism approach “allows researchers to study what 

interests and is of value to (them), study it in the different ways that (they) 

deem appropriate, and use the results in ways that can bring about positive 

consequences within (their) value system” (Tashakkori and Teddlie 1998,30 

cited in Graff 2014, 47). Furthermore, Creswell (2011, 276) argues that 

“pragmatism emphasises the importance of the research questions, the value 

of experiences, and practical consequences, action, and understanding of 
real world phenomena”.  

By putting the research question first, the pragmatist approach allows for a 

mix of both the quantitative and qualitative approach. Creswell and Plano 
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Clark (2010, 25) contend that “calls have been made to embrace pragmatism 

as the best philosophical foundation for Mixed Methods Research”. 

Additionally, in their meta-analysis of the various definitions of Mixed 

Methods Research, Creswell and Plano Clark (2010) argue that there is no 

one single definition of Mixed Methods Research (MMR). They contrast the 

various attempts at defining MMR by scholars focusing on specific areas 

such as methods, philosophy, purpose, qualitative and quantitative research, 

and research design amongst others (Creswell and Plano Clark 2010). 

However, they argue that MMR should possess the following core 

characteristics, namely, one, that the researcher collects and analyses 

persuasively and rigorously both qualitative and quantitative data (based on 

research questions). Two, mixes (or integrates or links) the two forms of data 

concurrently by combining them (or merging them), sequentially by having 

one build on the other, or embedding one within the other. Three, gives 

priority to one or both forms of data (in terms of what the research 

emphasises). Four, uses these procedures in a single study or in multiple 

phases of a program of study; frames these procedures within philosophical 

worldviews and theoretical lenses. Five, combines the procedures into 

concrete research designs that direct the plan for conducting the study 

(Creswell and Plano Clark 2010, 5) 

The primary benefit of using Mixed Method approach lies in the fact that it 

allows researchers to answer questions or to gain insight into the 

phenomenon that could not be possibly be solved either by a quantitative 

method or a qualitative method alone (Tashakkori and Newman 2010). 

Tashakkori and Newman (2010, 514) further argue that the mixed methods 

allow for issues to be “examined from multiple perspectives and types of 

evidence from multiple sources, leading to conclusions that may be 

complementary and/or confirmatory”. It is, therefore, legitimate to use MMR 

for this research as it provides a clear and sound philosophical and 

methodological support in answering the research objectives. As outlined in 

the previous chapters, Digital Inequality is a complex phenomenon that can 

only be understood from multiple perspectives. Using only a qualitative or 
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quantitative method alone would have allowed answering either the question 

of what are the determinants of Digital Inequality in Mauritius or what are the 

government and non-government organisations’ stake in the Digital 

inequality, but not both. However, with MMR, using a mix of quantitative and 

qualitative methods should allow answering both research questions and 

also provide a better insight into the Digital Inequality phenomenon.  

In the case of this study, two main research questions needed to be 

answered. The first, investigating the determinants of Digital Inequality 

among Internet users in Mauritius, and secondly, exploring the stakeholders' 

understanding and initiatives with regard to Digital Divide and Digital 

Inequality. Clearly from the above discussion and from the theoretical 

approach discussed in Chapter 2, quantitative approach is best suited to 

investigate the existence and determinants of Digital Inequality in Mauritius. 

The rationale for such method is that firstly, a model testing approach 

(DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model) is used to explore Digital Inequality in 

Mauritius. Secondly, it pertains to large group of users, from which the same 

data needs to be sourced. Bryman (2012, 175–77) argues that there are four 

preoccupations in quantitative techniques, namely measurement, causality, 

generalization and replication. Quantitative methods thus provided the best 

approach to measuring and exploring the causes of Digital Inequality from a 

representative sample of the Mauritian Internet user population but also 

offered the possibility of generalising to the larger population, and finally it 

offered the opportunity for the research to be replicated at a later stage within 

the same context or in a different context.  

As for the second question, it was first important to identify the stakeholders 

of the Mauritian Internet ecosystem. As discussed later, three main 

categories of stakeholders were identified, namely the government, civil 

society organisations (CSO) and Internet Service Providers (ISP). The 

rationale for using a qualitative approach to investigate their perceptions and 

initiatives was primarily motivated by the fact that the population from which 

data would be sourced is so diverse and have different focus that the same 

question could not be addressed to all of them. For example, the focus of the 
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government and that of ISP’s are different and distinct that having the same 

questions to both would not provide enough insight into the issues. 

Additionally, the aim was not to measure but rather to understand deeper the 

contextual challenges for dealing with these issue and as such, it was 

important to explore these through finer and unstructured methods. Users 

were deliberately excluded from this survey because the investigation related 

more to policy and organisational initiatives rather than personal and 
individual understanding of the issue.  

Once the philosophical rationale was clearly understood, it was important to 

investigate how to mix best the quantitative and qualitative methods. Just as 

there is no one single definition to MMR, there is also no unified agreement 

as to the ways in which qualitative and quantitative methods can be mixed. 

Scholars have proposed several models for mixing methods (Creswell and 

Plano Clark 2010). Tashakkori and Newman (2010) argue that there are 

mainly three main broad families in terms of how the methods are mixed; 

they are mainly sequential, parallel or convergent. In parallel designs, two 

sets of data are independently collected (QL and QN) and analysed, whereas 

in sequential design (QL then QN or QN then QL), the second round of data 

gathering is informed by the first round; as for convergent, it occurs where 

one type of data can be converted in another type of data for further insight 

(Tashakkori and Newman 2010). Despite these different strands, the model 

for mixing methods remains tightly and fundamentally linked with the 
research question(s).  

For this study, it was evident that since the two approaches were distinct, 

with no approach influencing or requiring insight from another, that the most 

suitable MMR approach would be the parallel model as shown in Figure 4.1 
turns out to be best suited for this research.  
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Figure 4.1: Parallel (QL+QN) Mixed Methods Design (Source: Tashakkori and Newman 2010, 
516) 

In this model, both the quantitative methods (QN) and qualitative methods 

(QL) will be conducted in parallel, without any of them influencing or having 

any impact on the other. It is expected that at the end both methods will 

provide enough insight for a meta-inference on the Digital Inequality 

phenomenon. The tools for each of the methods used are further explained 

below.  

4.3.  Quantitative Methods 

The quantitative research method was used to answer the third objective of 

this research, which is to identify the main causes/determinants of Digital 

Inequality in the Mauritian society. To achieve this goal, it was imperative to 

collect data from a representative sample of Mauritian Internet users with 

regard to their demographics and the parameters around which they use the 

Internet. This information would then allow, through inferential statistics, to 

identify the main causes of Digital Inequality at population level. Since the 

same information needed to be gathered from different cases (users), a 

survey was used as data gathering technique (De Vaus 2002). 

As with any survey, it is important to ensure that a random sample of the 

population is obtained to enable generalisability of the results. Traditionally, 

in research involving Internet users, a random sample of people are sourced 

through geographical stratification, followed by random selection of postal 

addresses (Oxford Internet Survey) or phone directories (Pew Internet 

Survey) since the research also involved non-users or focused on the whole 
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family. This method guarantees randomness but also gathers information on 

Internet users and non-Internet users alike. 

However, for this research, such method was not suitable for a couple of 

reasons. Firstly, there is no publicly available database of postal addresses 

in Mauritius from which a sample could have been sourced. A suitable proxy 

could have been the Electoral Supervisory Commission list of voters or the 

fixed line phone book registry but all of these potential solutions have 

limitations that do not allow for the objective to be answered. For example, 

the electoral supervisory list would exclude anyone below 18 years of age 

and the fixed line phone registry would exclude de facto people who rely 

solely on mobile for communication. Moreover, with the low fixed Internet 

penetration on the island, the fixed line phone book registry would have 

turned out to be problematic or almost impossible, due to lack of information, 

to source Internet users, or rather phone numbers, with an Internet 
subscription from the population. 

Secondly, as outlined in previous chapters, the scope of this research is 

focused on the ways people use the Internet and are constrained in their use. 

Non-users, although they can be of high importance in Digital Divide 

research, are not within the scope of this study. Therefore, sampling the 

whole Mauritian population in search for Internet users would have been 

cumbersome and impractical. Nonetheless, administering the survey to 

members of the family would not have provided a representative sample of 
Internet users. 

Thirdly, there exists no such defined and accurate list of Internet users. 

Although one way to get around the issue would have been to use the list of 

Internet subscribers, which would be closer to Internet users, still there would 

have been an element of bias since there could be multiple users for one 

subscription and in addition, this method would exclude Internet users who 

are not subscribers. Furthermore, the said method’s success would have 

been highly dependent on the collaboration of all ISP’s to allow access to 

their database of subscribers. In an attempt to use this method, ISP’s were 
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approached to collaborate but unfortunately, for legal, marketing and privacy 

issues, the requests were turned down.  

De Vaus (2002, 7) argues that “a basic difficulty when trying to describe how 

to do research is the gap between textbook accounts of how research should 

be done and how it actually is done". Some real-life uncontrolled parameters 

invariably affect how the research is carried out. This research is no 

exception and some parameters affected the ‘textbook' flow of the research. 

With Mauritian Internet users constituting a hidden population, the snowball 

technique offered the most reasonable approach to disseminate the survey 

(Saunders, Lewis, and Thornhill 2009). Considering its known limitations and 

without any better alternatives, several procedures were put in place to 

ensure that the selected sample is a fairly good representative sample of 

Mauritian Internet users. These procedures are explained in further detail in 
section 4.3.3, detailing the survey distribution.  

In order to reach the maximum Mauritian Internet user population, 

irrespective of demographics and geographical limitations, a web survey was 

used to gather the data. In contrast to other survey instruments, web surveys 

offered some advantages that best suited this research. Firstly, members of 

the population selected are Internet users and can thus be assumed to have 

access the survey online. To ensure that both frequent users and non-

frequent users are given equal chances to respond, the survey was kept live 

for six months to give ample time for users to access and share the survey. 

Secondly, since the research also encouraged users to share the survey, 

web survey provided this added advantage of being easy to share, both 

online and offline. The relative cost effectiveness, faster response time, 

freedom of respondents to answer questions on their own and in their own 

time, coupled with the characteristic of web surveys as having fewer 

unanswered questions and enhanced data accuracy (Bryman 2012), made 

such tool ideal for this study.  

However, there are some limitations to the use of web-surveys. Such 

limitations can be said to be either of a methodological nature (Wright 2005) 

or design nature (Bryman 2012). From a methodical perspective, Wright 
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(2005) argues that there are some challenges associated with online surveys 

when it comes to sampling issues and access issues. Online sampling is 

quite problematic but Hewson et al. (2003) contend that the potential of 

online surveys in getting more or less the same sample as offline survey 
should not be undermined. In the same vein, Bryman (2012) argues that  

when there is no sampling frame, which is normally the case with 
samples to be drawn from the general population, the main approach 
taken to generating an appropriate sample is to post an invitation to 
answer a questionnaire on relevant newsgroup message boards, to 
suitable mailing lists or on web pages. (p674) 

In the case of this research, there is no sampling frame and several channels 

were used to recruit respondents as discussed further in Section 4.3.3. 

Although this does not counteract the limitation, it nonetheless reduces its 
impact on the research. 

Insofar as access is concerned, there are two main limitations. The first, 

concerns access to the technology where the respondents need to have 

access to the Internet to take the survey. Since the target population of this 

research are Internet users only, it can be argued that the issue of access to 

the technology is not a major constraint to the good running of the research. 

Besides, as mentioned earlier, the survey was live for a period of six months 

to allow for irregular Internet users to access the survey. The second issue 

relating to access to the survey pertains to the skill the users need to 

complete the survey. Indeed, Internet users need to have the required digital 

competency to navigate through the online survey, however, Great care was 

taken when designing the survey to ensure that users with low digital literacy 

skills could take the survey without any difficulty (discussed in more detail in 

Section 4.3.1.9). Despite such precautions, there could be a portion of the 

target population that might not be able to take the survey due to their limited 
digital/online skills. 

It is therefore important to acknowledge that there are some limitations when 

it comes to the use of web-survey. Such limitations should be taken into 
consideration when appreciating the relevance and pertinence of the results.  
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4.3.1. Questionnaire Design  

The purpose of the survey is twofold. Firstly, it aims at gathering pertinent 

information on Internet use according to a number of factors, including 

demographics in Mauritius, and secondly in identifying the main 

causes/determinants of Digital Inequality in the Mauritian society. Thus, the 

Mauritius Digital Inequality Survey (MDIS) was built around the five core 
factors of Digital Inequality, as identified by DiMaggio’s model in Chapter 2.  

The questionnaire was divided into eight sections: 

Section 1 – Demographics 

Section 2 – Inequality in Technical Apparatus  

Section 3 – Inequality in Autonomy of Use  

Section 4 – Inequality in Skill  

Section 5 – Inequality in Social Support  

Section 6 – Inequality in Purpose of Use  

Section 7 – Closing Remarks  
Section 8 – Thank You Page  

Each of the above sections is explained below.  

4.3.1.1. Demographics  

Section 1 of the survey consisted of eight questions revolving around the 

demographic data of respondents. The data gathered would be vital in 

identifying the various determinants of Digital Inequality and understand the 

differences between the different demographic strata of Mauritian society. 

Since the survey was to be released/distributed online, it was necessary to 

include a filter question to ensure that all respondents were Mauritian 

residents. Therefore, the first question probed respondents’ residential 

status. Since the survey would be available online and accessible to the 

whole world, it was imperative to have such filter question to ensure that only 

Mauritian Internet users would take the survey. Thus, non-residents would be 

redirected to a page thanking them for their interest in the survey and asking 
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them to share the survey with their Mauritian friends. Key demographic 

variables were requested from the respondents, such as sex, which is a 

significant demographic variable in assessing differences within a population. 

Age was also requested, but instead of asking respondents to tick age group 

boxes, they were to select their actual age from a drop-down list. This would 

allow for more flexibility in determining the age group range to be used for 

analysis. Since there would be no interaction with another person and 

privacy was ensured with this online method, it is believed that respondents 
would be more inclined to divulge their real age. 

Another important variable in demographics is the residential area. This is an 

important variable because the infrastructure in different areas differs—some 

coastal villages have state of the art infrastructure because of hotels 

welcoming tourists, who request high-speed Internet. Additionally, new high-

end Internet infrastructure is usually deployed in urban areas before the rest 

of the country. Therefore, respondents were invited to choose their 

residential location between urban, suburban, coastal rural and rural area. 

They were also provided with the option of writing down their residential 

location since the use of these categories is not natural to Mauritians. Ideally, 

using postcodes would have been more convenient, but the Mauritian postal 

system did not use postcode as at the time of the research (although it is a 
project that is being implemented). 

The next demographic variable queried was the occupation of the 

respondents. The rationale for getting occupation was to situate the socio-

economic status of respondents by having them choose their current 

situation among the ten categories provided. The choices offered were: 

student, self-employed, educator/trainer, admin/clerical, middle management, 

top management, retired, technician/specialist, manual worker, unemployed. 

Additionally, another variable that could help in situating the socio-economic 

status of respondents would be their highest level of education achieved, 

which was asked in the following question in the section. Although asking 

respondents their income would have been more straightforward, it was 

deemed not to be a useful measure because the target audience consisted 
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of a large proportion of youngsters and students, whose income is not 

representative of their socio-economic status (Hargittai 2010). Hargittai 

(2010) suggests that the education level of parents is a better proxy for the 

socio-economic level of the students. Therefore, respondents were also 

asked the highest education level of their parents and had to select only the 

highest one. Besides, since there might be students responding to the 

survey, it was logical to have another question asking respondents their 

current education level if they are studying. The following table (Table 4.1), 

outlines the variables used in the Demographics section and their 

measurement.  
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Variable Choices Measurement 

Sex  Male  
Female  Nominal  

Age  Actual Age (select 12-100) Scale  

Residential Area  
Urban  
Suburban  
Rural (inland)  
Rural (coastal) 

Nominal 

Occupation  

Student 
self-employed 
educator/trainer  
admin/clerical  
middle management  
top management, retired 
technician/specialist  
manual worker 
unemployed 

Nominal 

Highest Level of Education  

Primary School (CPE or below) 
Vocational  
SC (or equivalent)  
HSC (or equivalent)  
Certificate/Diploma  
Professional Course (ACCA, ICSA, ABE, etc)  
Undergraduate degree 
Postgraduate degree or above  

Nominal 

Current Education Level  

Primary School (CPE or below) 
Vocational  
SC (or equivalent)  
HSC (or equivalent)  
Certificate/Diploma  
Professional Course (ACCA, ICSA, ABE, etc)  
Undergraduate degree 
Postgraduate degree or above 
Not studying  

Nominal 

Highest Education Level of 
Parents  

Primary School (CPE or below) 
Vocational  
SC (or equivalent)  
HSC (or equivalent)  
Certificate/Diploma  
Professional Course (ACCA, ICSA, ABE, etc)  
Undergraduate degree 
Postgraduate degree or above 
 

Nominal 

Table 4.1: Demographics Variables 

4.3.1.2. Inequality in Technical Apparatus  

Section 2 of the survey questionnaire focused on the first dimension of the 

Digital Inequality model used in this thesis, which is inequality in technical 

apparatus. Questions in this section focused on the devices used, the 

Internet connection type and the connection location and whether any of 

these limited the respondents’ effective use of the Internet. The first question 

was a filter question to differentiate between those who own the device used 
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to connect to the Internet and those who do not. The rationale is that people 

who do not own the device would not have any subscription or have less 

information about the type of connection used to access the Internet, as 

opposed to those who own a device. As such, only those who owned a 

device were asked questions relating to the type of devices used 

(Desktop/laptop versus mobile devices) and the type of connection used 

(Broadband, narrowband, mobile). They were also asked about the location 

of their connection over the past three months. However, since they could 

access the Internet from multiple locations, there were also questions about 

their main access point (location). 

Alternatively, respondents who did not own their device were asked the 

location type (workplace, public access, etc.). Finally, both groups (owners 

and non-owners) were queried on whether hardware, software, bandwidth 

and reliability of the Internet connection limited their effective use of the 

Internet. This section thus provides data about device ownership but also 

information about the type of devices used and the connections and 

perception on whether technical apparatus limits the effective use of the 

Internet. Table 4.2 summarises the variables used in measuring Inequality in 
technical apparatus, which are all independent variables.  
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Variable Choices Measurement 

Device 
Ownership 

Yes  
No Nominal  

Owners Main 
Connection 
mode 
 

Computer (desktop/Laptop) with a fixed (ADSL) Internet 
connection (including MyT Wi-Fi) 
Computer (desktop/Laptop) with a fixed (dial up) Internet 
connection 
Computer (desktop/Laptop) with a mobile Internet 
connection (Internet dongle) 
Mobile phone or a tablet device with a fixed Internet 
connection (e.g. MyT Wi-Fi) 
Mobile phone or a tablet device with a mobile Internet 
connection 
Did not connect to the Internet in the past 3 month 

Nominal   

Owners 
Connection 
Location  

Home  
Workplace  
Place of study (School, college, universitiy) 
Public location 
On the go (mobile Internet)  
Did not connect in the past three months  

Nominal 

Owners Main 
Connection 
Location   

Home  
Workplace  
Place of study (School, college, universitiy) 
Public location 
On the go (mobile Internet)  
Did not connect in the past three months 

Nominal 

Non-Owners 
Main 
Connection 
Location   

Workplace  
School, college, university 
Friend’s/family’s place  
Free public location (e.g. Library, Post)  
Paid public location (e.g. cybercafé) 
Did not connect in the past three months  

Nominal 

Technical 
Apparatus  
Internet 
Effective User 

Hardware (including computers and other devices)  
Software (programs and applications) 
Bandwidth (speed of connection) 
Reliability of the connection (interruption in connection)   

Ordinal (5 point 
Likert Scale)  

Table 4.2: Inequality in Technical Apparatus Variables 

4.3.1.3. Inequality in Autonomy of Use  

The following section focuses on the second dimension of Digital Inequality, 

which is autonomy of use. The aim of this section is to investigate the relative 

freedom that users have in accessing and using the Internet without 

assistance or interference.  

While the frequency of use has been a meaningful and useful measure in 

past research on Internet use, Liang (2007, 43) argues that “with the 

emergence of cheap monthly paid broadband and always-on access, 

questions about frequency of Internet use have become less relevant”. In the 

pre-testing of the survey, some of the respondents were unable to quantify 
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their frequency of use since they would be receiving push messages from 

different sources (email, Facebook, messages) throughout the day. 

Nonetheless, it is important to understand the relative frequency of Internet 

use as it gives an idea of the extent of Internet use. It can be assumed that 

someone who is more connected is more likely to use the Internet ‘more’ 

than someone who is less connected. Therefore, rather than having a 

question about frequency of Internet use, users were questioned on their 

feeling of connectivity, that is, whether they felt always connected as 

opposed to connecting to the Internet only when there is a need for it. This 

would then act as a proxy for the frequency of use in this study. 

The following question in the survey probed respondents on the monitoring of 

their Internet use. They were asked whether they could access the Internet 

without being monitored at all or whether their access was monitored either 

at organisation level (work, university, school) or individual level (parents, 

partners), as discussed by DiMaggio and Hargittai (2004). Respondents were 

also queried if any of the content they wish to access was blocked by 

governmental policies, organisations (ISP, university, work), third parties 

(cybercafé, library), and parents or not blocked at all. This section closes with 

a set of questions measuring respondents’ perception of the importance of 

issues such as lack of time spent online, cost of Internet, blocking of online 

content, monitoring and sharing of Internet connection with others, limited 

their effective use of the Internet. The following table (Table 4.3) outlines the 

variables used to measure inequality in autonomy of use, which are all 

independent variables.  
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Variable Choices Measurement 

Connection 
Status 

I think of myself as ‘always connected’ because I can access 
the Internet anytime  
 
I regurlarly connect to the Internet, but I don’t think of myself 
as ‘always connected’  
 
I only conncet to the Internet when I need to do a specific task. 

Nominal  

Monitoring 
Use 
 

I can access the Internet without being monitored if I want  
 
I can only access the Internet while being monitored by an 
organisation (work, university, etc.)  
 
I can only access the Internet while being monitored by other 
people  

Nominal   

Blocking of 
Online 
content  

No content that I wish to access is blocked  
 
Some content I wish to access is blocked by Governmental 
policies  
 
Some content I wish to access is blocked by the organisation  
(school/college/university/work) 
 
Some content I wish to access is blocked by third parties 
(cybercafé, library, etc.) 
 
Some contnet I wish to access is blocked by my parents 

Nominal 

Autonomy 
of Use   
Internet 
Effective 
User 

Lack of time to spend online  
Cost of Internet connection  
Blocking of Internet content and services  
Monitoring of my Internet use  
Sharing of devices with other people  
Place where I use the Internet  
Lack of accessibility to the Internet  

Ordinal (5 point 
Likert Scale)  

Table 4.3: Inequality in Autonomy of Use Variables 

4.3.1.4. Inequality in Skill  

The next set of questions dealt with another aspect of Digital Inequality, 

namely skill. According to Hargittai (2002), users’ online skill is perhaps the 

most important factor when investigating Digital Inequality. However, 

according to Hargittai and Hsieh (2012, 1), one of the challenges of 

measuring Internet user skill is the absence of “reliable measures”. 

Measuring skill by observation can be quite daunting and expensive, 

especially when the main focus of the research is not to measure skill alone, 

add Hargittai and Hsieh (2012). In light of this scarcity of measuring tools, 

Hargittai developed and refined a survey instrument for measuring online 

skill—“the Web-use skill measure index”( Hargittai 2006; Hargittai 2002a; 
Hargittai 2007; Hargittai 2008b; Hargittai and Hsieh 2012). 
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The Web-use skill measure index, which initially consisted of 27 Internet-

related items, also proposes a set of 6, 10 or 15 related items that can be 

used for general population and another set for people with low Internet skill 

level (Hargittai and Hsieh 2012). It must be emphasised that the test and 

items were designed for use in the American context: The Mauritian context 

is different, with the Internet still struggling to get into the mores, requiring 

that some specific features be given additional consideration. The scope and 

the length of the survey allowed for a 15 items measure to be used. Thus, 

Hargittai’s 15 items web-use skill measure tool was reviewed and 

contextualised for the Mauritian context, resulting in an 11 items list. 

Respondents were then asked to evaluate their understanding of these 

Internet-related terms on a 5-point (0-4) Likert scale. Table 4.4 shows the 

different terms suggested by the Web-use Skill index and the final list of 

items used in the Mauritius Digital Inequality Survey. 
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Full List of 27 
Items 

Abbreviated Web-Use Skill Indexes for 
General Population 

 Mauritius Digital 
 Inequality Survey 
items  6 items  10 items  15 items  

Reload          
Bookmark         

Advanced Search  
Advanced 
Search  

Advanced 
Search  Advanced Search  Advanced Search  

Favourites          
Tagging    Tagging  Tagging  Photo Tagging  
Preference Setting      Preference Setting  Privacy setting 
PDF  PDF  PDF  PDF    
Spyware  Spyware  Spyware  Spyware  Spyware 
Tabbed Browsing      Tabbed Browsing  Tabbed Browsing  
Firewall      Firewall    
Blog          
Wiki  Wiki  Wiki  Wiki    
JPG    JPG  JPG    
Weblog    Weblog  Weblog    
Podcasting      Podcasting    
Torrent          
Web feeds         
Newsgroup          
Bcc (on email)          
Frames          
Cache  Cache  Cache  Cache  Cache 
Widget          
Bookmarklet         
Malware   Malware Malware   
Phishing  Phishing  Phishing  Phishing  Phishing  
Social Bookmarking          
RSS      RSS    
        Cookies  
        Modem  
        Wi-Fi router/Livebox 
        Content Upload 

Table 4.4: Web-Use Skill Index Items (Adapted from Hargittai and Hsieh 2012) 

The factors that were taken into consideration when modifying Hargittai’s list 

of items are time, location, level of Internet development in the country and 

current technology available. Indeed, Hargittai’s research was carried in 2012 

in the United States, whereas the current Digital Inequality survey was 

conducted in 2013 and items such as PDF and JPG was considered as 

being then too common to be included in the list. Moreover content upload is 

not an activity that is favoured much by Mauritians (Statistics Mauritius 

2006). Therefore, it was natural to remove items such as wiki, weblog and 

podcasting and replace with a much broader term—content upload. At the 

time of the survey design, the Mauritian Internet infrastructure still had a quite 

high percentage of dial-up connections but was gradually phasing out and 

migrating towards new technologies. It was, therefore, deemed valid to 
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include items such as modem, Wi-Fi router and Livebox, which together 

encompassed the old and the new Internet technologies. 

Lastly, respondents’ Internet familiarity would be inferred by asking the year 

in which they started to use the Internet. This would allow determining their 

relative experience, in years. Also, a question relating to whether they 

received formal training to use the Internet was included in the survey. The 

last question in this section related to the effectiveness of their Internet use 

and whether they perceived their lack of knowledge of software, hardware, 

online interaction and information search as limiting the effectiveness of their 

Internet use. The aim of the questions is to gather reliable and valid data on 

the relative perceived skill and experience of each respondent in their use of 

the Internet. Table 4.5 outlines the independent variables used to measure 
inequality in skill.  

Variable Choices Measurement 

Internet use 
Experience 
 

Year you started using the Internet – (select year) Ordinal   

Received Formal 
Training  
 

Yes  
No Nominal   

Internet Skill (Rate 
Familiarity with 
terms) 

Advanced search  
Photo tagging  
Content Upload  
Tabbed Browsing  
Wi-Fi router/Livebox 
Modem  
Privacy settings  
Cookies  
Cache 
Phishing  
Spyware  

Ordinal (5 point 
Likert Scale) 

Skills   
Internet Effective 
User 

Lack of knowledge in using the software  
Lack of knowledge in using the hardware 
Lack of knowledge in finding information online  
Lack of knowledge in interacting online with others  
Lack of knowledge of Internet security issues.   

Ordinal (5 point 
Likert Scale)  

Table 4.5: Inequality in Skill Variables 

4.3.1.5. Inequality in Social Support in Internet Use 

Section 5 of the survey dealt with the inequality in social support. The 

objective of the questions in this section was to gather information on the 
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reasons why respondents started to use the Internet (first question) and also 

investigate the help they received from their immediate social environment. 

Indeed, Yang et al. (2010) argue that social support consists of three types of 

support, namely formal technical assistance, informal technical assistance 

and emotional reinforcement. They further argue that social support will 

"increase users' motivation to use and reuse technology" (Yang et al. 2010, 

149). The questions were built on Yang et al. research and examined issues 

such as respondents’ perception of help available to them in their use of the 

Internet. Thus, in line with Yang et al. concept of emotional reinforcement, 

the last question asked respondents to rate the effectiveness of their Internet 

use with regard to factors such as lack of help, lack of encouragement to use 

the Internet, lack of reasons to use the Internet or just lack of access to the 

Internet. The information gathered should allow for analysis of the technical, 

social and emotional help available to the different groups. The following 

table (Table 4.6) summarises the independent variables used to measure 
inequality in social support.  
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Variable Choices Measurement 

Reason for 
starting to 
use the 
Internet 
 

I thought it would be interesting  
Someone else recommended it to me  
I started simply because Internet is readily accessible at 
home/work/educational institution  
I had to use it at work  
I used it to make money  
I used it to improve my career  
I had to use it for educational purposes 
(school/college/university/heloing the children) 
To keep in touch with family/friends  
To develop my Internet-use skills  

Nominal    

Help 
Seeking in 
use  
 

Never, Occasionally, Sometimes, Often, Almost all the times Ordinal (5 point 
Likert Scale) 

Help 
availability  

Yes  
No  Nominal    

Source of 
Help  

Family members  
Friends and neighbours  
Teachers/lecturers/trainers (from educational institutions)  
Classmates/peers 
Colleagues  
Organisational IT deparment  
Cybercafé/Library help desk  
Online help forums   

Nominal   

Source of 
Best help 

Family members  
Friends and neighbours  
Teachers/lecturers/trainers (from educational institutions)  
Classmates/peers 
Colleagues  
Organisational IT deparment  
Cybercafé/Library help desk  
Online help forums   

Nominal   

Social 
Support 
Internet 
Effective 
Use  

Lack of help/support when I needed it  
Lack of encouragement to use the Internet  
No clear idea of why I should use the Internet  
No safe place where I could use the Internet 

Ordinal (5 point 
Likert Scale) 

Table 4.6: Inequality in Social Support Variables 

4.3.1.6. Inequality in Purpose of Use 

The next section of the survey dealt with the inequality in use. There are 

different approaches that can be used to understand the use people make 

out of the Internet. For example, Dutton, Helsper and Gerber’s (2009), as 

part of the Oxford Internet Surveys (OXIS) classify Internet use into five 

broad categories; Information Seeking, Communication and Social 

Networking, Entertainment, Services, and finally Creation and Production. 

Alternatively, Zickuhr and Smith (Zickuhr and Smith 2012a), in the Pew 

Internet and American Life Project, list down a series of activities for users to 
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rate. Another interesting list of online activities is that of Allen (2010), in his 

research on the experience of connectivity in the Australian context. After 

taking into account the different list/categories available in the literature and 

the different contexts in which these lists were developed and used, it was 

clear that any list would have to be reviewed for several reasons. First, the 

fact that some of the lists were quite long and would not fit the research aim. 

Second, the items were selected based on uses in developed countries and 

might not fit a developing country setting and it was important to capture as 
truly as possible the different uses that Mauritians make out of the Internet.  

Therefore, using Dutton, Helsper, and Gerber (2009) categories as basis and 

a combination of items from Zickuhr and Smith (Zickuhr and Smith 2012a) 

and Allen (2010), the following categories and items were formulated:  

• Information seeking (research, following contacts, newsletters, etc.) 

• Communicating directly with other people (email, chat, video calls, 

etc.) 

• Making and maintaining social networks (Facebook, LinkedIn, Twitter, 

etc.) 

• Performing online transaction (online banking, shopping, online 

selling, etc.) 

• Playing Games (either alone or with other people) 

• Listening, downloading and sharing music (streaming, downloading 

and sharing) 

• Viewing, downloading and sharing videos (streaming, downloading 

and sharing) 

• Publishing Information (blogging, maintaining a website, writing 

articles online, etc.) 

• Distributing multimedia production of your own (photography, videos, 

audios, etc.) 

• Working collaboratively in a team or organisation to achieve a goal 

(Whether entirely online or with people you also meet in person) 

• Supporting political parties online (e.g. through online discussion and 

debate) 
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• Support a cause you highly believe in (animal welfare, social cause, 

etc.) 

Although not exhaustive, the above list covers most of the activities that can 

be conducted online while giving the respondent enough 

information/examples in each category. Respondents were thus asked to 

rate on a 5-point Likert scale, how important these activities are in their use 

of the Internet. The data gathered in this section thus allows for a more 

comprehensive analysis of Internet use among the different groups that 

make up the Mauritian society. Table 4.7 outlines the variables used to 

measure inequality in purpose of use. They are all independent variables. 

Variable Choices Measurement 

Purpose of 
Use 
Effective 
Internet 
use 
 

Information seeking (research, following contacts, 
newsletters, etc.) 
 
Communicating directly with other people (email, chat, video 
calls, etc.) 
 
Making and maintaining social networks (Facebook, LinkedIn, 
Twitter, etc.) 
 
Performing online transaction (online banking, shopping, 
online selling, etc.) 
 
Playing Games (either alone or with other people) 
 
Listening, downloading and sharing music (streaming, 
downloading and sharing) 
 
Viewing, downloading and sharing videos (streaming, 
downloading and sharing) 
 
Publishing Information (blogging, maintaining a website, 
writing articles online, etc.) 
 
Distributing multimedia production of your own (photography, 
videos, audios, etc.) 
 
Working collaboratively in a team or organisation to achieve a 
goal (Whether entirely online or with people you also meet in 
person) 
 
Supporting political parties online (e.g. through online 
discussion and debate) 
 
Support a cause you highly believe in (animal welfare, social 
cause, etc.) 

Ordinal (5 point 
Likert Scale)   

Table 4.7: Inequality in Purpose of Use 
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4.3.1.7. Closing Remarks 

Section 7 of the survey (Closing section) asked respondents a general 

question about their overall perception of Digital Inequality in Mauritius based 

on the five dimensions (technical apparatus, autonomy of use, skill, social 

support and purpose of use). A horizontal rating Likert scale (1-10) was used 

to query respondents on how far they agreed that all Mauritian Internet users 

derive maximum benefits in every aspect (devices used/connection, freedom 

of use, skill, help and purpose of use) of their Internet use. The rationale for 

such question and a finer rating scale was guided by the use of regression 

analysis in determining the dimensions of Digital Inequality. Table 4.8 
outlines the choices and the measurement use for the dependent variable.  

Variable Choices Measurement 
Rating on 
Perception 
of Digital 
Inequality  
 

Extermely agree – Extremely Disagree 
 

Scale (10 point 
Likert Scale)   

Table 4.8: Digital Inequality Rating Variable 

4.3.1.8. Thank You Page  

The last section of the survey is dedicated to closing the survey and thanking 

the respondents for their time and effort in answering the questions. A brief 

thank you note was provided and respondents were given details of how to 

follow the progress of the survey and results, mainly through social network 

sites. Moreover, respondents were given the option of leaving an email 

address, should they be willing to participate further in the research, for 

example, a focus group. In order not to undermine the respondents’ 

anonymity, the email column was removed from the analysis file and kept in 
a separate document. 

4.3.1.9. Web Survey Design—Survey Monkey  

Sue and Ritter (2012) argue that the nature of a web survey is such that they 

require particular attention in their design. Indeed, they recognise that “online 
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surveys have more flexibility in how they look, the response options, and the 

types of media that can be used...” (Sue and Ritter 2012, 59) thereby 

requiring special consideration when designing such surveys to ensure the 

right information is gathered. They build on the work of Dillman, Tortora and 

Bowker (1998) to describe some fundamental principles in designing web 

survey. Amongst others, they argue for the need to have (i) a ‘Welcome 

Screen’, which explains the nature of the survey (Sue and Ritter 2012; 

Dillman, Tortora, and Bowker 1998), (ii) clear explanations and instructions 

on answering questions (Dillman, Tortora, and Bowker 1998) and (iii) 

conventional formats that are usually used in paper questionnaires (Sue and 

Ritter 2012; Dillman, Tortora, and Bowker 1998). These principles were 
taken into consideration when designing this survey.  

Some other user interface design principles were also adopted. For example, 

Schonlau, Frickler and Elliott (2002) provide a series of guidelines, although 

not exhaustive, in building Internet surveys. Some of the principles include, 

“List only a few questions per page; Eliminate unnecessary questions; Use 

graphics sparingly; Use matrix questions sparingly; Reduce response errors 

by restricting response choices; Force answers only on rare occasions; 

provide indication of survey progress” (Schonlau, Frickler, and Elliott 2002, 

42–45). 

Abiding by most of these principles, careful consideration was given to the 

page layout, with few questions per page. The survey was designed to 

provide the respondent with visual cues as to the progress (percentage 

completed) in the survey. The study contained only two compulsory 

questions and allowed the respondents to navigate freely forward and 

backward, to edit and delete their answers (in line with ethical requirements 

discussed in section 6.5). Furthermore, careful consideration was given to 

the font size and colour used to allow for users with disabilities (Schonlau, 

Frickler, and Elliott 2002).  

There were various avenues explored with regard to setting up an online 

survey. Although an option could have been to design a website from scratch 

with the survey on it, this solution would turn out to be timely and not cost 
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effective. Some existing commercial online survey providers do offer robust 

and reliable service and one example is Survey Monkey 

(www.surveymonkey.com). Marra and Bogue (2006, 6) argue that Survey 

Monkey is a “popular online survey tool that comes with relatively large set of 

features considering the pricing structure”. This claim is further supported by 

Evans et al. (2009) who contend that the online survey has highly 

customisable features with regard to questions and administration and 

special features such as skip logic. Also, as part of the design principles, it is 

important that the survey be accessible on multiple devices and platforms 

(Schonlau, Frickler, and Elliott 2002) and Survey Monkey provided this 

added advantage of being cross-platform and compatible with different 
devices and major browsers (Survey Monkey 2014c; Survey Monkey 2014a). 

Lastly, but importantly, careful consideration was given to the coding of the 

survey. Since the quantitative data was to be analysed using a statistical 

package, it was necessary to code the data captured by assigning a 

numerical code to each response (Pallant 2011). The reason for doing this 

was twofold—firstly, to ensure that the correct categories were being 

generated for analysis (Bryman 2012); and secondly, to facilitate the data 

transfer to the statistical package since Survey Monkey allows for data 

captured to be transferred straight to selected statistical packages, in 

occurrence SPSS (Survey Monkey 2014b), thereby safeguarding data 

integrity. The survey was coded before its release, but the code was kept 

hidden from the respondents so as not to interfere while they are responding 

to the questions. 

4.3.2. Survey Pre-Test 

To get reliable and valid responses from respondents, it was important to 

minimise the ambiguities and any bias that the questionnaire may have. The 

pre-testing of the questionnaire aimed at having a sample of people with 

more or less the same characteristics as the survey respondents to go 

through the survey and provide feedback on the questionnaire before making 
any adjustments.  
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De Vaus (2002, 114–16) argues that there are three stages of pre-testing or 

pilot testing questions. The first phase, which is the question development, 

ensures that all of the respondents derive the same meaning out of the 

questions. The second phase, questionnaire development, ensures that the 

questionnaire is evaluated as a whole regarding meaning but also 

concerning the time taken and the flow of questions. The last stage, polishing 

the pilot test, revises and validates all the questions and ensures that the 
design of the questionnaire is clear and does not lead to any biases. 

In line with the stages mentioned above, stage one was carried out 

throughout the development of the questionnaire; representatives from the 

Charles Telfair Institute and Curtin University reviewed and commented on 

individual questions as the questionnaire was developed.  

As for stage two, a significant pre-testing was held during the month of 

September 2012 with representatives from the Charles Telfair Institute and 

Curtin University as well as members of the Mauritian public aged between 

12 years old and 60 years old. Parental consent was given to test the 

questionnaire on children under 16 years old. The test aimed at ensuring that 

respondents have more or less the same understanding of the questions. 

Since the test was done online, it provided the average time taken by 

respondents as well as feedback on the layout and design of the survey. In 

light of the feedback received, the following changes were made. 

1. Some questions were reworded to ensure that they would be 

understood by all users aged 2 and above. 

2. It became clearer that two questions had to be made compulsory. The 

first question, about residency, which would allow to filter Mauritian 

residents and non-Mauritian residents, and a second question, about 

device ownership, which would direct respondents to specific 

questions.  

3. The initial idea of having one page for each section had to be 

reviewed since some pages contained too many questions.  
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4. The sequence of questions was reviewed and it was decided that it 

would be best to have the demographics at the beginning, rather than 

the end. 

5. Use of bold and underlining to highlight some keywords in specific 
questions was adopted. 

Tests were also carried out to ensure compatibility regarding the layout with 

various devices and operating systems to guarantee accessibility and 

usability for diverse Internet users.  

Although Mauritius is a multi-lingual country, it was decided that the web 

survey would be carried out in English. The main reasons supporting such 

decision is the relative familiarity of Mauritians to answer surveys in English 

as opposed to French or in the local dialects. Also, using only one language 

would ensure a standardised understanding of the terms, whose meaning 
could have been lost during translation.  

4.3.3. Questionnaire Distribution  

The survey was designed in such a way so as to ensure a reliable and 

methodologically consistent approach for the data gathering and to minimise 

any biases of individual methods. Much of the difficulty in this research has 

been to ensure that there is a reasonable representative sample of Mauritian 

Internet users to allow for a deeper understanding of the differences in 

Internet use. To get a representative sample of Mauritian Internet users, 

several methods were used to promote the online survey across different 

strata of the Mauritian population. In this regard, a representative sample of 

Secondary schools across the island was selected and the survey was 

promoted in these schools. The directors of the schools were approached to 

share the survey among their students in the form of small invitation cards. 

Students would then take the survey during their free time or at home. It is 

important to note here that the promotion was done in line with the ethical 
requirements discussed further in Section 4.5.  
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Furthermore, emails were sent to a random sample of companies across the 

island to promote the survey amongst their employees. A Facebook page 

was also created for the survey and anyone wishing to obtain further 

information on the survey could join and ask questions. The reason for such 

a procedure is that the statistics showed a “high rate” of Facebook 

subscription among Mauritian Internet users (All in 1 Social 2015). Lastly, 

people were invited to share the survey with any other Internet users they 
knew. 

Even though with the above-described approach, it is unlikely that the 

research has effectively given the possibility to every single Mauritian 

Internet user a chance to answer the survey. However, it can be safely 

assumed that every effort has been made to offer a majority of Mauritian 

Internet users a chance to participate in the investigation. It can, therefore, 

be assumed that the data gathered comes from a reasonably representative 

sample of Mauritian Internet users. Official statistics were used later to check 

the representativeness of the sample, as discussed later.  

After carefully evaluating the ramifications and fully understanding the 

limitations of this research, the survey was released on 7 September 2012 

and kept live for six months until the end of March 2013. Throughout the six 

months, considerable effort was put into promoting the survey among 

Mauritian Internet users. Once the survey was closed, Survey Monkey 

automatically generated an SPSS file for the survey. However, before 

continuing any further, it was important to ensure that the data manipulation 

was done properly. Although Survey Monkey allowed for a direct migration of 

data to SPSS or Microsoft Excel, some of the variables had to be recoded to 
ensure a smooth migration. 

4.3.4. Quantitative Data Analysis  

As mentioned earlier, IBM SPSS software was used for analysis of the 

survey data. Survey Monkey allowed for all the data captured to be 

downloaded in the appropriate format for use by SPSS. The coding of the 
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survey was done during the questionnaire design (see Section 4.3.1.8 

above). However, some recoding and data preparation had to be done 

because of some errors induced in the automatic translation from Survey 

Monkey to SPSS. Descriptive statistics, tests to investigate differences 

between groups, Factor Analysis and Regression Analysis, are amongst the 

tests that were carried out on the dataset. 

4.4.  Qualitative Methods  

Traditionally, quantitative methods entail numerical analysis and qualitative 

methods relate to narratives. Berg (2001) warns over the simplification of this 

equation and argues that qualitative methods go far beyond the mere 

gathering of narratives for analysis by enabling “researchers to share in the 

understandings and perceptions of others and to explore how people 

structure and give meaning to their daily lives” (p7). This is the underlying 

rationale for using qualitative methods to answer the research questions 

pertaining to situating governmental and non-governmental initiatives in 

relation to the main determinants of Digital Inequality in Mauritius. The aim is 

to gain an insight into stakeholders’ perception of the dimensions of Digital 
Inequality in Mauritius and what is being done in relation to this issue.  

Among the qualitative tools available, a Semi-Structured Interview was 

chosen because it allows for flexibility and puts more emphasis on the 

interviewee's point of view (Bryman 2012), as opposed to structured 

interview approach. Subsequently, it gives the researcher the freedom to 

probe the interviewee on pertinent issues and it also offers "greater insight 

into what the interviewee sees as relevant and important" (Bryman 2012, 

470). This would then allow for an in-depth analysis and understanding of the 
different forces underpinning the Digital Inequality phenomenon. 

4.4.1.  Interviewee Selection  

In terms of interviewee selection, purposive sampling was used. Bryman 

(2012, 418) argues that "the goal of purposive sampling is to sample 
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cases/participants in a strategic way, so that those sampled are relevant to 

the research questions that are being posed". It was decided to group 

interviewees into three broad categories, namely: governmental-

organisations—consisting mainly of policy makers and ICT regulators on the 

island; civil society organisations (CSO's)—which comprises of associations 

of private companies operating in the ICT sector as well as non-

governmental Organisations (NGO's) concerned with the advancement of the 

Internet among the population (these could be local NGO's or chapters of 

International Organisations); Internet Service Providers—which are the 

companies providing the Internet to the users.  

The aim of the interviews is to situate governmental and non-governmental 

initiatives in relation to Digital Inequality. To ensure representativeness within 

each of the three categories outlined, one senior representative from each 

chosen organisation within the three categories were thus sourced. The 
organisations chosen and the rationale for their selection are as follows:  

Governmental Organisations  

i) Ministry of Information and Communication Technologies (MICT)—the 

highest governmental authority on issues pertaining to Information and 

Communication Technologies. The Ministry is responsible to oversee 

the formulation of all the main policies and legislation surrounding ICT 

amongst others (MICT 2014). 

ii) The Information and Communication Technology Authority (ICTA)—

the governmental body and regulator for the ICT market in Mauritius 

(ICTA 2014a).  

iii) The National Computer Board (NCB)—the governmental body 

responsible for promoting the development of ICT on the island (NCB 

2014).  

 

Together, these three governmental bodies provide a representative view of 
the government’s view on the issues of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. 

 



Chapter 4: Methodology 
 

 112 

Civil Society Organisations  

i) Mauritius Information and Technology Industry Association (MITIA)—a 

business association comprising of companies engaged in ICT 

hardware and data processing activities in Mauritius (MITIA 2014).  

ii) Outsourcing and Telecommunication Association of Mauritius 

(OTAM)—a business association consisting of companies engaged in 

Information Technology Outsourcing, Business Process Outsourcing, 

International Long Distance Operators and Internet Service Providers 

(OTAM 2014).  

iii) Internet Society—Mauritius Chapter (ISoc)—a non-governmental 

Organisation consisting of individuals working towards propagating 

Internet culture in Mauritius (Worldwide Internet Society 2014b). 

There are not many civil society organisations focusing on ICT on the island. 

With the ICT industry being a nascent one, the three main organisations 

were selected and are used here as being representative of the civil society 
organisations on the island.   

ISP 

i) Orange Mauritius—the largest mobile Internet service provider as well 

as the largest fixed Internet service provider on the Island. 

ii) Emtel—a Mobile Internet Service Provider.  

As at the design of this study, Orange Mauritius was by far the largest 

Internet service provider – both fixed and mobile and could thus on its own 

be representative of the ISP. However, for the sake of getting different 
perspective, the second largest ISP was added to the list. 

4.4.2. Interview Questions  

A semi-structured interview was used for the qualitative part of the research. 

This type of interview required that questions be formulated or broad themes 

identified and allowed for follow up questions or allowed flexibility to 

contextualise the questions depending on the interviewee (Saunders, Lewis, 
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and Thornhill 2009). This characteristic seems to be particularly valuable in 

the research context since the interviewees were from different backgrounds 

(governmental organisations, civil society organisation and ISP), each with 

their own perspective on the issue of Digital Inequality. The interview was 
divided into four main discussion themes, namely: 

1. Introduction—focused on building up a rapport with the interviewee 

2. Access—focused on Digital Divide  

3. Use—focused on Digital Inequality  
4. Conclusion—thank you note and concluding remarks 

In the ‘Introduction’ section, participants were asked to talk briefly about their 

role within their respective organisations as well as the role of the 

organisation with respect to the Internet in Mauritius. The aim of this question 

was mainly to set a rapport with the Interviewee at the beginning of the 
interviews.  

The second section on ‘Access' focused on the Digital Divide issue. In this 

section, sub-themes included the role of Internet in the socio-economic 

development of Mauritius and an evaluation of how far has this been 

achieved. Questions on the interviewee's perception of the current state of 

Internet penetration/access on the island and why it was so high/low, and 

what could be done or was being done, were asked. The next sub-theme 

within this section was on the future of Internet access development in 

Mauritius and what were seen to be the major hurdles in developing and 

providing access to all. 

The third and major section of the survey, ‘Use’, dealt with the Digital 

Inequality aspect of the research. This section has been further broken down 

to incorporate the five dimensions of inequality as discussed throughout this 

thesis. Apart from the five dimensions, other themes included the 

interviewee’s perception of Internet use in Mauritius as well as their 

understanding of effective use. Furthermore, the role of the participants’ 
respective organisation in promoting Internet use was also examined.  
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The last section of the interview, ‘Conclusion’, also consisted in examining 

the working relationship between the various Internet stakeholders in 

Mauritius. Thus, participants were questioned on whether or not, and how 

their organisations partner with other organisations in the development and 
promotion of Internet in Mauritius and how this was being done.  

As for the survey, a pre-test was carried out for the interviews. The aim of the 

pre-test was twofold. Firstly, to determine the average length of the interview 

based on the prepared questions, and secondly to review the questions for 

any ambiguities and explore the types of follow-up questions that could be 

used for each section. The pilot interview was conducted on a couple of 

academics at the Charles Telfair Institute and some of the questions were 

reviewed by academics at Curtin University. Based on the pilot interviews, it 

was concluded that the interview would take on average one hour. It was 

also decided to adapt some of the questions to the respondent’s background. 

For example, interviews conducted with governmental organisations would 

focus more on policy/regulatory issues whereas interviews with ISP would 

concentrate more on the commercial aspect. The interview questions can be 

viewed for each of the three categories of interviewees in Appendix C.3 for 

governmental organisations, in Appendix C.5 for civil society organisations 

and in Appendix C.4 for ISP’s. 

4.4.3. Interview Procedures 

As from the beginning of the month of May 2013, formal requests for 

interviews were emailed to the selected interviewees. They were provided 

with a brief description of the research as well as the Information Sheet 

(Appendix C.1) and the Interview Consent Form (Appendix C.2). 

Unfortunately, due to the unavailability of some interviewees, some of the 
interviews were conducted late in November 2013. 

Before the start of the interviews, interviewees were briefed on the research 

being carried out and the ethical information contained in the Information 

Sheet. They were asked to agree to the contents of the Consent Form before 
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the start of the Interview. The Consent Form, other than outlining the rights of 

the interviewees and ensuring that they understand the goal of the 

interviews, also consisted of confidentiality options. Interviewees were, firstly, 

asked permission for the interviews to be recorded and secondly, asked 

whether any information provided during the interviews could be attributed to 

them, or whether no mention of their names should be made in the thesis or 

any other world publish thereafter. With regard to recording, most 

interviewees agreed for the conversation to be recorded and later 

transcribed. One participant disagreed with this method and requested that 

notes be taken during the interview. His request was accepted in line with the 

ethical requirements. As for confidentiality, a couple of interviewees opted to 
remain confidential but generalisations could be made from what they said.  

 Due to their limited time and lack of availability, interviews were not 

conducted with two of the interviewees from the NCB and Emtel respectively. 

Instead they requested that the questions be sent to them by email and that 

they would send back the answers. However, only the representative of the 

NCB returned the questions answered. Numerous, unfruitful attempts were 
made to get the answers back from the representative of Emtel. 

As mentioned in Chapter 3, Mauritians are multilingual, with French and 

Mauritian Creole being predominant languages in the country. As such 

interviewees were given the freedom to choose in which language they 

would prefer the conversation to be held. Most interviewees opted for English 

but there were also cases where interviewees were more at ease with 

French or sometimes a mix of both English and French. Great care was thus 

taken during the transcription process to ensure that the meaning was not 

lost when translating to English. A copy of the original recording has been 
kept, in line with ethical requirements, for reference purposes. 

A thank-you email was also sent to each of the respondents after the 

interview and they were provided with contact details of the researcher for 

any queries they should have or if ever they decided to pull out of the 

research. It is worth noting that as at submission date, no interviewee has 
withdrawn from the research. 
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4.4.4. Interview Analysis 

After the interviews had been conducted, a transcript of the recording was 

generated. For easier analysis, the interviews were categorised into the three 

main stakeholders identified in Section 4.4.1. The transcripts were then 
analysed and central themes for each stakeholder were identified.  

Since there were few interviews and the aim was to gain an insight within 

each category, no analysis software was used. The analysis was done by 

simple comparison of the interviews within the categories. Later the themes 

identified were used for the broader cross-category analysis.  

4.5.  Ethical Considerations 

Ethics are important dimensions that need to be taken into account when 

conducting research. Indeed, De Vaus (2002, 59) argues that for example, 

any "survey needs to be technically correct, practically efficient, and ethically 

sound". He further argues that there are two approaches to viewing ethical 

issues, either the hard-line approach, to sticking to ethics guidelines per se, 

or a more contextualised approach, using the guidelines as reference and 
adapting to the researcher's current situation and context (De Vaus 2002).  

This research is being carried out as part of a Curtin University degree; it has 

to abide by the ethical requirements set out by the university. Since, the 

research is also being carried out in Mauritius, it is as important to take into 
consideration local ethical considerations.  

Therefore, in compliance with Curtin University’s Research guidelines, the 

research was assessed in terms of whether it includes humans, and the data 

gathering tools were then designed to be in line with the Health and Medical 

Research Council (NHMRC) Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research and the Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research. 

An application for research with low risk was thus submitted and approval 

was obtained (Authorisation number: MCCA-04-12) by the School of Media, 
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Culture and Creative Arts Human Research Ethics Committee in May 2012 

and subsequently renewed in 2013.  

In Mauritius, it is the Mauritius Research Council (MRC) that is responsible 

for laying the “guidelines for, and initiate the formulation of research and 

development policies on a national basis” (Mauritius Research Council 

2014b). Although the research ethics guidelines were still being drafted 

(Mauritius Research Council 2014a) at the time methodological decisions 

were being made for this research, the guidelines set out were taken into 

consideration. It is worth noting that the Australian NHMRC encompasses 

much of the ethical dimensions set out in the Mauritian draft ethical 
guidelines. 

Thus, a series of measures were put in place for the research to meet the 

ethical requirements. Amongst others, making the survey anonymous 

ensured confidentiality of survey respondents. Survey participants were 

made aware of the research and their respective rights with regard to the 

information they provided in the survey in a Survey Information Sheet 

(Appendix B: Survey Questionnaire), and their rights to end the survey at any 

point in time. Furthermore, children under 16 years old were required to 

obtain parental consent before engaging in the survey. Since some of the 

survey recruitments were made in school, the research applied the Mauritian 

guideline for advertising online surveys in schools.  

As for the running of the interviews, as stated earlier in the interview 

procedures section, interviewees were requested to sign a Consent Form 

and to agree to the interview being recorded. Interviewees also had the 

possibility to decide whether they wanted the materials gathered from the 

interview to be attributable to them or they did not want to be quoted in any 

publications. They were also informed of the possibility to withdraw from the 

research at any point, without prejudice, up until the submission of the thesis 
for examination or any publication that result thereof from the research. 
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In accordance with Curtin regulations, upon final submission of this thesis, all 

data will be digitalised and stored for a period of seven years in a safe at the 
Charles Telfair Institute in Mauritius, after which it will be destroyed.  

4.6.  Conclusion 

This chapter focused on outlining the methodology for answering the two 

central objectives of this research, namely to investigate the existence and 

determinants of Digital Inequality in Mauritius and to investigate stakeholders’ 

perception and initiatives on the issue. It provided the philosophical rationale 

for choosing the Mixed Method Research, which is about mixing quantitative 

and qualitative methods in the pursuit of answering the research questions. It 

further elaborated on the distinct nature of these two objectives and thus the 

need for a parallel mixed method whereby each method would be running 

concurrently without any interference between the two approaches. The data 
gathered should then allow for a meta-analysis of the issue.  

From a quantitative perspective, this chapter explored and discussed the 

rationale for using a survey to investigate the existence and determinants of 

Digital Inequality in Mauritius. It explored in relative detail the questionnaire 

design as well as the survey distribution strategies used to ensure that a 
representative sample of the Mauritian Internet user population was sourced.  

The second part of the chapter was dedicated to qualitative methods in which 

the rationale for using this research method to answer the second objective, 

was exposed. This section also made a case for semi-structured interviews; 

it further outlined the purposive sampling techniques used to select 

interviewees and named the organisations that were chosen for interviews. 

The chapter also expanded on the questions for the interview as well as the 
procedures put in place for conducting interviews.  

Lastly, this chapter outlined the strategies used to align the research with the 

Australian National Health and Medical Research Council Statement on 

Ethical Conduct in Human Research and the Australian Code for the 

Responsible Conduct of Research. It showed how every possible effort was 
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placed in ensuring that the research conforms to the ethical requirements set 

by Curtin University. 

The following chapter outlines the findings of the survey described above. 

The limitations of the methodology are discussed in the conclusion of this 
thesis.  
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Chapter 5: Quantitative (Survey) Findings 

5.1.  Introduction  

As discussed in the previous chapter, an online survey was conducted and 

run for six months to gather the Mauritian Internet users’ perception on the 

five dimensions of Digital Inequality. Consequently, this chapter sets out to 

illustrate the findings of the survey. The chapter is broken down into three 

main subsections, which cover reliability and validity of the instrument, 
descriptive statistics and inferential statistics.  

The first section outlines some of the tests used to ensure that the survey 

instrument used is valid and reliable. Tests such as the Cronbach’s alpha 

test of reliability, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett’s test and Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test were among those used to ensure that the survey was sound 
enough to perform further inferential analysis.  

The descriptive statistics section is structured around the six sections of the 

survey, namely demographics, technical apparatus, autonomy of use, skill, 

social support and purpose of use. This section aims at providing a numerical 

and graphical representation of the results gathered from the survey. 

Although for most questions, the data supplied did not have to be 

transformed in any way, for questions answered on a 5-point Likert scale (0-

4), the method of weighted means was used to facilitate the classification of 

statements within their respective sets. Though the Likert is inherently 

ordinal, it is often considered as being interval on the assumption that the 

gaps between its options are equal, in which case a mean may be 

calculated. The numerical significance of the mean may not be as important 

as its accommodation for comparison between statements. Therefore, in 

some cases, especially with regard to the Internet user’s perception of items 

that had a negative effect on their Internet use, weighted mean was used in 

an attempt to allow for comparisons between the different items—which 

would have been impossible without the use of weighted mean.  
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Lastly, the inferential statistics section describes the results obtained after 

further analytical operations carried out on the data obtained from the survey. 

For example, the inferential analysis included significance testing via the 

Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis H tests, along with the advanced 

pairwise comparisons where suitable, followed by multivariate techniques like 

factor analysis and multiple regression, to give a better insight into the 

determinants of Digital Inequality. These analyses have been carried out in 

an attempt to investigate the existence of Digital Inequality in Mauritius; and 
to understand the dimensions of Inequality and its underlying factors. 

In a nutshell, this chapter exposes the results of the survey. It can be viewed 

as a prelude to Chapter 6, Quantitative Discussion, which draws on these 

data to discuss the pertinence and ramifications of such findings.  

5.2.  Reliability and Validity  

To proceed with any further inferential analysis, it is important to test for the 

validity and reliability of the data gathered. The following section illustrates 

the tests and results obtained for the test of reliability, validity and normality 

on the sample data collected. For this research, a total number of 625 

responses were captured. Out of the 625 cases, only 571 cases were 

deemed suitable for analysis. Cases were removed from the dataset either 

because the respondents were not Mauritian residents (filtered by question 1 

of the questionnaire) or there were not enough answered questions (34 of 

the cases were without any responses to the questions). Although this rather 

large sample size does not justify inferences to the overall Mauritian Internet 

use population, the findings and analysis (discussed further in Section 5.3.1) 

revealed a reasonable approximation of the population and therefore are 

suggestive of certain trends all within the boundary of some limitations 

(discussed in Section 8.2. ). 
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5.2.1. Test of Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha)  

Creswell (2009, 233) defines reliability as “…  to whether scores to items on 

an instrument are internally consistent (i.e. are the item responses consistent 

across constructs?), stable over time (test-retest correlations) and whether 

there was consistency in the test administration and scoring”. There are 

indeed different methods and tools available for testing reliability, namely the 

test-retest method, alternate-form, inter-rater and internal consistency 

reliability methods (Trochim and Donnelly 2006). The use of these tools 

depends on the number of times the survey is administered and whether 
raters are being used.  

Test-retest and alternate-form require that the same survey be carried out at 

different intervals in time before comparison between the two is made to 

calculate the reliability. As for inter-rater, it looks at the consistency between 

raters who used the same questionnaire, again requiring that the survey be 

carried out more than once. However, internal consistency is the only method 

that requires the survey be run only once. Since the nature of this research 

does not allow for the survey to be run multiple times nor does it make use of 

raters, internal consistency method for testing reliability is the most relevant 
test to be used. 

The internal consistency method can be further broken into several strands, 

with split-half being the most common one. The split-half method consists of 

splitting the measures into halves and comparing the scores resulting from 

those splitting, resulting in a coefficient. Although there are different ways, 

methods and equations to calculate the split-half coefficient, Cronbach’s 
alpha Coefficient remains by far the most common tool used.  

Cronbach’s alpha is a test that can be used to assess reliability. The result of 

the test is a coefficient with a value between 0 and 1. Generally speaking, the 

higher the coefficient value, the more reliable the survey tool is. However, it 

is usually accepted that if the coefficient value is 0.7 and higher, it can be 

concluded that the result for reliability is positive and that the survey 
questions are consistent (De Vaus 2002, 184).  
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The reliability test for this research included variables from the five sections 

of the survey (Q14, Q18, Q21, Q22, Q28, Q29). Only questions/variables 

measured on a 5-point Likert scale and relating to the same concepts were 

considered. It is accepted that questions of demographic nature, 

dichotomous or multiple-response questions are subject to a wide variation 

and are thus avoided in the reliability test. For this test, SPSS was used and 

the result is illustrated in Table 5.1 below, which shows the Cronbach’s alpha 
value for questions in each of the eight section  

  RELIABILITY STATISTICS 
Section Cronbach’s alpha N of Items 

Inequality in Technical Apparatus (Q14) 0.656 4 

Inequality in Autonomy of Use (Q18) 0.759 7 

Inequality in Skill (Q21) 0.910 11 

Inequality in Skill (Q22) 0.894 5 

Inequality in Social Support (Q28) 0.840 4 

Inequality in Purpose of Use (Q29 0.777 12 

Table 5.1: Cronbach’s alpha Test results 

Since the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the survey questions measuring 

the same concept is greater than 0.7 (>0.7), it can be safely deduced that the 

reliability of the questions is acceptable. Furthermore, it can be assumed that 

the survey responses are internally consistent and the questions were well 

focused on their objectives.  

5.2.2. Test for Validity and Sample Adequacy (KMO) 

Stangor (2011, 95) argues that in “addition to being reliable, useful measured 

variables need to be construct valid”. Construct validity is understood as 

being how well the constructs measure what they are intended to measure 

(De Vaus 2002). Similarly, there are different methods to measure construct 

validity. This research uses factor validity as a measure to assess construct 

validity. This entails that suitability for Factor Analysis implies construct 

validity. In this respect, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Adequacy and 
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Bartlett’s test of sphericity were used to verify the relative adequacy and 

validity of the measures (Ntoumanis 2001). Factor Analysis test was 

therefore run on the subset of variables mentioned in section 5.2.1 and 

output of the KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity is shown in Table 5.2. 

 

 KMO AND BARTLETT'S TEST 

Inequality in 

Technical 

Apparatus (Q14) 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.538 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 588.101 

df 6 

Sig. 0.000 

Inequality in 

Autonomy of 

Use (Q18) 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.805 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 697.994 

df 21 

Sig. 0.000 

Inequality in Skill 

(Q21) 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.891 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 

3320.90

0 

df 55 

Sig. 0.000 

Inequality in Skill 

(Q22) 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.826 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 

1567.26

0 

df 10 

Sig. 0.000 

Inequality in 

Social Support 

(Q28) 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.782 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 944.897 

df 6 

Sig. 0.000 

Inequality in 

Purpose of Use 

(Q29 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.770 

Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 

1587.91

5 

df 66 

Sig. 0.000 

Table 5.2: KMO and Bartlett’s Test Results 
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In general, the higher the KMO value (between 0 and 1), the better it is but it 

is commonly agreed that a value below 0.5 is not acceptable. As indicated in 

Table 5.2, a KMO obtained from the test for each subset of the variables 

exceeded the 0.5 acceptable minimum value. It can thus be assumed that 

the sample is more than adequate and can, therefore, be deemed 

representative of the population.  

The Bartlett’s test of sphericity additionally confirmed the validity of the 

responses by providing a Sig. Value of 0.000, which is less than the 

minimum required 0.05 (<0.05) for each section. It can thus be safely agreed 

that the questionnaire is valid for the study. The KMO and Bartlett’s tests not 

only confirmed the reliability and validity of the measures in that the results of 

analysis of the data can be generalised with a 95% (SPSS default testing 

level) confidence level, but they also confirmed that Factor Analysis (Section 
5.4.3) can be safely run on the data. 

5.2.3. Test for Normality  

Beside from testing the validity and reliability, it is important to understand 

the types of testing that is suitable for the data gathered before embarking on 

further analysis. The test of normality determines whether the data set is 

normal, thereby allowing for parametric testing (ANOVA, t-test, etc.) to be 

conducted. Otherwise, if the data is not normal, then non-parametric testing 

(Chi-Square Test of Independence, etc.) should be used. The test of 
normality is carried out using a hypothesis testing approach, whereby  

H0: The variable is normal (Sig. >0.05) 

H1: The variable is not normal (Sig. <0.05) 

Thus, to determine normality, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used on the 

44 variables identified in Section 5.2.1. All the variables tested had a Sig. 

value or p-value of 0.00 (Table D1 in Appendix D1.). Subsequently, the value 

being less than 0.05, the null hypothesis (H0) is rejected (p-value < significant 

level -> reject H0), thereby accepting the claim that the variables are not 



Chapter 5: Quantitative Findings 
 

 126 

normal. As a result, non-parametric testing should be used in any inferential 

analysis technique.  

5.3.  Descriptive Statistics  

5.3.1. Demographics 

Section 1 of the survey dealt with the personal information of respondents, 

which can be used to determine the different strata of the Mauritian society, 

but which are also the underlying forces that impact on Digital Inequality. The 

first question in the questionnaire was a filter question about the 

respondent’s country of residence to ensure that only Mauritian Internet 

users answer the survey. There were very few (15) non-Mauritians who took 

the survey and these respondents were gently redirected from the survey to 

a page where they were asked to share the survey with their Mauritian 

friends. Therefore, all statistics that follow are on Mauritian resident Internet 
users only. 
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The second question of the survey dealt with the sex of the respondents. As 

indicated in Figure 5.1, out of the total valid responses (n = 571), 53.5% of 

respondents were male and 46.5% female, clearly showing that more males 

responded to the survey.  

Question 3 of the survey asked respondents about their age. Although for the 

survey respondents selected their actual age (ages 12-100 were made 

available), these were then grouped ,as shown in Figure 5.2, for better 

analysis. The target audience of the survey was Mauritian Internet users 

aged 12 years and above, and although the survey was left open, no case 

was reported with respondent’s age less than 12. It can be noted that 58.9% 

of the respondents were aged 20-29 years and nearly 90% of the 

respondents are less than 40 years old. On the other hand, only 2.1% of the 

respondents were aged 60 years and above. Clearly, the results show that 

SEX 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Male 302 52.9 53.5 

Female 262 45.9 46.5 
Total 564 98.8 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.1: Sex of Respondents 
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Mauritian Internet users are rather young and the number of users decreases 

as age increases.  

 

The fourth question examined the residential area of respondents. They were 

required to select from the four categories provided. The island being small, 

sometimes it is difficult to differentiate between urban and suburban, and it is 

one of the reasons why a text box was provided for respondents to enter the 

name of their place of residence in case of doubt. Indeed, some respondents 

gave the name of their residential location, which was then coded into the 
relevant category. 

AGE GROUP 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
12-19 80 14.0 14.1 

20-29 334 58.5 58.9 

30-39 93 16.3 16.4 

40-49 29 5.1 5.1 

50-59 19 3.3 3.4 

60 + 12 2.1 2.1 

Total 567 99.3 100 

 

 

Figure 5.2: Age Group of Respondents. 
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Figure 5.3 shows that there is a higher proportion (56.2%) of the survey 

population residing in urban areas, as opposed to a total of 37.1% in rural 
areas (13.7% coastal + 23.4% inland). 

 

Figure 5.4 illustrates the occupation of the survey population. It can be noted 

that 38.9% of the survey population are students, resulting from a high rate of 

young Internet user population. However, it is worth noting that all the listed 

categories of occupation were represented in the survey. The figure also 

shows that only 0.2% of the respondents were manual workers, showing that 

Mauritian Internet users are, depending on their age, mainly students or 
office workers.  

RESIDENTIAL AREA 

 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Urban 312 54.6 56.2 
Suburban 37 6.5 6.7 
Rural (Inland) 130 22.8 23.4 
Rural (Coastal) 76 13.3 13.7 
Total 555 97.2 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.3: Residential Area of Respondents 
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Question 5 surveyed respondents on the highest education level they 

achieved. As discussed in Chapter 3, the Mauritian education system is 

OCCUPATION 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Student 213 37.3 39.2 
Middle Management 100 17.5 18.4 
Admin/Clerical 56 9.8 10.3 
Technician/Specialist 43 7.5 7.9 
Educator/Trainer 42 7.4 7.7 
Self-employed 34 6 6.3 
Top Management 30 5.3 5.5 
Unemployed 16 2.8 2.9 
Retired 7 1.2 1.3 
Other 2 0.4 0.4 
Manual worker 1 0.2 0.2 
Total 544 95.3 100 

 

Figure 5.4: Occupation of Respondents 
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composed of Pre-Primary (<5 years old), Primary (5-11 years old), 

Secondary (12-18 years old) with exits at School Certificate (SC) Exams (16 

years old) or Higher School Certificate (HSC) (18 years old). Post HSC levels 

are aligned with global university levels (Certificate, Diploma, Undergraduate 

and Postgraduate). From Figure 5.5, it can be noted that there is a high rate 

of the survey population who earned a degree (33%) and very few 
respondents (0.5%) had Vocational training as their highest education level.  

 

HIGHEST EDUCATION LEVEL 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Primary 40 7 7.1 
Vocational 3 0.5 0.5 
SC 27 4.7 4.8 
HSC 111 19.4 19.8 
Cert/Dip 90 15.8 16.1 
Professional 15 2.6 2.7 
Undergrad 186 32.6 33.2 
Postgrad 88 15.4 15.7 
Total 560 98.1 100 

 

 

Figure 5.5: Highest Education Level of Respondents 
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Coupled with their highest education level achieved, respondents were 

questioned on their current education level. There were only 421 valid 

responses to this question, and as shown in Figure 5.6, up to 31% of 

currently studying respondents were studying at the Undergraduate level and 

28.5% are not studying at all. The high rate of student responding to the 

survey shows that they are mainly tertiary level students and it can be 
assumed that older respondents are not currently studying.  

CURRENT EDUCATION LEVEL  

  
Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Primary 31 5.4 7.4 
Vocational 1 0.2 0.2 
SC 12 2.1 2.9 
HSC 18 3.2 4.3 
Cert/Dip 27 4.7 6.4 
Professional 35 6.1 8.3 
Undergrad 133 23.3 31.6 
Postgrad 44 7.7 10.5 
Not studying 120 21 28.5 
Total 421 73.7 100 

 

 

Figure 5.6: Current Level of Education of Respondents 
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Question 8 of the survey examined the highest level of education of the 

respondents’ parents. The aim was to use this variable to situate the socio-

economic status of the respondents. Although income is often used for such 

measure, students, which constitute a large proportion of the respondents, 

would not be in a position to answer such question or alternatively may not 

be aware of the household income. Thus, the use of parents’ education level 

to situate socio-economic status. The assumption is that parents with higher 

education level would have higher socio-economic status. Although it is 

understood and acknowledged that there are limitations to this approach, the 

HIGHEST EDUCATION LEVEL OF PARENTS 

 
Frequency Percent Valid 

Percent 
Primary 68 11.9 12.5 
Vocational 8 1.4 1.5 
SC 141 24.7 25.8 
HSC 108 18.9 19.8 
Cert/Dip 69 12.1 12.6 
Professional 28 4.9 5.1 
Undergrad 68 11.9 12.5 
Postgrad 56 9.8 10.3 
Total 546 95.6 100 

 

 

Figure 5.7: Highest Education Level of Respondents’ Parents. 
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current research context, unfortunately, did not provide for a better 

alternative. The results, Figure 5.7, show that the majority of respondents’ 

parents (86%) have studied at least the School Certificate. 12.5% of the 

respondents’ parents studied up to Primary school and only 10.3% of parents 

studied at post graduate level. In general, it can be argued that the vast 

majority of respondents would come from the middle class and above.  

5.3.2.  Technical Apparatus  

Section 2 of the survey examined the technical apparatus dimension of 

Digital Inequality. Respondents were queried on the technical means of 
connecting to the Internet and the following results were obtained. 

 

DEVICE OWNERSHIP 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Yes 555 97.2 98.1 
No 11 1.9 1.9 
Total 566 99.1 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.8: Device Ownership of Respondents 
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Question 9 of the survey examined device ownership and questioned 

respondent on whether they own a device that they use to connect to the 

Internet. As noted in Figure 5.8, 98.1% (n = 566) of respondents own a 

device. Although the question does not differentiate between the types of 

devices owned (such question is dealt later on), it does give a clear indication 

about the level of device ownership among the survey population, with nearly 
all of the Internet users owning their device. 

 

Figure 5.9 reveals the main Internet connection mode of respondents who 

own a device. As shown, 84.2% of those who own a device connect to the 

Internet through a computer with a high speed ADSL connection. The figures 

also corroborate with official figures about the decline in Dial-up connection, 

with only 1.7% connecting through such low speed connection. Although 

there is an increasingly high rate of mobile penetration within the Mauritian 

MAIN INTERNET CONNECTION MODE 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Computer with ADSL 457 82.3 84.2 
Mobile device with fixed connection 37 6.7 6.8 
Mobile device with mobile connection 28 5.0 5.2 
Computer with mobile connection 10 1.8 1.8 
Computer with Dial-up 9 1.6 1.7 

Did not connect 2 0.4 0.4 
Total 543 97.8 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.9: Main Internet Connection Mode (Owners) 
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population (130.9%), at the time of the survey was conducted, only 31.5 out 

of every 100 inhabitants had a mobile Broadband subscription (Statistics 

Mauritius 2015a). In the same vein, the results reveal that during the year the 

survey was conducted, very few of the respondents (only 12%) who own a 
device connected to the Internet mainly through a mobile device.  

 

Question 12 of the survey examined the location from which respondents 

who own a device accessed the Internet. Figure 5.10 reveals that 65.4% of 

the survey population who owns a device accessed the Internet mainly from 

home, followed by 25.9% who accessed the Internet mainly from work. In line 

MAIN INTERNET ACCESS POINT (OWNERS) 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Home 354 63.8 65.4 
Workplace 140 25.2 25.9 
Mobile 22 4 4.1 
Place of study 20 3.6 3.7 
Other 3 0.5 0.6 
Public location 2 0.4 0.4 
Total 541 97.5 100 

 

 

Figure 5.10: Main Internet Access Location (Owners) 
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with the connection mode (Figure 5.10), there is a low proportion of 

respondents (4.1%) who use mobile devices as their main Internet access 

point. This result also corroborates with the previous results regarding 

ownership of devices and main device used to connect to the Internet. The 

results thus reveal that the typical Mauritian Internet user would own a PC 

and connect to the Internet through Broadband at home.  

 

Only 11, accounting for 1.9% respondents did not own the device they use to 

connect to the Internet. Figure 5.11 gives a rather general picture as to the 

location from where such users access the Internet. It reveals that 45.5% of 

the survey respondents who do not own a device access the Internet from 

their workplace and only 27.3% access the Internet at friends and family. 

MAIN INTERNET ACCESS POINT (NON-OWNERS) 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Workplace 5 45.5 45.5 
Friend/family 3 27.3 27.3 
Paid public 1 9.1 9.1 
Did not connect 1 9.1 9.1 
Other 1 9.1 9.1 
Total 11 100 100 

 

 

Figure 5.11: Main Internet Access Location (Non-Owners) 
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However, the use of paid public location as main Internet connection, such 

as cybercafés, is limited (1 respondent, 9.1%). Although not shown in the 

chart, none of the respondents used Free Public (e.g. Library, Post Offices) 
as their main source of Internet connection.  

 

The following question examined to what extent factors, such as Hardware, 

Software, Bandwidth and Reliability of connection, limited respondents’ 

effective use of the Internet. Figure 5.12 shows the aggregated data and the 

weighted mean calculated for each of the aforementioned factors. It can be 

seen from Figure 5.12 that respondents perceived bandwidth (weighted 

mean of 2.32) as being the factor that mostly limit their effective use of the 

Internet, followed by the reliability of the connection (weighted mean of 2.08). 

The same figure suggests that hardware and software is perceived as having 

TECHNICAL APPARATUS: LIMITATIONS OF EFFECTIVE 
INTERNET USE 

Limitations 
No 

effect 
at all 

Little 
negative 

effect 
Negative 

effect 
Significant 
negative 

effect 

Very 
significant 
negative 

effect 

Weighted 
Mean 

Bandwidth 59 97 135 101 142 2.32 
Reliability of 
connection 74 118 129 107 102 2.08 

Software 246 133 85 34 24 0.96 

Hardware 301 102 77 24 22 0.79 
 

 

Figure 5.12: Technical Apparatus - Factors Limiting Effective Internet Use 
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little effect in limiting respondents’ effective use of Internet (0.79 and 0.96 

respectively). 

5.3.3. Autonomy of Use 

The third section of the survey investigated the autonomy of use dimension 
of Digital Inequality. The following is the result obtained.  

 

Question 15 of the survey dealt with the connection status of the survey 

respondents. Figure 5.13 indicates that 45.2% of the survey respondents feel 

that they are ‘always connected and that they can access the Internet 

anytime’, followed by 42.1% who ‘regularly connect to the Internet but do not 

think of themselves as always connected’. The figure also indicates that only 

CONNECTION STATUS 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Always connected 242 42.4 45.2 

Regularly connected 225 39.4 42.1 

Selectively connected 68 11.9 12.7 
Total 535 93.7 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.13: Connection Status of Respondents. 
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12.7% of the survey population connects to the Internet ‘only’ when they 

need it to do specific tasks. It can be deduced from the above that users in 

general have easy access to the Internet, and for nearly half of the users, 
they are constantly connected to the Internet.  

 

The next question in the survey examined the feeling of respondents with 

regard to the monitoring of their Internet use. As shown in Figure 5.14, 91.3% 

of the respondents feel that there is no monitoring at all in the Internet use, 

meaning that they can access any content at their own will. However, 5.5% 

of the respondents feel that their access to the Internet is monitored by an 

organisation they are affiliated with (work, university, school etc.). Figure 5.14 

also shows that other people, such as parents or partners, monitor 3.2% of 

respondents’ Internet use. These figures suggest that, although generally 

MONITORING 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

No monitoring 485 84.9 91.3 
Monitoring by organisation 29 5.1 5.5 
Monitoring by others 17 3.0 3.2 
Total 531 93.0 100.0 

 

Figure 5.14: Monitoring of Internet Use of Respondents 
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speaking users are free to access the Internet, there are, nonetheless, some 

monitoring that are being carried out for a small proportion of users.  

 

Question 16 of the survey dealt with Internet censorship, and more precisely 

the question examined respondents’ feeling as to whether the material they 

wished to access online was blocked. It can be noted from Figure 5.15 that 

the vast majority (64.1%) of respondents felt that no content they wished to 

access on the Internet was blocked in any way. However, 25.4% agreed that 

some of the content they wished to access online was blocked by the 

organisation they work for or study with, amongst others. Very few, 2.1% and 

1.3% of respondents, had content blocked by a third party (cybercafé, library) 

and parents, respectively. Again, these results are directly related to the 

BLOCKING OF ONLINE CONTENT 

  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

No blocking 341 59.7 64.1 

Blocked by organisation 135 23.6 25.4 

Blocked by governmental policies 38 6.7 7.1 
Blocked by third parties 11 1.9 2.1 

Blocked by parents 7 1.2 1.3 

Total 532 93.2 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.15: Blocking of Online Content  
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freedom to use the Internet, whereby for the vast majority, Internet is not 

blocked at all but that there are mainly organisational policies that prevent 
access to some content.  

 

Question 18 of the survey examined the limitations of effective Internet use in 

terms of autonomy of use. Again, weighted mean was used for this question. 

As indicated in Figure 5.16, lack of time to spend online (weighted mean of 

1.19) has been the main limiting factor in the effective Internet use of 

AUTONOMY OF USE: LIMITATIONS OF EFFECTIVE INTERNET 
USE 

Limitations 
No 

effect 
at all 

Little 
negative 

effect 
Negative 

effect 
Significant 
negative 

effect 

Very 
significant 
negative 

effect 

Weighted 
Mean 

Monitoring of 
Internet use 354 72 52 23 12 0.57 

Sharing of 
devices with 
other people 

283 95 65 42 24 0.88 

Blocking of 
Internet content 
and services 

246 113 87 40 22 0.97 

Cost of Internet 
connection 271 86 79 33 42 1.00 

Lack of 
accessibility 245 104 70 35 53 1.11 

Place of use 237 99 88 42 44 1.13 
Lack of time to 
spend online  221 114 90 47 45 1.19 

 

 

Figure 5.16: Autonomy of Use - Factors Limiting Effective Internet Use 
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respondents. Place of use (weighted mean of 1.13) and lack of accessibility 

(weighted mean of 1.11) have also been felt as being factors limiting effective 

use. The cost of Internet connection (weighted mean of 1.00) is fourth in the 
ranking of factors that limit effective Internet use.  

5.3.4. Skill  

Section 4 of the survey investigated another dimension of Digital Inequality, 
namely skill. The following results were obtained.  

 

Question 19 of the survey examined the relative experience that the 

respondents have in using the Internet. Figure 5.17 shows that the bulk of 

the users started using the Internet between 1995 and 2000, in line with the 

commercial release of the Internet in Mauritius in 1997. Two possible 

deductions can be made from this data. Firstly, that the average Mauritius 

YEAR STARTED TO USE THE INTERNET 

  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Before 1995 32 5.6 6.6 
1995-2000 217 38 44.6 
2001-2005 140 24.5 28.7 
2006-2010 96 16.8 19.7 

After 2010 2 0.4 0.4 

Total 487 85.3 100 

 

 

Figure 5.17: Year Respondents Started Using the Internet 



Chapter 5: Quantitative Findings 
 

 144 

Internet user is quite experienced in Internet use. Secondly, although the 

number of subscription is slowly increasing, nearly half of users started using 

the Internet at the onset of its commercial release on the island. It is 

important to note that the question does not pertain to subscription but rather 

use, which does not imply ownership of the device nor subscription to the 

Internet.  

 

Figure 5.18 shows the responses of the survey population on any formal 

training undertaken in the use of the Internet. The results show that out of a 

total of 502 valid responses to this question, 77.7% of respondents never 

actually had any formal training in the use of the Internet.  

FORMAL TRAINING 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Yes 112 19.6 22.3 
No 390 68.3 77.7 
Total 502 87.9 100.0 

 

Figure 5.18: Formal Training Received by Respondents 
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Question 21 of the survey examined the skill of the respondents by 

investigating their familiarity with some key Internet related terms. As shown 

in Figure 5.19, although respondents are familiar with most of the Internet-

SKILL: FAMILIARITY WITH INTERNET RELATED TERMS 

Familiarity 

Not 
Familiar 

at all 

Not 
Familiar 

Somewhat 
Familiar 

Familiar Very 
Familiar 

Weighted 
Mean	

Phishing 116 73 105 73 148 2.12	
Cache 94 77 94 88 161 2.28	
Spyware 90 60 101 82 183 2.40	
Cookies 69 51 94 110 194 2.60	
Modem 27 41 88 98 262 3.02	
Tabbed browsing 50 36 60 73 295 3.03	
Wifi router/Livebox 31 26 75 106 278 3.11	
Privacy settings 20 17 76 110 292 3.24	
Content upload 19 26 62 92 317 3.28	
Advanced search 22 13 60 116 306 3.30	
Photo tagging 27 24 44 77 344 3.33	

 

 

Figure 5.19: Skill: Familiarity with Internet-related Terms 
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related terms, it can be noted that those terms relating to security, such as 

phishing (weighted mean of 2.12), spyware (weighted mean of 2.40), cache 

(weighted mean of 2.28) and cookies (weighted mean of 2.60) are less 
familiar among the survey respondents.  

 

As shown in Figure 5.20, respondents perceived lack of knowledge of 

security issues (weighted mean of 0.97) as the most limiting factor of their 

effective Internet use. This result tends to validate the findings of previous 

questions suggesting that users are less familiar with Internet security terms. 

On the other hand, it is worth noting that the survey population feels that lack 

SKILL: LIMITATIONS OF EFFECTIVE INTERNET USE 

	
	

No 
effect 
at all 

Little 
negative 

effect 
Negative 

effect 
Significan
t negative 

effect 

Very 
significant 
negative 

Effect 

Weighted 
Mean 

Lack of knowledge 
of online 
interaction with 
others 

332 91 39 21 24 0.65 

Lack of knowledge 
in finding 
information online 

315 105 52 16 24 0.69 

Lack of knowledge 
in using hardware 299 99 74 25 13 0.73 

Lack of knowledge 
in using software 291 104 78 28 13 0.77 

Lack of knowledge 
of security issues 248 123 81 39 25 0.97 

 

 

Figure 5.20: Skill - Factors Limiting Effective Internet Use 
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knowledge about online interaction with others (weighted mean of 0.65) has 

little effect on their effective Internet use.  

5.3.5. Social Support  

The following section of the survey, Section 5, dealt with the social support 
dimension of Digital Inequality. Following is the result obtained.  

 

Question 23 of the survey investigated the reasons why the respondents 

started to use the Internet. As shown in Figure 5.21, the main reason (38.2%) 

for starting to use the Internet was for educational purposes. The next 

REASON FOR STARTING TO USE THE INTERNET 

  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

I had to use it for educational purposes 
(school/college/uni) 198 34.7 38.2 

Interesting possibility 86 15.1 16.6 
Readily accessible 84 14.7 16.2 
To develop Internet-use skills 46 8.1 8.9 
To keep in touch with family/friends 41 7.2 7.9 
Workplace requirement 27 4.7 5.2 
Other 12 2.1 2.3 
Recommended by someone 11 1.9 2.1 
To improve career 10 1.8 1.9 
To make money 3 0.5 0.6 
Total 518 90.7 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.21: Reasons for Starting to Use the Internet 
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important reasons were that it could be interesting (16.6%) and that it was 

readily available (16.2%). Very few users started to use the Internet to set up 
a business or to look for a job or improve their career.  

 

Question 24 of the survey examined how often respondents sought help in 

their use of the Internet. Indeed in Figure 5.22, it can be noted that 35.3% 

never sought help in their use of the Internet whilst 44.9% occasionally 

sought help. Interestingly, 2.5% of the survey population suggested that they 

seek help almost all the time when using the Internet. In general, the vast 

majority required some sort of help at some moment in their Internet use.  

HELP SEEKING IN INTERNET USE 

  
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Never 183 32.0 35.3 
Occasionally 233 40.8 44.9 
Sometimes 77 13.5 14.8 
Often 13 2.3 2.5 
Almost all the time 13 2.3 2.5 
Total 519 90.9 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.22: Help Seeking in Internet Use 



Chapter 5: Quantitative Findings 
 

 149 

 

Question 25 of the survey examined whether help is easily available to the 

respondents. As shown in Figure 5.23, the data reveals that out of a total of 

511 valid responses, 84% of the survey population acknowledges that help is 
easily available to them in their use of the Internet.  

AVAILABILITY OF HELP 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Yes 429 75.1 84.0 
No 82 14.4 16.0 
Total 511 89.5 100.0 

 

Figure 5.23: Availability of Help 
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The following question examined the different sources of help. Respondents 

were asked to select from which single source they mostly get help from. As 

shown in Figure 5.24, 24.4% and 23.8% of respondents received help mainly 

from friends or neighbours and family members respectively. The figure also 

indicates that cybercafés and library help desk (0.4%) are the least common 
places where Internet users would seek help from.  

SOURCE OF HELP 

 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Friends or neighbours 122 21.4 24.4 
Family members 119 20.8 23.8 
Online help forums 97 17.0 19.4 
Colleagues 55 9.6 11.0 
Classmates/Peers 48 8.4 9.6 
Organisational IT department 38 6.7 7.6 
Educators 11 1.9 2.2 
Other 9 1.6 1.8 
Cybercafé/Library Helpdesk 2 0.4 0.4 
Total 501 87.7 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.24: Sources of Help 
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Question 27 of the survey examined the quality of the help received by 

asking respondent to select which single source provided them with the best 

help. Figure 5.25 indicates that family members (25.7%) provide the best 

help, closely followed by online help forums (20.9%). On the other hand, as 

for the previous questions, cybercafé and library help desk (1%) are not 

perceived as providing the best help.  

SOURCE OF BEST HELP 

  Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 

Family members 129 22.6 25.7 
Online help forums 105 18.4 20.9 
Friends or neighbours 97 17.0 19.3 
Colleagues 55 9.6 11.0 
Classmates/peers 46 8.1 9.2 
Organisational IT department 39 6.8 7.8 
Educators 20 3.5 4.0 
Other 10 1.8 2.0 
Cybercafé/Library help desk 1 .2 0.2 
Total 502 87.9 100.0 

 

 

Figure 5.25: Sources of Best Help 
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As shown in Figure 5.26, question 28 of the survey examined the factors that 

limit effective Internet use from a social support dimension. The results 

suggest that a lack of help and support when needed (weighted mean of 

0.68) is the factor that is perceived as being the most limiting in the effective 

Internet use of respondents. Interestingly, the survey population perceived 

lack of encouragement (weighted mean of 0.49) to use the Internet as being 

SOCIAL SUPPORT: LIMITATIONS ON EFFECTIVE INTERNET 
USE 

Social Support: Limitations of effective Internet use. 

Limitations	

No	
effect	at	

all	

Little	
negative	
effect	

Negative	
effect	

Significant	
negative	
effect	

Very	
significant	
negative	
	effect	

	
Weighted	
Mean	

Lack of 
help/support when 
I needed it 	

306 103 68 18 13 0.68 

No safe place 
where I could use 
the Internet	 357 74 28 17 25 0.56 

No clear idea of 
why I should use 
the Internet	 363 74 32 12 21 0.51 

Lack of 
encouragement to 
use the Internet	

358 85 32 11 16 0.49 

 

 

Figure 5.26: Social Support - Factors Limiting Effective Internet Use 
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less limiting in their effective Internet use. Nonetheless, support seems to be 

very important in Internet use.  

5.3.6. Purpose of Use 

Section 6 of the survey investigated the use respondents make out of the 

Internet. They were presented with a list of 12 online activities and were 

required to rate on a Likert scale ranging from 0 (not important at all) to 4 

(very I-important) the relative importance of each activity in their Internet use. 

The weighted mean was calculated for each of the responses as follows.  

As shown in Figure 5.27 information seeking (weighted mean of 3.59) and 

communicating directly with others (weighted mean of 3.50) are perceived as 

being the most important online activities performed by respondents. On the 

other hand, the results suggest that respondents are less keen on producing 

creative content online. Indeed, they perceive publishing information 

(weighted mean of 1.72) and distributing own media (weighted mean of 1.63) 

as being less important. However, least important of all is supporting a 

political party online (weighted mean of 0.79). The findings tend to suggest 

that the Mauritian Internet users are rather consumers of online content 
rather than producers. 
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5.4.  Inferential Statistics  

The following section outlines the various analyses carried out on the data 

set. In order to investigate the determinants of Digital Inequality in Mauritius, 

the Mann-Whitney (U) and Kruskal-Wallis (H), both non-parametric tests 

were used. The objective is to investigate the differences, if any, among the 

PURPOSE OF USE: IMPORTANCE OF ACTIVITIES ON THE 
INTERNET 

Importance of activities 
on the Net 

Not 
important 

at all 
Not 

important 
Somewhat 
important Important Very 

important 
Weighted 

Mean 

Supporting a political 
party 365 667 28 19 22 0.79 
Distributing own 
multimedia production 154 98 109 64 78 1.63 
Publishing information 137 107 103 71 84 1.72 
Playing games 132 103 98 59 113 1.84 
Performing online 
transactions 91 72 97 91 148 2.27 
Supporting a cause 13 108 107 68 89 2.29 
Collaborative work 90 70 91 105 150 2.31 
Viewing, downloading and 
sharing videos 33 58 84 104 225 2.85 
Listening to, downloading 
and sharing music 31 48 76 116 234 2.94 
Making and maintaining 
social networks 23 49 84 123 226 2.95 
Communicating directly 
with other people 5 15 46 97 343 3.50 
Information seeking 5 13 31 87 371 3.59 

 

 

Figure 5.27: Purpose of Use - Factors Limiting Effective Internet Use 
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various groups of each demographic variable within each of the five 

dimensions. This section also investigates underlying factors of Digital 

Inequality in Mauritius through Factor Analysis and the relative strength of 
these factors in Digital Inequality perception through a Regression Analysis.  

5.4.1. Grouping of Variables  

Throughout the survey, indicators were used to measure concepts (De Vaus 

2002, chap. 4) such as inequality in technical apparatus, inequality in 

autonomy of use, inequality in skill, inequality in social support and inequality 

in purpose of use. The literature review and methodology chapters provided 

the theoretical background for the justification of the indicators used. 

However, in order to allow for deeper analysis of the concepts, these 

indicators needed to be regrouped in order to make up for a meaningful 
representation of the concept.  

As suggested by De Vaus (2002), reliability tests were carried out on the 

scale for each of the concepts identified. The table below outlines the 

Cronbach’s alpha Coefficient for each of the regrouped concepts. Obviously, 

the concepts were all regrouped under the five dimensions coined by 
DiMaggio and Hargittai.  

Concept	 Cronbach’s	alpha	Coefficient	(α)	

Inequality	in	Technical	Apparatus	 0.656	

Inequality	in	Autonomy	of	Use	 0.759	

Inequality	in	Skill	 0.894	

Inequality	in	Social	Support	 0.840	

Inequality	in	Purpose	of	Use	 0.777	

Table 5.3: Summary of Reliability Coefficients for Inequality Concepts 

Bryman (2012), citing various sources, argues that there is debate as to the 

minimum acceptable value of the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, but then, as a 

rule of thumb, a value of more than 0.7 is deemed suitable. However, 
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Bryman also puts forward the case where values as low as 0.6 can be 

deemed ‘good enough’. As illustrated in Table 5.3, all the values of 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient were above 0.7, except for inequality in 

technical apparatus with a value of 0.656, which can still be considered as 

‘good enough’ in light of it being near to 0.7. Therefore, based on the results 

above, it can be safely assumed that the above five scales are reliable and 
that it is safe to build a scale for each construct.  

Once constructed using the mean values, each scale was re-tested for 

normality. All of the constructs mentioned in Section 5.2.1 proved to be not 

normal, as assessed by the Shapiro-Wilk test (p<0.05). The Shapiro-Wilk test 

was preferred over the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test because the sample size 

was less than 2000 (Laerd Statistics 2015). This result confirmed the use of 

non-parametric tests to explore the differences between groups of each of 
the demographic variables and the five constructs of Digital Inequality.  

5.4.2. Mann Whitney (U) and Kruskal-Wallis (H) Test  

The nature of the variables required that two tests be used. On one hand, the 

Mann-Whitney (U) test, which is a non-parametric test, was used to 

investigate differences between the continuous dependent variables and 

dichotomous (2 categories) independent variables (sex) (De Vaus 2002). On 

the other hand, Kruskal-Wallis (H), also a non-parametric test, was used to 

investigate differences between the continuous dependent variables and 

independent variables with three or more categories (De Vaus 2002)—age 

group, residential location, occupation, highest level of education achieved, 
current education level and highest education level of parents. 
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 Male	 Female	

 Mean	 Std.	Deviation	 Mean	
Std.	

Deviation	

Inequality	in	Technical	Apparatus		 1.5225	 0.88506	 1.4864	 0.84053	

Inequality	in	Autonomy	of	Use		 1	 0.8379	 0.861	 0.70762	

Inequality	in	Skill		 0.6226	 0.87096	 0.8548	 0.88656	

Inequality	in	Social	Support		 0.5038	 0.80448	 0.5793	 0.81234	

Inequality	in	Purpose	of	use		 2.2882	 0.72883	 2.3717	 0.64032	

Table 5.4: Mean Score of Gender for each Inequality 

		 		

Inequality	in		
Technical	
Apparatus	

Inequality	in		
Autonomy	of	
Use	

Inequality	in		
Skill	

Inequality	in		
Social	Support	

Inequality	in		
Purpose	of	
Use	

Mann-
Whitney	(U)	
test		

Sex	
	31548.5	
z		=	-0.219,		
p	=	0.827	

	26609.0		
z	=	-1.400,		
p	=	0.162	

36134.5		
z	=	3.674,		
p	=	0.000	

32694.5	
	z	=	1.922,	
	p	=	0.055	

30403.0	
	z	=	1.518,	
	p	=	0.129	

Table 5.5: Results of Mann-Whitney (U) Test  

The result of the Mann-Whitney (U) Test (Table 5.5) shows that there is a 

statistically significant difference (p<0.05) between males and females within 

distribution in inequality in skill only (further explained in the inequality in skill 

section below). Interestingly, there is no statistically significant difference 

between sex in the distribution of other inequalities and it can be safely 

concluded that there is no difference in the perception of males and females 

with respect to these inequalities. Table 5.4 shows the descriptive statistics 

(mean scores) for the gender demographics and suggests that females are 
more affected than males in the inequality of skills. 

	 	
Inequality	in		
Technical	
Apparatus	

Inequality	in		
Autonomy	
of	Use	

Inequality	in		
Skill	

Inequality	in		
Social	
Support	

Inequality	in		
Purpose	of	
Use	

Kruskal	
Wallis	(H)	

test	

Age-Group 23.290		
(p	=	0.000)	

29.183		
(p	=	0.000)	

15.985		
(p	=	0.007)	

30.795		
(p	=	0.000)	

51.852		
(p	=	0.000)	

Residential Location 7.452		
(p	=	0.059)	

2.410		
(p	=	0.492)	

0.929		
(p	=	0.819)	

6.895	
	(p	=	0.075)	

4.364		
(p	=	0.225)	

Occupation 17.504		
(p	=	0.064)	

30.966	
	(p	=	0.000)	

27.384	
	(p	=	0.002)	

26.611									
(p	=	0.003)	

42.036	
	(p	=	0.000)	

Highest Education Level 14.540	
	(p	=	0.024)	

29.872	
	(p	=	0.000)	

25.188	
	(p	=	0.001)	

47.462	
	(p	=	0.000)	

17.510	
	(p	=	0.014)	

Current Education 30.230		
(p	=	0.000)	

43.475		
(p	=	0.000)	

29.274	
	(p	=	0.000)	

53.215	
	(p	=	0.000)	

17.825		
(p	=	0.023)	

Highest Education Level of 
Parents 

4.736	
	(p	=	0.692)	

4.871		
(p	=	0.676)	

8.900		
(p	=	0.260)	

7.380		
(p	=	0.390)	

19.201		
(p	=	0.008)	

H	test:	Test	Statistics	Test	Statistic	value	and	Asymptotic	Sig.	Values.	

Table 5.6: Results of Kruskal Wallis (H) Test 
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Clearly from Table 5.5 and Table 5.6, it can be noted that there is no 

difference in residential location groups with regard to any of the five 

inequality constructs. It can therefore be deduced that residential location is 

not a determinant of any of the five dimensions of Digital Inequality, meaning 

that Mauritian Internet users are not disadvantaged in their effective Internet 

use based on their area of residence. 

The following section details the post hoc analysis carried out on each of the 

five dimension of Digital Inequality. The procedure requires that the box plot 

be visually inspected for their shapes. Similar shape meant that post hoc 

analysis could be carried out, such as the pairwise comparisons with 

Bonferroni corrections. Such analysis brings a finer level of differences and 

shows the statistically significant differences. This allows for more pertinent 

analysis to be made in so far as the differences between groups are 
concerned.  

5.4.2.1. Technical Apparatus 

Results of the Mann-Whitney test (Table 5.5) and Kruskal Wallis test (Table 

5.6) show that only age group, highest level of education and current 

education have statistically significant differences in the distribution of 
inequality in technical apparatus.  

With regard to the differences in inequality in technical apparatus scores 

between the different age group clusters, further visual inspection of the H 

test box plot confirmed that the distribution scores similar shape. The median 

scores for age group 12-19 (1.750) and 20-29 (1.625) were higher than the 

median scores for age group 30-39 (1.250), 40-49 (1.000), 50-59 (1.500) and 

60+ (1.000) and was statistically significant X2(5) = 23.290, p = 0.000. 

Subsequently pairwise comparisons were performed with a Bonferroni 

correction for multiple comparisons (Table 5.7). 
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Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Ad.	Sig	Value	(p)		
40-49	–	20-29	 0.003	
40-49	–	12-19	 0.006	
30-39	–	20-29		 0.039	

Table 5.7: Summary of Significant Pairwise Comparison of Age Group in Inequality in Technical 
Apparatus Distribution 

It can therefore be deduced that Internet users aged between 40-49 years 

old are less likely to perceive inequality in technical apparatus as negatively 

affecting their Internet use than those aged between 12-19 years old. The 

same trend appears in the difference between the 30-39 and the 20-29, 

showing that those in the higher age group (30-39) are less affected than 
those in the 20-29 years.  

Highest education level achieved is yet another demographic variable where 

the differences between the different strata have statistically significant 

scores for inequality in technical apparatus. Further visual inspection of the 

box plot result showed that the distribution of scores had similar shape for 

the different age groups. The median scores for highest level of education 

achieved is shown in Table 5.8 below and the result is statistically significant, 

X2(6) = 25.548, p = 0.000. The results clearly show that respondents who 

have achieved Primary level as highest education tend to perceive technical 

apparatus as having a higher limiting factor on their effective use of Internet 
than the other groups. 

Highest	Education	Level	 Median	Scores		
Primary	 1.750	
SC	 1.000	
HSC	 1.625	
Cert/Dip	 1.250	
Professional	 1.500	
Undergrad	 1.625	
Postgrad	 1.500	
Total	 1.500	

Table 5.8: Median Scores Across Highest Education Level in Inequality of Technical Apparatus 
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Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
SC	–	HSC	 0.042	
SC	–	Primary	 0.012	
Cert/Dip	–	HSC	 0.027	
Cert/Dip	–	Primary	 0.013	

Table 5.9: Summary of Significant Pairwise Comparison of Highest Education Level Achieved 
and Inequality in Technical Apparatus 

Table 5.9 provide a summary of differences between the different groups that 

were statistically significant. Although there are no hierarchical differences, 

the results (Table 5.8) show that between Primary, SC and HSC levels, those 

having studied up to Primary level perceived technical apparatus as having a 

more negative effect on their Internet use. It is worth pointing out that a vast 

majority of those having Primary education as their highest education level 

could be still studying and exploring new uses of the Internet. This would 

make them high bandwidth users and quite demanding, with regard to quality 

and reliability of the connection.  

In so far as current education level is concerned, the H test suggests that 

there are indeed differences in the distribution of inequality in technical 

apparatus scores across current education level and such differences are 

statistically significant, X2(8) = 30.230, p = 0.000. The following table (Table 
5.10) outlines the median scores for each group. 

Current	Educational	Level	 Median	
Primary	 2.500	
Vocational	 2.000	
SC	 0.500	
HSC	 1.375	
Cert/Dip	 1.250	
Professional	 1.750	
Undergrad	 1.625	
Postgrad	 1.500	
Not	studying	 1.500	
Total	 1.500	

Table 5.10: Median Scores Across Current Education Level in Inequality in Technical Apparatus 
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Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
SC	–	Primary		 0.000	
Cert/Dip	–	Primary		 0.008	
Not	Studying	–	Primary	 0.004	

Table 5.11: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparison of Current Education Level Achieved 
and Inequality in Technical Apparatus 

Likewise, visual inspection confirmed that the distribution among the different 

groups has the same shape. Thus, Table 5.11 provides a summary of the 

statistically significant differences between the groups. This result correlates 

with the above demographic variables. showing that students at the lower 

education level perceive technical apparatus as having a higher negative 
effect on their Internet use.  

5.4.2.2. Autonomy of Use  

The Kruskal-Wallis (H) test (Table 5.6) revealed that within the inequality in 

autonomy of use, there were statistically significant differences in the 

distribution between groups in four demographic variables, namely age 

group, occupation, highest education level and current education. The 
following section explores the result and situates the differences.  

With regard to age group, the Kruskal-Wallis (H) test showed statistically 

significant differences between the various age groups, X2(5) = 29.183, p = 

0.000, with distribution among different age groups having the same shape 

(assessed visually). The median scores for each age group are shown below 
(Table 5.12). 

Age	Group	 Median	
12-19	 1.429	
20-29	 0.714	
30-39	 0.571	
40-49	 0.143	
50-59	 1.000	
60	+	 0.786	
Total	 0.714	

Table 5.12: Median Scores Across Age Group in Inequality in Autonomy of Use 
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Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
40-49	–	20-29	 0.045	
40-49	–	12-19	 0.000	
30-39	–	12-19	 0.000	

20-29	–	12-19	 0.004	

Table 5.13: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparison of Age Group and Inequality in 
Autonomy of Use 

As shown in Table 5.12, the median of scores for respondents in the 12-19 

years old age group (1.429) is higher than the remaining group. Pairwise 

comparison with Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons revealed that 

there were statistically significant differences between the group pairings as 

shown in Table 5.13. Again although there is no hierarchical ranking, within 

the differences, it reaffirms that within the pairwise comparisons, the younger 

generation perceive autonomy as having a higher negative impact on their 
Internet use than their elder counterparts.  

Furthermore, the result revealed that there were statistically significant 

differences between respondents’ occupation group for inequality in 

autonomy of use scores, X2(9) = 30.966, p = 0.000. However, since the 

shape of the distribution is not the same, post-hoc pairwise comparisons 

could not be conducted on the results. Although it is difficult to situate the 

differences between groups using median, Table 5.14 shows that student 
has a higher mean than the remaining groups. 

Occupation	 Mean	
Student	 1.114	
Self-employed	 0.878	
Educator/Trainer	 0.849	
Top	Management	 0.500	
Middle	Management	 0.829	
Admin/Clerical	 1.030	
Retired	 0.229	
Technician/Specialist	 0.896	
Manual	worker	 0.143	
Unemployed	 0.543	
Total	 0.937	

Table 5.14: Mean Scores Across Occupation in Inequality in Autonomy of Use 
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Concerning the highest education level achieved, the Kruskal-Wallis (H) test 

revealed, as assessed visually, that the distribution of scores between the 

various highest education levels achieved by respondents were similar. The 

median scores (Table 5.15) were statistically significant, X2(6) = 30.311, p = 
0.000. 

Highest	Education	Level	 Median	
Primary	 1.857	
SC	 0.643	
HSC	 0.857	
Cert/Dip	 0.571	
Professional	 0.714	
Undergrad	 0.714	
Postgrad	 0.571	
Total	 0.714	

Table 5.15: Median Scores Across Highest Education Level Achieved in Inequality in Autonomy 
of Use 

Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
Cert/Dip	–	Primary		 0.000	
Postgrad	–	Primary	 0.000	
SC	–	Primary		 0.007	
Undergrad	–	Primary	 0.000	

HSC	–	Primary	 0.003	

Table 5.16: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparison of Highest Level of Education and 
Inequality in Autonomy of Use 

Further pairwise comparisons (Table 5.16) with Bonferroni correction 

revealed statistically significant differences between the following highest 

education level pairings: between Cert/Dip and Undergraduate Level; 

between Postgrad and Primary education level; between SC and HSC level; 

between Undergrad and Primary education level; and lastly between HSC 

and Primary education level. The findings clearly show that Internet users 

with Primary education as their highest education level achieved tend to 

perceive autonomy of use as having a stronger negative effect on their 
Internet use than users having achieved higher education level.  
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Current education level is another demographic variable whose distribution is 

similar (as assessed visually) between groups and which has statistically 

significant differences between the median of the various groups, X2(8) = 
43.475, p = 0.000. The medians are shown in the table below.  

Current	Educational	Level	 Median		
Primary	 2.000	
Vocational	 0.714	
SC	 0.571	
HSC	 0.429	
Cert/Dip	 0.857	
Professional	 0.786	
Undergrad	 0.857	
Postgrad	 1.000	
Not	studying	 0.571	
Total	 0.857	

Table 5.17: Median Scores Across Current Education Level in Inequality in Autonomy of Use 

Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
SC	–	Primary	 0.002	
Not	Studying	–	Primary	 0.000	
HSC	–	Primary	 0.004	

Cert/Dip	–	Primary	 0.003	

Professional	–	Primary	 0.002	

Undergrad	–	Primary	 0.000	

Postgrad	–	Primary	 0.002	

Table 5.18: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparison of Current Education Level and 
Inequality in Autonomy of Use 

The pairwise comparison, with Bonferroni correction, showed that there were 

statistically significant differences between groups, as shown in Table 5.18. 

In line with the above results, the findings of this analysis suggest that 

current students at Primary education level (usually) aged 12 perceived 

autonomy of use as having a significant negative impact on their Internet use 

than their counterparts studying at higher level. The findings suggest that this 

group could be highly subjected to parental control or institutional control 
(schools) in their daily Internet use.  
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5.4.2.3. Skill  

With regard to the distribution of scores for the inequality of skill construct, 

the Mann-Whitney (U) test was carried out for the sex demographic variable 

(2 groups), whereas Kruskal-Wallis (H) test was carried out for the rest of the 

demographic variables (more than two groups). The results (Table 5.5 and 

Table 5.6) showed that there were statistically significant differences across 

groups of sex, age, occupation, and highest education level achieved and 

current education. The following section outlines the result of the U and H 
tests and investigates the differences across the respective groups.  

The Mann-Whitney (U) test result showed that there were statically 

significant differences between scores for males and females, U = 36, 

134.50, z = 3.674 p = 0.000. The distribution was found to be of similar 

shape, as assessed by visual inspection. Median score in inequality in skill 

was found to be statistically significantly higher in females (0.600) than males 

(0.200), suggesting that women generally view lack of skill as having a 
stronger negative effect on their Internet use than men.  

Kruskal-Wallis (H) test revealed that there are statistically significant 

differences in inequality in skill across the various age groups, X2 (5) = 
15.985, p=0.007, with median as shown below.  

Age	Group	 Median	
12-19	 0.900	
20-29	 0.400	
30-39	 0.200	
40-49	 0.400	
50-59	 0.600	
60	+	 1.500	
Total	 0.400	

Table 5.19: Median Scores Across Age Group in Skill 

Sample	1	-		Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
30-39	–	60+	 0.031	
20-29	–	60+	 0.028	

Table 5.20: Statistically Pairwise Comparison of Age Group in Skill 
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The shape of the distribution being similar, pairwise comparison was 

conducted (Table 5.20). The result showed that there were statistically 

significant differences, firstly between the 30-39 age group and the 60+ age 

group (p = 0.031), and secondly between the 20-29 age group and the 60+ 

age group (p = 0.028). The findings thus suggest that those above 60 years 

old perceived lack of skill as having a greater negative effect on their Internet 
use than the younger generations aged 20-39.  

Additionally, there were also statistically significant differences in purpose of 

use in skill across the various occupation groups, X2(10) = 27.384, p = 0.002. 

However, the shape of the distributions was dissimilar across the various 

occupation groups, and therefore post-hoc pairwise comparisons could not 

be carried out.  

Occupation	 Mean	
Student	 0.802	
Self-employed	 0.536	
Educator/Trainer	 0.574	
Top	Management	 0.331	
Middle	Management	 0.780	
Admin/Clerical	 0.924	
Retired	 1.040	
Technician/Specialist	 0.525	
Manual	worker	 0.000	
Unemployed	 0.827	
Other	 1.500	
Total	 0.733	

Table 5.21: Median Scores Across Occupation in Skill 

Nonetheless, the mean scores (Table 5.21) suggest, that retired respondents 

have a higher mean score (1.040) than the remaining groups. This, in turn, 

could suggest that they are more likely to experience more negative effect in 

their Internet than the others. This result validates the previous finding with 

regard to age, where Internet users aged 60 and above viewed lack of skill 

as having a major negative effect on their Internet use. It can be assumed, in 
this case, that retired people would be aged 60 years and above.  
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Highest education level achieved is yet another variable with statistically 

significant differences across the groups in inequality in skill, X2(6) = 22.148, 
p = 0.001, with median scores as shown in the following table. 

Highest	Education	Level	 Median	
Primary	 1.600	
SC	 0.600	
HSC	 0.400	
Cert/Dip	 0.400	
Professional	 0.200	
Undergrad	 0.400	
Postgrad	 0.200	
Total	 0.400	

Table 5.22 Median Scores Across Highest Education Level Achieved in Skill 

Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
Postgrad	–	SC	 0.000	
HSC	–	Primary	 0.000	
Undergrad	–	Primary		 0.000	

Cert/Dip	–	SC	 0.003	

Table 5.23: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparison of Highest Education Level Achieved 
and Inequality in Skill 

Distribution shape of boxplot for inequality in skill was found to be similar for 

all groups (visual inspection). Consequently, pairwise comparison (Table 

5.23) with Bonferroni correction revealed that there were statistically 

significant differences among the following pairings: between Postgrad Level 

and Primary Level (p = 0.000); between HSC and Primary (p = 0.000); 

between Undergrad and Primary (p = 0.000); and finally between Cert/Dip 

and Primary (p = 0.003). From the results, it can be concluded that Internet 

users who have achieved Primary education level as their highest education 

level tend to perceive lack of skill as having a more negative effect on their 
Internet use than the other groups.  

The Kruskal-Wallis (H) test also revealed that there were differences in 

inequality in skill across current education groups, and that those differences 
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were statistically significant, X2(8) = 29.274, p = 0.000, with median scores 

shown in the Table 5.24 below.  

Current	Educational	Level	 Median	
Primary	 1.800	
Vocational	 1.000	
SC	 0.700	
HSC	 0.700	
Cert/Dip	 0.600	
Professional	 0.200	
Undergrad	 0.400	
Postgrad	 0.200	
Not	studying	 0.200	
Total	 0.400	

Table 5.24: Median Scores Across Current Education Level in Inequality in Skill 

Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
Professional	–	Primary	 0.000	
Not	Studying	–	Primary	 0.000	
Postgrad	–	Primary	 0.001	

Undergrad	–	Primary	 0.002	

Table 5.25: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparison of Current Education Level and 
Inequality in Skill 

The distribution of inequality in skill being of similar shape for all the current 

education level groups, pairwise comparison (Table 5.25) with Bonferroni 

correction was conducted. The results revealed statistically significant 

differences among the following pairings: between Professional and Primary 

level (p = 0.000); between the Not Studying group and Primary level (p = 

0.000); between the Postgrad and the Primary (p = 0.001); and between the 

Undergrad and Primary (p = 0.002). Clearly, the result suggests that 

respondents who are currently studying at the Primary level (median = 1.800) 

perceive skill as having a stronger negative effect on their Internet use than 
the other groups.  
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5.4.2.4. Social Support  

As shown in Table 5.6, the Kruskal Wallis (H) test revealed that there were 

statistically significant differences in inequality in social support across the 

age group, occupation, highest education achieved and current education 

level, but not in the other demographic variables. The following section, 

therefore, unpacks the results and explores the differences within the 
relevant demographic variable.  

The H test revealed that there are statistically significant differences in 

inequality in social support across the different age groups, X2(5) = 30.795, p 
= 0.000, with median scores as follows (Table 5.26):  

Age	Group	 Median	
12-19	 0.750	
20-29	 0.000	
30-39	 0.000	
40-49	 0.000	
50-59	 0.000	
60	+	 0.500	
Total	 0.000	

Table 5.26: Median Scores Across Age Group in Inequality in Social Support 

Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
40-49	–	12-19	 0.001	
50-59	–	12-19	 0.023	
30-39	–	12-19	 0.000	

20-29	–	12-19	 0.000	

Table 5.27: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparison of Age Group Level in Inequality in 
Social Support 

After ensuring that the distribution shape of inequality in social support 

scores were similar for all groups, as assessed by visual inspection, pairwise 

comparisons with Bonferroni correction revealed significant differences 

(Table 5.27) between the 12-19 age group and older age group (20-59) . This 

result revealed that young respondents aged between 12 and 19 years old 

perceive social support, or rather lack of social support, as having a stronger 
negative effect on their Internet use than the other groups.  
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Likewise, there were statistically significant differences in inequality in social 

support across the various occupations, X2(10) = 26.611, p = 0.003. 

However, distributions of inequality in social support scores were not similar 

for all groups within occupation. Therefore, post-host pairwise comparisons 

could not be performed. Subsequently, the mean ranks (Table 5.28) were 

used to give an overview the differences.  

Occupation	 Mean	
Student	 0.723	
Self-employed	 0.420	
Educator/Trainer	 0.372	
Top	Management	 0.190	
Middle	Management	 0.460	
Admin/Clerical	 0.564	
Retired	 0.150	
Technician/Specialist	 0.369	
Manual	worker	 0.000	
Unemployed	 0.633	
Other	 0.500	
Total	 0.543	

Table 5.28: Mean Ranks across Occupation in Inequality in Social Support 

The mean ranks, as shown in Table 5.28, suggest that students (mean = 

0.723) and unemployed people (mean = 0.633) are more affected by the lack 

of social support in the effective use of the Internet, as compared to the other 
groups.  

Highest education level achieved is yet another demographic variable across 

which there were statistically significant differences in inequality in social 

support, X2(6) = 39.651, p = 0.000. The median scores are shown in Table 
5.29 below.  
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Highest	Education	Level	 Median	
Primary	 1.000	
SC	 0.250	
HSC	 0.250	
Cert/Dip	 0.000	
Professional	 0.125	
Undergrad	 0.000	
Postgrad	 0.000	
Total	 0.000	

Table 5.29: Median Scores Across Highest Education Level Achieved in Inequality in Social 
Support 

Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
Postgrad	–	Primary	 0.000	
HSC	–	Primary	 0.000	
Undergrad	–	Primary	 0.000	

Cert/Dip	–	Primary	 0.003	

Table 5.30: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparison of Highest Education Level Achieved 
and Inequality in Social Support 

Distribution of inequality in social support was found to have similar shape 

across all the groups for highest education level achieved, which allowed for 

pairwise comparisons to be conducted (with Bonferroni correction). The 

results (Table 5.30) show that there were statistically significant differences 

between those who achieved Primary education as highest education level 

and the other groups. Thus, it can be concluded that these users who have 

Primary education as their highest education level perceive the lack of social 

support as having a greater negative effect on their Internet use, as opposed 

to those who have achieved higher education levels. It can be further argued 

that the majority who have achieved Primary education level would still be 

students at Secondary level and as they grow with the technology and seek 

new functions, help and support become increasingly important for this group 
of users.  

Lastly, with regard to inequality in social support, the results showed that 

there were statistically significant differences in inequality in social support 
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scores between groups that differed on their current education level, X2(8) = 

53.215, p = 0.000, with the median scores as follows (Table 5.31).  

Current	Educational	Level	 Median	
Primary	 2.000	
Vocational	 1.250	
SC	 0.375	
HSC	 0.250	
Cert/Dip	 0.500	
Professional	 0.000	
Undergrad	 0.250	
Postgrad	 0.250	
Not	studying	 0.000	
Total	 0.250	

Table 5.31: Median Scores Across Current Education Level in Inequality in Social Support 

Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
Not	Studying	–	Primary		 0.000	
Professional	–	Primary	 0.000	
HSC	–	Primary	 0.010	

Undergrad	–	Primary		 0.000	

Postgrad	–	Primary	 0.000	

Cert/Dip	–	Primary	 0.013	

Table 5.32: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparison of Current Education Level and 
Inequality in Social Support 

Similar shape distributions (visually assessed through boxplot inspection) 

across the different current education level groups allowed for pairwise 

comparisons, with Bonferroni correction, to be conducted. The result (Table 

5.32) revealed that there were statistically significant differences between 

users who were currently studying at Primary level and the remaining groups. 

From this result, it can be concluded that Mauritian Internet users currently 

studying at the Primary level perceived lack of social support as having a 

greater negative effect on their Internet use than those studying at a higher 
level or not studying at all.  
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5.4.2.5. Purpose of Use 

The Kruskal Wallis (H) test (Table 5.6) revealed that there were statistically 

significant differences in inequality in purpose of use scores between groups 

with regard to the age group, occupation, highest level of education 

achieved, current education and the highest education level achieved by 

parents. The following section, therefore, explores the results further and 
tries to establish the differences where possible.  

With regard to age group, the H test revealed that there were indeed 

statistically significant differences in inequality in purpose of use scores 

between the various age groups, X2(5) = 51.852, p = 0.000, with median 
scores as shown in the table below.  

Age	Group	 Median	
12-19		 2.250	
20-29	 2.500	
30-39	 2.083	
40-49	 1.750	
50-59	 1.708	
60	+	 1.500	
Total	 2.333	

Table 5.33: Median Scores Across Age Group in Inequality in Purpose of Use 

Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
60+	–	20-29	 0.004	
50-59	–	20-29	 0.003	
40-49	–	12-19	 0.029	

40-49	–	20-29	 0.000	

30-39	–	20-29	 0.007	

Table 5.34: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparisons of Age Group and Inequality in 
Purpose of Use 

Since the distributions on inequality in purpose of use were similar in shape 

for all groups (assessment based on visual inspection of boxplot), pairwise 

comparisons, with Bonferroni correction, were conducted. As shown in Table 

5.34, pairing involving the younger generations aged between 12-19 and 20-

29 with other users were statistically significant with regard to the use they 
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make out of the Internet. The results suggest that compared to the older age 

groups, the younger generation has a more diverse use of the Internet. 

There were, also, statistically significant differences in inequality in purpose 

of use scores between the different occupations, X2(10) = 42.036, p = 0.000. 
The mean scores are shown in the table below.  

Occupation	 Mean	
Student	 2.434	
Self-employed	 2.636	
Educator/Trainer	 2.100	
Top	Management	 1.951	
Middle	Management	 2.249	
Admin/Clerical	 2.294	
Retired	 1.264	
Technician/Specialist	 2.457	
Manual	worker	 2.250	
Unemployed	 2.577	
Other	 1.833	
Total	 2.336	

Table 5.35: Mean Ranks Across Occupation in Inequality in Purpose of Use  

Since the distribution across the inequality in purpose of use was not similar, 

pairwise comparison could not be conducted. Therefore, based on the mean 

ranks above, it can be said that the mean rank is higher for the self-employed 

and the unemployed than for the rest of the group, thus suggesting that they 

have a wider array of use than the rest. This could be due to the fact that 
they have more time at their disposal in their Internet use.  

The result (Table 5.6) also revealed that there were statistically significant 

differences in inequality in purpose of use scores between groups that 

differed in the highest education level achieved, X2(6) = 22.148, p = 0.001, 
with the median scores outlined in the table below.  
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Highest	Education	Level	 Mean	
Primary	 1.970	
SC	 2.337	
HSC	 2.500	
Cert/Dip	 2.291	
Professional	 2.430	
Undergrad	 2.371	
Postgrad	 2.239	
Total	 2.335	

Table 5.36: Median Scores Across Highest Education Level Achieved in Inequality in Purpose of 
Use 

Sample	1	–	Sample	2	 Adj.	Sig	Value	(p)		
Postgrad	–	Primary	 0.000	
HSC	–	Primary	 0.000	
Undergrad	–	Primary	 0.000	

Cert/Dip	–	Primary	 0.003	

Table 5.37: Statistically Significant Pairwise Comparisons of Highest Education Level Achieved 
and Inequality in Purpose of Use 

The distributions of scores were similar for all groups, as assessed by visual 

inspection of the box plot diagram, thereby enabling pairwise comparisons, 

with Bonferroni correction, to be conducted. The results (Table 5.37) showed 

that there are statistically significant differences between the following 

pairings: between Postgrad level and Primary level (p = 0.000); between 

HSC and Primary level (p = 0.000); between Undergrad and Primary level (p 
= 0.000); and between Cert/Dip and SC level (p = 0.003). 

Current education level is yet another demographic variable where there 

were statistically significant differences between groups in inequality in 

purpose of use scores, X2(8) = 17.825, p = 0.023, with the mean and median 
scores given in the table below. 
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Current	Educational	Level	 Mean	 Median	
Primary	 2.149	 2.042	
Vocational	 2.250	 2.250	
SC	 1.717	 1.667	
HSC	 2.429	 2.625	
Cert/Dip	 2.212	 2.125	
Professional	 2.423	 2.458	
Undergrad	 2.511	 2.583	
Postgrad	 2.447	 2.333	
Not	studying	 2.246	 2.167	
Total	 2.358	 2.333	

Table 5.38: Mean and Median Scores Across Current Education Level in Inequality in Purpose 
of Use 

Although the distribution of inequality in purpose of use scores were similar, 

as assessed by visual inspection of the boxplot diagram, the pairwise 

comparisons with Bonferroni correction revealed that there were no 

statistically significant differences between the median score of any group 

pairings. It can thus be concluded that those studying at the Undergrad 

(mean = 2.511) and Postgrad (2.447) have a wider range of Internet use than 
the other groups. 

The Kruskal Wallis (H) test also revealed that there were statistically 

significant differences in inequality in purpose of use between groups that 

differed by the highest education level achieved by parents, X2(7) = 19.201, p 
= 0.008. The mean scores are shown in the table below.  

Highest	Education	Level	of	Parents	 Mean	
Primary	 2.161	
Vocational	 2.448	
SC	 2.249	
HSC	 2.462	
Cert/Dip	 2.297	
Professional	 2.294	
Undergrad	 2.434	
Postgrad	 2.549	
Total	 2.347	

Table 5.39: Mean Scores across Highest Education Level of Parents in Inequality in Purpose of 
Use 
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The distributions of scores were not similar across the different education 

level achieved (highest) by parents. Therefore, based on the mean ranks, it 

can be concluded that those whose parents have achieved Postgrad level 

(mean = 2.549) and those who have achieved HSC level (mean = 2.462) 
have a wider range of Internet use than the rest among the age group.  

5.4.3. Factor Analysis  

This study uses DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model as its theoretical framework 

to assess the existence of Digital Inequality and the causes of Digital 

Inequality in Mauritius. As discussed, DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model 

consists of five dimensions or factors of inequality, namely inequality in 

technical apparatus, inequality in autonomy of use, inequality in social 

support, inequality in skill and inequality in the purpose of use. Additionally, 

as discussed in Chapter 2, there are socio-demographic variables that are 

the causes of Digital Inequality such as sex, age, education and social status 
amongst others. 

To investigate the existence of Digital Inequality on the island, each factor 

was broken down into more specific items, as discussed in Section 4.3.1. 

These items, measured on a 5 point Likert scale offered the possibility to 

investigate the five dimensions of Digital Inequality. Furthermore, Mann 

Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis test, as described in Section 5.4.2 allowed for an 

investigation of the causes of those inequalities. Indeed, for each dimension, 

tests were carried out to investigate whether each of the socio-demographic 

affect (causes) the inequality, with the results reported in the previous section 
(further discussion in Chapter 6).  

Thus, so far, the analyses have been related to determining the existence of 

Digital Inequality using the five dimensions of DiMaggio and Hargittai, and 

exploring the causes of these inequalities with respect to socio-demographic 

variables. However, as discussed at the onset of this research, Mauritius and 

Small Islands Developing States offer some unique contexts and already the 

difference in the causes (socio-demographic variables) have been, amongst 



Chapter 5: Quantitative Findings 
 

 178 

others, the basis for exploring the issue of Digital Inequality in Mauritius 

(Chapter 2). In the same vein, the dimensions brought forward by DiMaggio 

and Hargittai was very much context specific and it is important to, at the 

very least, test whether the same dimensions or forces of inequality are at 

play in the Mauritian context. To this end, an exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) was carried out on the 32 variables that queried respondents on 

DiMaggio and Hargittai’s five dimensions of inequality. The aim was to 

understand whether the same underlying dimensions that make up Digital 

Inequality in the US are at play in the Mauritian context or whether there are 

other dimensions, or perhaps prominent groups or sub groups, that make up 

Digital Inequality in Mauritius. The EFA would reveal such differences and 

would provide a more defined picture of Digital Inequality on the island. The 
scope of this study is limited to exploring the factors, thus the use of EFA.  

Thus, before conducting the analysis, the 32 variables were re-rested for 

reliability (an initial test was carried out with 44 variables—discussed in 

Section 5.2.1), with a Cronbach’s alpha Coefficient of 0.849, which exceeds 

the 0.7 required to proceed with Factor Analysis (De Vaus 2002). The Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin test gave a value of 0.828 and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

was significant (p = 0.000) confirming that Factor Analysis could be carried 

out on the 32 items data set. Running an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), 

using Principal Components Analysis (PCA) with orthogonal rotation 

(Varimax) of factors with Eigenvalue less than one, resulted in the retrieval of 
an initial eight factors (Table 5.40). 
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Total	Variance	Explained	
Component	 Initial	Eigenvalue	 Rotation	Sums	of	Squared	

Loadings	

		 Total	
%	of	
Variance	

Cumulative	
%	 Total	

%	of	
Variance	

Cumulativ
e	%	

1	 6.955	 21.733	 21.733	 3.973	 12.415	 12.415	
2	 3.719	 11.623	 33.356	 2.977	 9.304	 21.718	
3	 2.285	 7.14	 40.496	 2.871	 8.971	 30.689	
4	 1.764	 5.513	 46.009	 2.854	 8.919	 39.608	
5	 1.644	 5.136	 51.145	 2.204	 6.888	 46.496	
6	 1.469	 4.59	 55.735	 1.837	 5.74	 52.236	
7	 1.121	 3.503	 59.237	 1.696	 5.299	 57.536	
8	 1.076	 3.361	 62.598	 1.62	 5.063	 62.598	
9	 0.947	 2.961	 65.559	 		 		 		
10	 0.923	 2.884	 68.443	 		 		 		
11	 0.829	 2.59	 71.033	 		 		 		
12	 0.784	 2.449	 73.482	 		 		 		
13	 0.72	 2.25	 75.732	 		 		 		
14	 0.7	 2.188	 77.92	 		 		 		
15	 0.657	 2.052	 79.972	 		 		 		
16	 0.597	 1.865	 81.838	 		 		 		
17	 0.577	 1.803	 83.641	 		 		 		
18	 0.541	 1.692	 85.333	 		 		 		
19	 0.538	 1.682	 87.015	 		 		 		
20	 0.533	 1.665	 88.68	 		 		 		
21	 0.462	 1.443	 90.124	 		 		 		
22	 0.436	 1.362	 91.485	 		 		 		
23	 0.406	 1.267	 92.753	 		 		 		
24	 0.375	 1.173	 93.926	 		 		 		
25	 0.362	 1.131	 95.057	 		 		 		
26	 0.304	 0.949	 96.005	 		 		 		
27	 0.281	 0.877	 96.882	 		 		 		

28	 0.241	 0.752	 97.634	 		 		 		
29	 0.213	 0.666	 98.3	 		 		 		
30	 0.196	 0.614	 98.914	 		 		 		
31	 0.188	 0.586	 99.5	 		 		 		
32	 0.16	 0.5	 100	 		 		 		

Extraction	Method:	Principal	Component	Analysis	
		

Table 5.40: Initial Extraction Based on Eigenvalue 

However, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) argue that there are several methods 

that can be used to retain factors, namely (i) a quick estimate of the number 

of factors obtained from the sizes of Eigenvalues and keeping factors with 

Eigenvalues > 1; (ii) using the Scree test of Eigenvalues plotted against 

factors resulting in a negatively decreasing curve - the number of factors are 

selected by visual inspecting where the curve level off; (iii) using Horn's 

Parallel analysis, which involves comparing the Eigenvalues obtained with 

that of the Eigenvalues of "a randomly generated data set with the same 

number of cases and variables”, usually through Monte Carlo’s Simulation. 

Components from the real data with Eigenvalues greater than that of the 
randomly generated data set were then retained.  
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Figure 5.28: Scree Plot Component Number Against Eigenvalue 

With regard to the current research, the first method proposed by Tabachnick 

and Fidell (2007) resulted in the extraction of eight factors (Table 5.40). The 

Scree plot test (Figure 5.28) shows that there are six factors (arrow indicating 
the sixth from the left) in a line before the curve levels off. 

Component	 Current	Research	Eigenvalue		 Monte	Carlo	Random	Eigenvalue	 Accepted/Rejected		

1	 6.955	 1.4735	 Accept		
2	 3.719	 1.4118	 Accept		
3	 2.285	 1.3669	 Accept		
4	 1.764	 1.3282	 Accept		
5	 1.644	 1.2924	 Accept		
6	 1.469	 1.2558	 Accept		
7	 1.121	 1.2235	 Reject		
8	 1.076	 1.196	 Reject		

Table 5.41: Parallel’s Test with Monte Carlo Simulated Values 

Furthermore, the Horn’s Parallel test, using Monte Carlo’s simulation (Table 

5.41) as proposed by Watkins (2005), suggests the retention of only six 

factors, whose Eigenvalue were higher than that of the randomly generated 

sample (variables = 32, subjects = 571, replications = 100). Therefore, based 

on the above analysis, it was evident that only six factors were pertinent. 

Subsequently, a Factor analysis using Varimax rotation was conducted for a 
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fixed number of six factors to be extracted, with the result shown in the 

following table. 

Rotated	Component	Matrixa	
		 Component	
		 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	
Lack of knowledge in using software	 0.857	 0.081	 0.152	 -0.025	 -0.02	 0.026	
Lack	of	knowledge	in	using	hardware	 0.846	 0.091	 0.14	 -0.04	 0.044	 -0.056	
Lack	of	knowledge	of	security	issues	 0.804	 0.101	 0.024	 0.043	 -0.05	 -0.035	
Lack	of	knowledge	in	finding	information	online	 0.751	 0.167	 0.339	 0.013	 0.011	 0.049	
Lack	of	knowledge	of	online	interaction	with	others	 0.697	 0.127	 0.38	 0.006	 -0.069	 0.006	
Lack	of	help/support	when	I	needed	it	 0.47	 0.181	 0.31	 0.066	 0.069	 -0.114	
Blocking	of	Internet	content	and	services	 0.246	 0.646	 -0.129	 0.123	 0.098	 -0.152	
Bandwidth	 -0.019	 0.628	 0.029	 -0.037	 -0.011	 0.382	
Lack	of	accessibility	 0.064	 0.602	 0.415	 0.048	 0.043	 0.037	
Sharing	of	devices	with	other	people	 0.191	 0.599	 -0.062	 0.078	 0.104	 -0.293	
Reliability	of	connection	 -0.031	 0.59	 -0.112	 0.068	 -0.066	 0.355	
Monitoring	of	Internet	use	 0.147	 0.586	 0.132	 0.171	 -0.043	 -0.235	
Place	of	use	 0.128	 0.567	 0.281	 -0.056	 0.077	 0.027	
Cost	of	Internet	connection	 -0.035	 0.548	 0.343	 0.086	 0.036	 -0.04	
Hardware	 0.265	 0.445	 0.308	 0	 0.172	 -0.157	
Lack	of	time	to	spend	online	 0.157	 0.368	 0.292	 -0.117	 -0.083	 0.119	
No	clear	idea	of	why	I	should	use	the	Internet	 0.353	 0.132	 0.806	 0.036	 0.059	 -0.038	
No	safe	place	where	I	could	use	the	Internet	 0.263	 0.172	 0.781	 0.113	 0.079	 -0.023	
Lack	of	encouragement	to	use	the	Internet	 0.319	 0.083	 0.78	 0.009	 0.026	 -0.037	
Software	 0.326	 0.382	 0.403	 0.018	 0.154	 -0.031	
Publishing	information	 -0.023	 0.079	 -0.009	 0.752	 0.185	 0.139	
Supporting	a	cause	 0.072	 -0.038	 0.154	 0.69	 0.077	 -0.069	
Supporting	a	political	party	 0.102	 0.045	 0.112	 0.687	 0.035	 -0.24	
Distributing	own	multimedia	production	 -0.053	 0.147	 -0.078	 0.666	 0.282	 0.122	
Collaborative	work	 -0.023	 0.05	 -0.114	 0.659	 0.051	 0.252	
Performing	online	transactions	 -0.108	 0.011	 0.109	 0.41	 -0.138	 0.39	
Listening	to,	downloading	and	sharing	music	 0.012	 0.041	 0.054	 0.076	 0.877	 0.138	
Viewing,	downloading	and	sharing	videos	 -0.002	 0.026	 -0.076	 0.165	 0.833	 0.152	
Playing	games	 -0.045	 0.082	 0.212	 0.179	 0.623	 -0.061	
Communicating	directly	with	other	people	 -0.003	 -0.011	 -0.102	 0.181	 0.134	 0.708	
Information	seeking	 -0.044	 -0.08	 -0.015	 -0.082	 0.061	 0.611	
Making	and	maintaining	social	networks	 0.109	 0.04	 0.044	 0.277	 0.363	 0.488	
Extraction	Method:	Principal	Component	Analysis.		
Rotation	Method:	Varimax	with	Kaiser	Normalization	

a	Rotation	converged	in	7	iterations 

Table 5.42: Six Factors Rotated Component Matrix 

As shown Table 5.42, the PCA extracted and combined the variables into six 

factors. However, when regrouping the variables, although the criteria of the 

weight of loadings are met, three variables do not meet the face or construct 

validity. For example, item ‘Lack of help/support’, although loaded in Factor 

1, does not provide or reflect a true meaning of the factor in which it is 

loaded, where most of the items relate to ‘lack of knowledge’. Therefore, the 
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second best loading was examined and found that it would best fit in Factor 

3. As such, three revisions were made to meet face validity. The factors were 
named as follows.  

Factor 1: Skill  
• Lack of knowledge in using software 

• Lack of knowledge in using hardware 

• Lack of knowledge of security issues 

• Lack of knowledge in finding information online 

• Lack of knowledge of online interaction with others 

Factor 2: Logistics and Autonomy 
• Bandwidth 

• Hardware 

• Cost of Internet connection 

• Reliability of connection 

• Monitoring of Internet use 

• Blocking of Internet content and services 

• Lack of accessibility 

• Sharing of devices with other people 

• Place of use 

• Lack of time to spend online 

Factor 3: Support 
• No clear idea of why I should use the Internet 

• No safe place where I could use the Internet 

• Lack of encouragement to use the Internet 

• Lack of help/support when I needed it 

• Software (although from a technical apparatus perspective, it was 

clear that this item could fit the Support factor) 

Factor 4: Content Creation and Social Activism “Slacktivism” 
• Publishing information 

• Supporting a cause 
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• Supporting a political party 

• Distributing own multimedia production 

Factor 5: Entertainment 

• Listening to, downloading and sharing music 

• Viewing, downloading and sharing videos 

• Playing games 

Factor 6: Sociality (Communication and Information Seeking) 
• Communicating directly with others 

• Information seeking 

• Making and maintaining social networks 

• Collaborative work 

• Performing online transactions 

From the above analysis, it can be found that the underlying constructs of 

Digital Inequality in Mauritius, are by all means different, from what was 

suggested by DiMaggio and Hargittai. The factor analysis extracted six 

meaningful factors that provide an insightful picture of the various forces that 

negatively impact on Mauritian Internet users’ utilisation of the Internet. The 

factors uncovered, though, are not diametrically opposed to the factors 

proposed by DiMaggio and Hargittai. There are certain factors that are 

similar, namely skill; autonomy of use and logistic that have been combined 

into logistics and autonomy; and purpose of use has been expanded into 
three factors on its own.  

5.4.4. Regression Analysis  

To further understand the relationship between the above-mentioned factors 

and Digital Inequality in Mauritius, a standard multiple regression analysis 

was carried out. The dependent variable used for the regression was the 

Digital Inequality Rating gathered from the last question from the survey 

using a 10 point Likert scale (Section 4.3.1.7). It is commonly agreed that for 

regression analysis, such measures can be assumed to be continuous and 
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thus meeting the assumptions of regression analysis. In addition to the 

dependent variables, the six independent variables extracted from the factor 

analysis (skill, logistics and autonomy, support, content creation and social 

activism, entertainment, sociality) are also considered to be continuous, thus 

meeting the first assumptions for regression analysis. Table 5.43 report the 

descriptive statistics for the independent variables used for the regression  

  Mean Std. Deviation 

Skill 0.7867 0.94272 

Logistics and Autonomy 1.2652 0.80214 

Support 0.6823 0.87294 

Content Creation and Social Activism 1.4087 1.00734 

Entertainment 2.5445 1.10337 

Sociality  2.923 0.73196 

Table 5.43: Descriptive Statistics of Independent Variables 

A Person product moment correlation was run to assess any correlation 

between the dependent variable (Digital Inequality rating) with each of the 

independent variable. The nature of regression analysis and the causality 

behaviour between independent and dependent variables is such that there 

should be correlation between them. The Pearson product moment test was 

conducted to clarify the suspicion and understand the correlation between 
the dependent and independent variables.  

Pearson Correlation Coefficient 

  
Digital Inequality Rating 

 (Dependent Variable) 
|r| 

Skill 0.046 

Logistics and Autonomy 0.45 

Support 0.14 

Content Creation and Social 
Activism 0.180** 

Entertainment 0.84 

Sociality  0.100* 

** Correlation is significant at the 10% Level (2-tailed). 
*Correlation is significant at the 5% Level (2-tailed). 

Table 5.44: Pearson Correlation Results between Dependent and Independent Variables 
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Pearson’s correlation coefficient values (|r|) between 0.1 and 0.3 are 

considered as small correlation, values between 0.3 and 0.5 as medium 

correlation and values above 0.5 as strong correlation. Table 5.44 outlines 

the results obtained and suggest that there is a significant weak correlation 

between independent variables ‘Content Creation and Social Activism’ and 
‘Sociality’ and the dependent variable Digital Inequality Rating.  

Over and above having dependent and independent variables as continuous 

variables, initial analysis ensured that assumptions of linearity, independence 

of residuals, homoscedasticity, unusual points and normality of residuals are 

met.  For example, a value of 1.93 was obtained for the Durbin-Watson test 

for independence of residuals. It is agreed that the closer the Durbin-Watson 

statistic is to two, the better it is. With a value of 1.93, it can be safely 
assumed that there is independence of residuals. 

With all assumptions checked, a standard multiple regression was performed 

between the users’ perception of Digital Inequality as dependent variable and 

the six factors uncovered in the Exploratory Factor Analysis (skill, logistics 

and autonomy, support, content creation and social activism, entertainment 

and sociality—communication and information search) as independent 

variables. Table 5.45 below displays the unstandardised coefficients (B), the 

standard error of the coefficient, the standardised coefficient (β) and the 
significance value (Sig.). 
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Coefficients	a	

Model	 		
Unstandardised	
B	Coefficients	 	

Standardised	
Coefficients	 t	 Sig.	

		 		 B	
Std.	
Error	 β	 	 	

1	 (Constant)	 5.346	 0.11	 	 48.523	 0.000	

	 Skill	 -0.016	 0.117	 -0.007	 -.141	 0.888	

	 Logistics	and	Autonomy		 -0.283	 0.114	 -0.117	 -2.475	 0.014*	

	 Support		 -0.167	 0.111	 -0.071	 -1.509	 0.132	

	

Content	Creation	and	Social	
Activism	

0.461	 0.115	 0.191	 4.022	 0.000**	

	 Entertainment		 0.132	 0.109	 0.057	 1.211	 0.226	

		

Sociality	(Communication	and	Info	
Seeking)	

-0.052	 0.113	 -0.022	 -.461	 0.645	

Dependent	Variable:	Rating	of	Digital	Inequality	
R2	=0.057	
Adjusted	R2	=0.044	
F=4.240	
Significant	F=0.00	
*Significant	at	the	5%	Level	
**	Significant	at	the	10%	Level	 	 	

Table 5.45: Summary of Coefficients Table for Regression Analysis 

R for regression was significantly different from zero (Tabachnick and Fidell 

2007), F (6, 421) = 4.240, p <0.01, with R2 at 0.057. The adjusted R2 value of 

0.044 suggests that there is a weak correlation between Digital Inequality 

perception and the variables uncovered, with only 5.7% of the variability in 

Digital Inequality perception being predicted by skill, logistics and autonomy, 

support, content creation and social activism, entertainment and sociality. 

The result suggests that only ‘Logistics and Autonomy’ and ‘Content Creation 

and Social Activism’ added statistically significantly (p<0.05) to the 

regression as shown in Table 5.45. Despite being a weak model, the 

regression does provide an insight into the underlying forces of Digital 

Inequality on the island. The limitations and future work on the model is 

further discussed in Section 8.2. – Research Limitations and Section 8.3. – 
Future Directions.  

5.5.  Conclusion 

This chapter, structured around descriptive and inferential statistics, 

uncovered the main findings of the Digital Inequality survey conducted with a 

sample of the Mauritian Internet users. The first section outlined the test 
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carried out to ensure reliability and validity of the survey instrument and the 

type of tests (parametric or non-parametric) that could be carried out on the 

dataset. From a descriptive statistics perspective, this chapter used the same 

structure (DiMaggio and Hargittai’s five dimensions) as the survey and 

displayed the relevant frequencies for the various items queried during the 

survey. As such the frequencies for demographic variables were presented, 

as well as the frequencies of the various items under each dimension. In 

some cases, weighted mean was used for some item to better reflect the 
results and allow comparisons to be made.  

The last section of this chapter engaged in inferential statistics. The results of 

the Mann-Whitney (U) and Kruskal-Wallis (H) tests were presented. These 

tests were used to investigate the relationship between the various 

demographic variables and the dimensions of Digital Inequality to assess the 

determinants of Digital Inequality in Mauritius. Factor Analysis and 

Regression analysis were undertaken to understand the underlying factors of 

Digital Inequality in Mauritius. The results showed that the factors of Digital 

Inequality are different, although not so different, from those suggested by 

DiMaggio and Hargittai. The regression analysis confirmed the correlation 

between these factors, and although weakly positive, there is a correlation 

between the factors and Digital Inequality in Mauritius. The following Chapter 

6 discusses and situates these results within the broader perspective of the 
research and their relative implications.  
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Chapter 6: Quantitative (Survey) Discussion 

6.1.  Introduction  

One of the objectives of this research is to investigate the determinants and 

the main causes of Digital Inequality in the Mauritian society. As such, a 

survey instrument was used to gather information on Mauritian Internet users 

with regard to their relative perception of Internet use and Digital Inequality. 

The previous chapter presented the main findings of the survey by means of 

descriptive analysis (which is purely observational in nature) and inferential 

analysis, which helped unveil factors affecting Digital Inequality, as well as 

determining their impact on the latter. 

Subsequently, this chapter uses the findings uncovered to build upon and 

discuss the main determinants (demographic characteristics) and causes 

(factors) of Digital Inequality within the particular context of Mauritius. The 

chapter adopts the same overarching structure used in both the survey 

questionnaire and in the descriptive statistics section of the previous chapter 

to lead the discussion. The core of this chapter, thus, uses the five 

dimensions of Digital Inequality to critically examine the findings and 
discusses the main determinants of Digital Inequality.  

The last section discusses the underlying causes of Digital Inequality in 

Mauritian society. In light of the results of the inferential analysis supported 

by the relevant literature, this section posits a new model of Digital Inequality 

specific to the Mauritian context, and discusses the ramifications of this new 
model. 

6.2.  Demographics  

A major conclusion that can be derived from the results is that the data 

gathered is consistent with the demographics information available on 

Mauritian Internet user population. Although not directly related to Digital 
Inequality, it has a bearing on the validity and reliability of the survey.  
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Chapter 4, Methodology, raised much concern on ensuring the relative 

representativeness of the survey instrument, and subsequently the reliability 

of the survey. The Internet user population of Mauritius, being unknown and 

information on the users’ characteristics being sparsely available, were 

unfortunately insufficient to constitute a population framework on which a 

representative sample could be drawn. To ensure that the sample would be 

as representative as possible of its parent population, strategies (as 

discussed in Section 4.3.3) were put in place during the survey distribution to 

achieve this objective within the limits and scope of the research. The 

findings revealed that the demographics results of the survey concurred to a 

large extent with the available information on Mauritian Internet users, 
thereby reinforcing the representativeness of the sample.  

The first demographic variable that reinforces representativeness is sex. As 

noted in Figure 5.1, the percentage of males who responded to the survey is 

53.5%, as opposed to 46.5% females. This number concurs with the latest 

statistics on Mauritian Internet users (Statistics Mauritius 2012b), which 

suggests that there are indeed more male Internet users than female Internet 

users. The second variable that tends to reinforce the reliability of the survey 

is age. Indeed, as shown in Figure 5.2, a huge majority of the respondents 

were aged between 12 and 30 years old. Although there is no specific figure, 

general conclusions from Statistics Mauritius (2014a) suggest that there is 

indeed a higher proportion of young demographics using the Internet in the 

country with an average of 66% of the 12-19 years old and 60% of the 20-29 

years old who use the Internet on a regular basis. The results of the survey 

match the same trend, showing more youth responding to the survey, and 

therefore validating the assumption of the representativeness of the survey. 

The residential area of respondents is yet another variable that can be used 

to confirm the reliability of the population. The survey findings, as shown in 

Figure 5.3, indicate that 56.2% of the respondents resided in urban areas 

against 43.8% in suburban and rural areas (coastal and inland). The 2011 

Mauritian census (Statistics Mauritius 2011b) revealed that 38% of the 

households in urban areas had Internet access as opposed to 27% of 
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households in rural areas, thus suggesting that there are more urban Internet 

users than rural Internet users.  

The second main conclusion that can be derived from the demographics data 

gathered is the disparity between the different strata of the Mauritian Internet 

user population, at least, in terms of the demographic variables. Although the 

key focus of this research is on the use of the Internet, it is however 

interesting to delve shortly on this phenomenon, which might later allow for 

further inferences. The disparity within each of the demographic variable is in 

two strands; one being the differences within the variable and the other being 

the disparity with the Mauritian general population demographics. Both have 

equality as fundamental assumptions. The first case assumes that all groups 

are equal within the Internet User population; i.e. there are equal number of 

males and females. The second assumes that the Internet user population is 

representative of the general population; i.e. if there are more male than 

female in the general population, then there should be more males Internet 

users than females Internet users.  

With regard to sex, there exist differences within the demographics of 

Mauritian Internet user population and also differences between the latter 

and the general population. The research confirmed previous statistics 

suggesting that there are indeed more male Internet users than female 

Internet users, indicating clearly a disparity between males and females in 

this regard. The male/female disparity is, unfortunately, not unique to 

Mauritius. The ITU (2012) also demonstrates that in developing countries, 

women are more disadvantaged than men when it comes to broadband 

access and use. Antonio and Tuffley (2014) further argue that such gender 

gap is one of the major elements fuelling Digital Divide in developing 

countries. As for the causes of such inequalities, Dixon et al. (2014) use 

‘structuration’ theory to explain that gender inequality, in Internet access and 

use, is a mere extrapolation of already exiting divides. Although the scope of 

this research is limited in exploring the relative causality of such divides 

offline, it appears that female Mauritian Internet users also face the same 
social challenges and pressures in their daily use of Internet.  
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When comparing the male/female Internet user ratio with that of the general 

population, it is interesting to note the disparity between male and female 

Internet users with regard to the Mauritian population demographics. The 

latest statistics show that the Mauritian population is made up of slightly more 

females (635,792) than males (622,861) (Statistics Mauritius 2014b). The 

survey, on the contrary, shows that there are more male than female Internet 

users. Clearly, this discrepancy in gender between the Internet user 

population and the national demographic ratio suggests that using a 

representative sample of the general population to represent Internet users is 

problematic, and in this case, would have resulted in a biased representation 

of Internet users if a representative sample of Mauritians be chosen. In such 

contexts, care should be taken when adopting such methods. If a 

representative sample of the general population is to be selected in Internet 

studies, researchers need to ensure that the Internet user population maps 

the general population. However, as the results suggest, it can be argued 

that in countries where there is a low level of Internet uptake, researchers 

should ensure prior to sampling that the Internet user demographics reflect 

the general population demographic. Alternatively, the sample would need to 
be re-adjusted to map such existing disparities.  

Another disparity worth noting is that of age. This survey tends to confirm the 

existing gap between young and old. Xenos and Foot (2008, 1) suggest that 

“the young generation has traditionally been at the forefront of new 

technology use, remaining at top of Internet usage statistics and 

distinguishing themselves as early adopters”. As shown in Figure 5.2, the 

majority of the respondents were below 30 years old, which tends to follow 

the global trend, with the ITU report suggesting that Internet users are rather 

young in non-European countries (ITU 2010b). However, being in line with 

international standards does not make the issue less important as it does 

have a bearing on Digital Inequality. The problem is further escalated with 

the fact that Mauritius, as with many other developing countries, has an 

ageing population (Statistics Mauritius 2014b) suggesting, therefore, that a 

relatively large proportion of the elderly population is not using the Internet 
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and thus not reaping the benefits such use entails. Lee (J.H) and Kim (2014) 

argue that the generation gap has been widely researched in the Digital 

Divide discourse and explains such discrepancies by the diverging attitude of 

the young and the older generation towards technology. They argue that 

older users have the tendency to accommodate new media in their old ways 

of thinking and doing, whereas the younger generation assimilates its way of 

thinking into the new media (J. H. Lee and Kim 2014, 5). Even though it can 

be agreed that the generation gap, with regard to technology adoption might 

fade with time, the ramifications are far-reaching, especially for a country that 

prides itself as a cyber-island. The socio-economic benefits of Internet use 
are not being tapped.  

The residential area is yet another demographic variable showing inequality. 

Indeed, as depicted in the sections above, more respondents resided in 

urban areas than in rural areas. However, the reverse applies to the national 

demographics whereby more residents live in rural areas than in urban areas 

(Statistics Mauritius 2014b). The figures suggest that for some reason, rural 

residents are using the Internet less than their urban counterparts. Autar 

(2013) forewarns that the legal delimitation of rural and urban areas in 

Mauritius does not necessarily follow international standards and that all 

indicators point towards categorising the island of Mauritius as a metropolis. 

Autar’s conclusion shows that Mauritian rural areas are home to the majority 

of the primary industry sector, namely agriculture, but that there is no 

significant differences in the relative development index of the areas; in fact 

some rural areas are better off than urban area (Autar 2013) . 

Another conclusion that can be derived from the demographic findings is that 

socio-economic status of the respondents has a bearing on Digital Divide. As 

discussed in the Methodology chapter, one of the proxies used for the socio-

economic status of respondents was the educational level of parents. As 

shown in Figure 5.7, very few (15%) of the respondents’ parents have 

achieved lower than the School Certificate level, which suggests that the 

Internet users are from a rather well educated background. Furthermore, the 
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survey findings (Figure 5.5 and Figure 5.6) suggest that the Internet users 

are rather well-educated themselves, with many still studying.  

The above discussion, therefore, suggests that there are disparities in 

Internet use in the case of three demographic variables. Although the scope 

of this research is not to explore the rationale behind these differences, the 

latter clearly suggests that Internet use is not homogenous amongst the 
Mauritian population. 

6.3.  Inequality in Technical Apparatus  

The data on technical apparatus section yielded some interesting patterns 

among the Mauritian Internet users. For example, it showed that nearly all 

users (98%, as shown in Figure 5.8) owned an Internet enabled device which 

they use to connect to the Internet. It is also pointed out that their place of 

residence remains their preferred location for connecting to the Internet.  

Indeed, despite a steep and continuous increase in the number of Internet 

subscriptions based on Mobile Access Network (Figure 3.9) over the past 

years, the survey revealed that computers with ADSL were the main Internet 

connection mode, followed by mobile devices, as depicted in Figure 5.9. 

From a different angle, the figure also suggests that the majority of the 

Mauritian Internet users represent just under 40% of the Mauritian 

household, since the official statistics suggest that only 38% of Mauritian 

households have access to a computer with fixed Internet (Statistics 

Mauritius 2011a). A report by the Pew research centre on Internet in 32 

developing countries shows that computer ownership is relatively low in 

developing countries (Pew Research Center 2015) and the case of Mauritius 
is not different. 

Since the majority of Internet users connect to the Internet through a 

computer and ADSL connection, it can be assumed that the mobile Internet 

subscription is mostly for secondary connection. Thus, the majority of 

Mauritian Internet users can be thought of as being multi-device users with a 

fixed connection (used as their primary mode) but also use a mobile 



Chapter 6: Quantitative Discussion 
 

194 

connection when on the move or away from their computers. Whilst much 

hope has been put in mobile devices and mobile subscriptions to bridge the 

Digital Divide, it appears that the majority of Internet users are opting for a 

multi-device approach. Lee, Park and Hwang (2015) uncovered similar 

trends in Korea with a high proportion of Internet users being multi-device 

owners. Similarly, de Lanerolle (2012) finds, to a smaller scale, a growing 

multi-device based Internet population in South Africa. It appears that the 

Mauritian Internet users are multi-device users and are as such permanently 

connected to the Internet, or at least can have access to the Internet 

anytime. In its ‘State of Broadband’ report, the ITU (2012) acknowledges this 

phenomenon, but forewarns that it might blur our reading of Internet 

penetration figures, where increase in mobile Internet subscription would not 

necessarily mean an increase in Internet users. This further adds to the 

already complex issue of researching and understanding Internet users and 

these figures reveal the difficulties of using general population statistics or 

mobile devices ownership or even subscription to measure adoption. The 

Mauritian case shows that although there is a high rate of mobile uptake, 

fixed Internet subscription remains the preferred connectivity type.  

However, great care should be taken when formulating conclusions on this 

type of data. As noted in Figure 3.9, the increase in mobile Internet 

subscription has been rather constant and the number of mobile Internet 

subscription has continued to increase even after the data was collected for 

this research. This presupposes that there might have been some changes in 

the Internet ecosystem. Nonetheless, the analysis brings forward a valid 

point that despite increase in mobile subscription, the preferred connection 
mode remains the computer for those who have the choice.  

Another conclusion that can be derived from the findings is the relative 

“quality” of connection itself. It suggests that ADSL is by far the most used 

fixed connection mode, with few users still stuck on legacy Dial-up 

connection mode. Although offered as a possibility for low-income users, the 

experience obtained from using a Dial-up connection can be fundamentally 

questioned with the Internet being increasingly optimised for Broadband 
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connection. The same challenges apply to the 1.8% of users who connect 

mainly through a mobile device (Figure 5.8). Clearly, there is a proportion of 

the Mauritian Internet users who are unable to get the maximum out of the 
Internet because of the inequalities in the devices and their connectivity.  

Irrespective of the type of connection used, residential location remained the 

prime connection location for users owning an Internet capable device. When 

it comes to users who do not own any device, workplace (45.5%) remained 

their primary Internet access location, pictured in Figure 5.11. Indeed, 27.3% 

of non-owners (of device) connect to the Internet from a friend’s or family 

location. Intriguingly, both device owners and non-owners tend to discard 

public sites as their main Internet connection location. As discussed, most of 

the device owners would connect from their own devices, thereby logically 

rejecting public Wi-Fi (for example) as their primary connection mode. 

Essentially, the relative affordability of the Internet contributes to this effect 

but the quality and geographic positioning of the public connection might also 

be a reason that deters users from using it as their main Internet connection. 

Even for those Internet users who do not own a device, public locations 

(public library, Post office etc.) are not their first choice when connecting to 

the Internet, preferring to connect either from work or at family and friends. 

Although some of the items maybe be different, the findings concurs with the 

Mauritian National Computer Board (2010) showing that over the years, the 

use of Public Wi-Fi has decreased. However, the results do not infer that 

public Internet connections are not used at all but suggest that in most cases 

they are used as secondary access points. 

Among the technological factors that limit effective Internet use was 

Bandwidth (speed of connection), to which respondents agreed to a large 

extent. Indeed, as shown in Figure 5.12, speed of connection was the factor 

that had the most limiting effect with a weighted mean of 2.32, followed by 

the reliability of the connection with a weighted mean of 2.08. Although 

hardware and software have limiting effects as well, they were less 

prominent with respective weighted means of 0.79 and 0.96 respectively. 

These figures suggest that Mauritian Internet users do have the perception 
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that bandwidth and the reliability of the connection have a severe impact on 

their ability to reap the maximum benefits that the Internet can offer. As 

discussed in Chapter 3, although the overall bandwidth of the country has 
been increasing over the years, it is still perceived as a major limiting factor. 

The pricing of the connectivity and the reliability of the connection are also 

contributing factors that hamper the Internet experience of Mauritians. 

Hermann and Clements (2001, 10) argue that “the unfavourable structures of 

telecommunication costs” in developing countries have a direct impact on the 

cost of Internet, which can be about three times more than the cost of 

Internet in OECD countries. The cost and reliability of the connection is 

unfortunately not confined to the individual user. The same issue is brought 

up by main Internet stakeholders and discussed in the following chapter. The 

relatively expensive cost of the Internet, coupled with an unreliable 

connection poses a great challenge to the socio-economic development of 

the country. However, Oolun, Ramgoolam and Dorasami (2012) argue that 

over the years, the cost of Broadband has been on the decrease, as shown 

in Table 3.1. Nonetheless, the issue of affordability and reliability remains a 
global issue and more pertinent to developing countries (ITU 2014b). 

When it comes to the determinants of inequality in technical apparatus, age 

group, highest level of education and current education are the three 

demographic variables across which there are significant differences 

between the groups. For instance, the results showed that there are 

significant differences between the younger generations (those aged 

between 12 and 29 years old) and the 40-49 age group, with regard to their 

perception of the negative impact of technical apparatus on their Internet 

use. The younger generation perceives technical apparatus as having a 

more negative effect, thereby preventing them from making the most out of 

the Internet. Xenos and Foot (2008), amongst others, argue that young 

generation are always at the forefront of technology development and 

distinguish themselves as “trendsetters” in technology use. Subsequently, 

they will tend to be more curious and explore the possibilities and capacities 

of the Internet further, and in order to achieve these, excellent connection, 
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both in terms of bandwidth and reliability is essential. As discussed in 

Chapter 3, although the reliability and bandwidth have increased over time, 

today’s Internet in Mauritius is lagging far behind international standards, a 

claim supported by other Internet stakeholders, discussed in the following 

chapter. This study shows, therefore, that the young generation is unable to 

make the most out of the Internet mainly due to the bandwidth and reliability 

of the Mauritian Internet connection. This study does not, in any way, 

postulate or conclude that older generations are making effective use out of 

the Internet. Within the scope of this study, it was found that there are only 

significant differences between the groups mentioned above, and that 
younger generations are more disadvantaged. 

From an education perspective, there are statistically significant differences 

between the different levels of education of the Mauritian Internet users. The 

results show that Internet users who have achieved the School Certificate 

level as their highest education level perceive technical apparatus as having 

a less negative effect on their Internet use than those who have reached 

Primary level or Higher School Certificate level or even Certificate or Diploma 

level. A high proportion of those who have achieved the School Certificate 

level would still be currently studying at the Higher School Certificate level. 

On the other hand, it is also worth noting that users who have reached 

Primary level as highest education level perceive technical apparatus as 
having more negative effect on their Internet use. 

The same trend applies for those who are currently studying at the 

Secondary level, who see technical apparatus as having a strong negative 

effect on their Internet use. The vast majority of users in this group would 

arguably fall in the 12-19 years old. This would thus align with the one of the 

conclusions drawn concerning age group, whereby younger users need high 

bandwidth in their daily use of the Internet, due of the type of activities they 

perform online (entertainment and gaming). It is also crucial to take on board 

other factors that affect young adults’ use of Internet, such as trust (Hargittai 

et al. 2010) and experience (Hargittai and Hinnant 2008) and more 
importantly, that such use evolves with time as they move into adulthood.  
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To sum up the discussion on technical apparatus, this study sheds light on 

the devices and connection used by Mauritians. The majority of Mauritian 

Internet users are multi-device owners who connect mainly from a computer 

with fixed Broadband connection but use mobile Internet access to remain 

connected to the Internet. From a Digital Divide perspective, with a large 

proportion of households not connected to the Internet, a lot needs to be 

done to increase their connectivity and ensure adequate and reliable 

connectivity. This study also unveiled the intricacies of using mobile Internet 

adoption as a measure for Internet penetration. Furthermore, this study 

suggests that the quality of connection, at least in terms of speed, is an issue 

for Mauritian users. Lastly, from an inequality perspective, the study revealed 

that there is indeed an inequality with regard to technical apparatus and is 

mainly determined by age and education level, with the younger generation 

feeling limited in their Internet use. 

6.4.  Inequality in Autonomy of Use 

The data on Autonomy of use unveiled some significant patterns and 

behaviours amongst Mauritian Internet users. The first question on the matter 

investigated the connection status, which was used as an alternative 

measure for frequency of connection. The results showed that nearly every 

second Internet user in Mauritius is permanently connected to the Internet, 

with the remaining regularly connecting to the Internet. The feeling of being 

constantly connected is made possible through mobile connection and 

concurs with previously discussed findings on the high uptake of mobile 

Internet on the island. Such findings further support the claim that mobile 

devices and mobile connections are used as secondary connections, thereby 

allowing Mauritian Internet users, at large, to have a relative freedom in 
connecting to and using the Internet on an uninterrupted basis. 

Adding to a quasi-permanent connection to the Internet, Mauritian Internet 

users, at large benefit from the freedom of accessing any content they wish. 

Indeed, 91.3% of the respondents suggest that there is no monitoring of their 

Internet use at all, whereas 5.5% are monitored by their organisation and 
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only 3.2% of respondents are monitored by third parties (parents, spouse 

etc.). These meaningful results further illustrate the potential of Mauritian 

Internet users to get the maximum out of the Internet without the feeling of 
being monitored or being prevented to create or share content (Brake 2014).  

Freedom of use is also intrinsically linked with access to contents. As such, a 

high proportion of Internet users (59.7%), as depicted in Figure 5.15, 

suggests that none of the material they wish to access is blocked. However, 

23.6% of the survey respondents indicate that the organisation they work for 

blocks some of the content they want to access. Parents and third parties, 

although to a far lesser extent, also contribute to the blocking of contents. A 

minority of respondents (6.7%) acknowledged that some of the content they 

wish to access is blocked by governmental policies. Although the bulk of 

Mauritian Internet users can access content freely, there is a non-negligible 

minority who experience restricted use of Internet, mainly due to 

organisational Internet use control. As discussed further in the following 

chapter, Mauritians are not subjected to any restrictions to access or publish 

online contents except in two circumstances: the first being child 

pornography; and the second is when such content potentially threatens 
social stability on the island.  

With regard to the factors that limited their effective Internet use, as shown in 

Figure 5.16, respondents perceived lack of time to spend online as their 

primary limiting factor (weighted mean of 1.19), which is unfortunately not 

specific to Mauritius but a broader issue globally (ITU 2014a). Place of use 

(weighted mean of 1.13) and lack of accessibility (weighted mean of 1.11) 

were less important factors that impacted negatively on users’ effective use 

of the Internet. These figures suggest that on the whole, Mauritian Internet 

users experience great freedom in accessing the Internet. Although not the 

only causes, the democratic political structure and the socio-political stability 

of the country can be thought to be the primary reasons for such freedom of 
access and use to the Internet. 

However, despite such freedom to access the Internet, further analysis 

revealed that there are schisms within various groups of mainly four 
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demographic variables. Indeed, the results showed that there are statistically 

significant differences within groups for age group, occupation, highest 

education level and current education with regard to the autonomy of use. 

For the demographic variable age group, the results show that Internet users 

within the 12-19 years old age group are more affected in their freedom to 

use the Internet than those aged between 20-49 years. This means that the 

younger users perceive lack of accessibility, lack of time to spend online, 

monitoring and blocking of online content, amongst others, as having an 

adverse effect on their Internet use. Although there is growing evidence that 

parents play an important role in the monitoring of children’s Internet use 

(Livingstone, Bober, and Helsper 2005), debating the pros and cons of online 

monitoring is beyond the scope of this research. However, proponents of 

child Internet use monitoring would be content to find that there is indeed 

parental supervision for some of the young Internet users. Accordingly, from 

an inequality perspective, the results show that the younger users are “less” 

free to use the Internet than older users. The demographic variable 

occupation tends to confirm this result showing that students, with a vast 

majority belonging to the 12-19 years old age group, are more likely to 

perceive the autonomy of use as negatively affecting their Internet use than 
others. 

Within the student community, there are statistically significant differences in 

the perception of the effect of autonomy on Internet use. The results show 

that students at Primary level feel that they are more negatively affected in 

their Internet use than those studying at higher levels (except for Vocational 

students, where the differences are not statistically significant). Again, this 

category consists of respondents aged 12-19 years who experience much 

control over their Internet use, be it from time spent online to the contents 

accessed. The findings also show that there are significant differences 

between university students at different levels of study. Indeed, those at the 

Undergraduate level perceive autonomy of use as having a more significant 

negative effect on their Internet use that those at the Postgraduate level. 

Again, although educational institutions are not the main location for Internet 
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use, it could be argued that Undergraduate students spend more time on 

campus than Postgraduate students, and are thus more liable to suffer from 

institutional monitoring and blocking of online contents. The level of maturity 
and experience could also be factors that cause such differentiation.  

Overall, in terms of Autonomy of use, it can thus be argued that the capacity 

to be connected to the Internet on a permanent basis, coupled with the 

freedom to access any content provides the Mauritian Internet user with the 

relatively large freedom to use the Internet. However, age group, occupation, 

highest education level achieved and current education, are all determinants 

of inequality in autonomy of use. The results also highlight that that young 

users or students are more likely to be affected by the lack of freedom to use 

the Internet that other groups of users. 

6.5.  Inequality in Skill 

Skill is perhaps one of the most researched aspects of Digital Divide and 

Digital Inequality. It is indispensable to have the necessary competence 

required to make the most out of the technology (Matzat and Sadowski 

2012). There is a growing literature on Internet skill and skill measurements 

but scholars have until now failed to define what actually makes up Internet 

skill (van Deursen, van Dijk, and Peters 2011), where each came up with 

their own methods of measuring Internet skill. This research used two main 

approaches, namely that of van Deursen and van Dijk (2008) and that of 

Hargittai (2002a). As explained in Chapter 4, Methodology, Hargittai’s web 

skill measure was used to investigate the relative skill users have with regard 

to a specific list of items. However, van Deursen and van Dijk provide a 

different approach that somehow complements and brings a different 
perspective to understanding skill.  

Van Deursen and van Dijk’s (2008) approach investigates users’ experience 

and formal training. They hypothesise that users with more experience will 

tend to use the Internet more efficiently (van Deursen, van Dijk, and Peters 

2011). The study found that Mauritian Internet users are quite familiar with 
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more than 88% having more than five years’ experience using the Internet. 

The scope of this study, unfortunately, did not allow to dig further the extent 

of experience. However, taking into account that users are highly connected, 

it can be assumed that they are quite familiar with Internet use. Such 

assumption is supported by Matzat and Sadowski (2012) who argue that 

there is indeed a high correlation between frequency of use and the digital 
(Internet) skills gained, thereby enhancing the efficiency of use.  

Matzat and Sadowski (2012) further explain that there is a debate within 

Internet skill researchers as to the methods and means of acquiring the so-

called digital skill. They cite Mossberger et al. (2003), arguing for the need to 

have formal training to develop Internet skill in contrast with the “do it 

yourself” approach of van Dijk (2005). This study found that almost 78% of 

Internet users in Mauritius did not have any formal training but are using the 

Internet on a regular basis. Although formal training could impact on the 

quality of the use, there is no evidence, as purported by Matzat and 

Sadowski (2012), that higher skill increases the frequency of use. This study, 

nonetheless, found that Mauritian Internet users are almost permanently 
connected, thereby assuming a high frequency of use. 

With regard to the perception of their Internet skills, the study finds that 

Mauritian Internet users are quite familiar with the Internet-related terms 

proposed in the study. Hargittai (2012) argues that there is a strong 

correlation between familiarity with these terms and that of digital skill. The 

results obtained are more or less in line with the results obtained by Hargittai 

(2012), with high scores on ‘high-level understanding’ concepts such as 

Advanced Search, Photo Tagging and Modem, and lower scores on ‘low-

level understanding concepts’ like Phishing and Cache. This result suggests 

that Mauritian Internet users are faring well in their understanding of Internet-

related concepts and are more or less similar to the users investigated by 

Hargittai. From a Digital Inequality perspective, it suggests that Mauritian 

Internet users have more or less the right skill levels to get the maximum 

benefit out of the Internet and that it cannot be argued that skill is a limiting 
factor in Internet use.  
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Such a statement is backed by the perception of users in relation to the 

limiting factor that lack of skill has on their Internet use. The results show that 

lack of knowledge in using software and hardware, among others, which can 

be regrouped under skill, have the lowest scores (weighted mean). This 

suggests that skill, or the lack thereof, is not perceived as a limiting factor 

when using the Internet. However, it is interesting to note that out of the five 

aforementioned knowledge areas, the Mauritian Internet users perceive lack 

of knowledge of security issues as having a greater negative impact on their 

Internet use as opposed to the other four areas. Security and especially 

cyber-security are perhaps key focus areas on which policy makers and 
other stakeholders need to work on.  

Although it appears that Mauritian Internet users have the required skill to 

benefit from the Internet, the study unearthed significant differences in skills 

amongst users based on sex, age, occupation, highest level of education 

achieved and current education level group. The results showed that females 

rated their familiarity with the Internet related terms lower than males. This 

result is antithetical to that obtained by Hargittai (2012; 2011) and van 

Deursen, van Dijk and Peters (2011). However, care should be taken when 

establishing fundamental conclusions with regard to this result. It should also 

be noted that both Hargittai and van Deursen et al. confirmed that during 

their study, they found that females had a lower perception of their Internet 

skill than males, although there is no evidence that females performed less 

well than males when given to perform an Internet task. Even while factoring 

this element into the results, the gap between the mean scores (0.2 and 0.6) 

would tend to suggest that there is indeed a gap in the Internet skill of males 

and females in Mauritius, and should thus be taken into consideration when 
analysing the broader picture of Digital Inequality in Mauritius.  

With regard to age, the result suggests that there is a significant difference 

between the skill of those who are aged between 20 and 39 years old and 

those who are above 60 years old. It suggests that those who are above 60 

years old perceive lack of knowledge of the Internet as a hindrance to their 

effective use of the Internet. This result is further supported by the effect of 
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occupation on Internet skill, which shows that the retired (>60years)2 

perceive the lack of Internet knowledge as having a more negative impact on 

their Internet use. The elderly users, or ‘silver surfers’ as they are commonly 

referred to, have specific requirements and there is growing literature on the 

benefits that effective use of the Internet can bring to this group of people 

(Cody et al. 1999). With the country facing the issue of ageing population, the 

results suggest the need to have proper policies and framework to cater for 
the silver surfers is vital.  

Highest education level achieved is yet another variable that affects 

inequality in skill. Indeed, the results show that those who have reached 

Primary education as highest education level tend to perceive Internet skill as 

an impediment to making effective use of the Internet, as compared to those 

who have achieved higher educational levels. Although it could be argued 

that it is not an issue of literacy, since it can be moderately assumed that 

anyone having the Primary education level can read and write, the study 

tends to side with van Deursen, van Dijk and Peters’ (2011) theory, 

suggesting that it is more about higher level use, which they termed as 

information and strategic skill that requires further intellectual skills. In short, 

those who have lower education level attainment will be able to use the 

Internet up to a certain limit, and in so doing, may not be tapping the full 

capabilities of the Internet. Again, the results show that Internet users with 

lower education attainment struggle more with effective use than other 
groups.  

The same schema applies to students whereby those who are studying at 

the lower level (Primary) tend to perceive lack of Internet skill as having a 

more significant negative impact on their Internet use than those studying at 

higher levels (Vocational, Undergraduate and Postgraduate). The same 

explanation as above would therefore apply to this group, suggesting that 

                                            

2 Mauritius is currently going through a transition phase of increasing the 
retirement age to 65 but as at the date of the study, it can be assumed that 
any retired person would be above 60 years old and vice versa.  
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although it is not an issue of literacy, being at the lower end of the education 

ladder does impact on the effective use of the Internet. This is particularly 

interesting from a policy perspective so as to ensure that children and 

students are able to make the most out of the Internet right from a very 

young age, especially in the context of the country’s ambition of becoming a 

cyber-island.  

Overall, this study unearthed some interesting facts about skill and the 

inequality in skill amongst the Mauritian Internet user population. The study 

found, on one hand, that Mauritian users are experienced users, with very 

few with formal training in Internet use, but that on the other hand, although 

there is a fair knowledge of Internet-related terms, Internet security-related 

terms were less familiar to the users. Moreover, from an inequality 

perspective, the research found that sex, age, highest education level 

achieved and current education level were all Determinants of inequality in 
skill.  

6.6.  Inequality in Social Support  

The findings also suggest that the majority of users started using the Internet 

mainly for educational purposes, followed by curiosity and then by the fact 

that the Internet was accessible for use. This finding could be explained by 

the high proportion of youth, namely students, amongst the current Internet 

user population in Mauritius. This category of users is more liable to have 

started using the Internet for education purposes. Older generations would, 

thus, have used the Internet by curiosity or because it was accessible at 

home to younger generations. However, it is important to emphasise that this 

is a dynamic issue and cannot be generalised over the years. With the 

upcoming generation, the reasons could be altogether different with the 

Internet being more present in their daily lives than previous generations. 

The high uptake of mobile Internet will certainly change the reasons for 

starting to use the Internet in the future. Social media and entertainment are 

growing interests among the younger strata of the Mauritian society, and 

coupled with affordable devices and connectivity plan, the reasons for 
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starting to use the Internet might change in the coming years. Nonetheless, 

the finding provides some important insight for policy makers. Education 

remains a sure vector of Internet use and can be seen as a primary medium 
for Internet diffusion.  

Furthermore, social support is closely related to Internet skill (Warschauer 

and Matuchniak 2010) and it refers to the help that people lacking specific 

skill get in their use of the Internet. It can be argued that formal and informal 

help from peers is more than ever important in the Mauritian context. The 

vast majority of Internet users did not receive any formal training in Internet 

use, and even for those who had formal training, the depth and quality of the 

training could largely impact on their Internet use. Therefore, peer coaching 

and help is perhaps the most important way for users to acquire, develop, 

maintain and share Internet skill. However, there are other factors not 

considered in this research that could highly impact on the help obtained 

and, thus, the social support needed to use the Internet. For example Brooks 

et al. (2011) argue that the structure of the family plays an important role in 

the help and support Internet users get. For instance, families with children 

are more advantaged in their use and have a greater variety of Internet use 

than families without children. The issue can be further compounded by the 

family structures and the relationships the members of the family have when 
it comes to sharing of knowledge and skills.  

As such, the findings show that the vast majority of Mauritian Internet users 

either never or occasionally ask for help when using the Internet. On one 

hand, this further consolidates earlier findings suggesting that there is a fairly 

good Internet skill amongst Mauritian users, which by extrapolation allows 

users to use the Internet without much help, although help is occasionally 

needed. On the other hand, this research focused on self-perception and 

appreciation of one’s skill and use of the Internet and it could be that users 

are not aware of the wide spectrum of skills needed to operate fully on the 

Internet but are rather satisfied with current use. It is therefore altogether 

important to understand the use that Mauritians make out of the Internet 

(discussed in the next section) to fully understand the ramifications of the 
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help required. Further research needs to be conducted to understand the 

extent of the help needed and whether the users are getting the maximum 
benefit out of the Internet without any help.  

Although help is occasionally needed to use the Internet, the question of the 

availability of help, when needed, is another dimension that impacts on the 

effective use of the Internet. As such the findings show that five out of six 

respondents have help readily available when needed. Although this is a high 

proportion, from an inequality perspective, it is worth noting that there are still 
some users who do not have help readily available when needed.  

Once the availability of support has been established, the source and quality 

of the help obtained was investigated. The study finds that friends, 

neighbours and family members topped the list of those from whom help was 

more often sought. It is interesting to note that online help forum is the third 

source of support, thereby once again reiterating the independent and 

autonomous learning. It further demonstrates the maturity of the users to 

make use of the larger Internet community to enhance their knowledge or to 

solve particular issue.  

This is further backed by the quality of the help obtained. Indeed, Mauritian 

Internet users perceive online help forums as providing the best help just 

after family and friends. Although the first line of help remains the immediate 

environment (family members), the study finds that Internet users in 

Mauritius have gone a step further and use the larger Internet community to 

support their use of the Internet, thereby sidestepping friends and 
neighbours, educators, IT help desk and the likes. 

It can be argued that the quick access to quality help online could explain the 

perception of Mauritian users that lack of physical support does not affect 

their Internet use. However, for some, the lack of help and support when 

needed is still perceived as the main reason limiting the effective use of the 

Internet. It is also worth noting that lack of encouragement to use the Internet 
is the least reason for limiting the effective use of Mauritian Internet users. 
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With regard to differences within groups, the study finds that age group, 

occupation, highest level of education and current education level are the 

four main determinants of inequality from a social support perspective. The 

findings show that there are statistically significant differences in the 

distribution within the various age groups. Indeed, those who are aged 

between 12 and 19 years old perceive the lack of help and support as having 

a more negative effect on their Internet use as compared to users aged 

between 20 and 59 years old. The results are further supported by the 

difference within the occupation group showing that students perceive the 

lack of help and support as being a significant limiting factor in their Internet 

use. It is clear therefore from the above that younger users are more 

vulnerable in their use and, as such, require more help than the others. The 

issue is further compounded when taking into account that online support is 

mostly used and the suitability and effectiveness of online support for young 

users are yet to be assessed and proven. Consequently, from a policy 

perspective, it is important to favour young users’ help and support through 
adequate means to enhance their effective use of Internet.  

Additionally, the study suggests that there are significant differences within 

the student community. As such, the results show that those studying at the 

Primary level are more vulnerable to the lack of help and support in their 

daily use of the Internet as opposed to the other groups. Although this 

research is challenging neither the quality nor the frequency of support from 

educators, the findings show that although this category of users would have 

had access to help from educators and educational institutions, these remain 
ineffective in helping young users.  

Overall, with regard to the help needed and received for the effective use of 

the Internet, the study finds that the vast majority of Mauritian users have 

access to quality help on a needs basis, with family being the preferred 

source of quality help. Nonetheless, the study suggests that online help 

forums play an important role in Mauritian Internet use. From a social support 

standpoint, although minimal, lack of support remains the main limiting factor 
for effective Internet use.  
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6.7.  Inequality in Purpose of Use  

The purpose of use is yet another dimension of Digital Inequality investigated 

in this study. Mauritian Internet users were asked to rate the relative 

importance of a given set of activities with regard to their everyday Internet 

use. Although this study does not engage in as great detail as those carried 

out by the Pew American Life Project (www.pew.org) or the Oxford Internet 

Survey (Dutton and Helsper 2007; Dutton, Helsper, and Gerber 2009; Dutton 

and Blank 2011; Dutton, Blank, and Groselj 2013), it does, nonetheless, give 

an indication of the relative use and differences in the use Mauritians make 

of the Internet. The study uncovered some insightful facts about the 
Mauritians’ use of the Internet.  

First, the findings show that information search and communication are the 

main activities performed by Mauritian Internet users. Although not instructive 

per se, the findings show that the use Mauritians make of the Internet has 

evolved over time. The only available data on the matter, dating back to 2000 

(National Computer Board 2000), suggests that email and chat were the 

main activities performed by Internet users. Fifteen years down the road, with 

constant changes in the Internet itself, information search is the preferred 
activity performed by Mauritian users.  

Secondly, the findings show that online music and video consumption is 

perceived as being highly important to Mauritian users and is ranked just 

after information search and communication in importance. The Internet has 

indeed offered new opportunities and choices for Mauritians in their musical 

and video consumption. Although this study is just uncovering this trend, 

further research is needed to investigate the type of music and video being 

consumed and the type of consumption, whether it is downloading or 

streaming. However, from a more developing angle, Chen and Wellman 

(2005, 2) contend that “users in developing countries disproportionately 

consume rather than produce internet content”. This fact is well observed in 

the case of Mauritius and it is all-important that the use of the Internet is not 

limited to consumption but also to producing and participating actively in the 
digital landscape.  
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Thirdly, it is observed that online media production is not an activity fancied 

by Mauritians. The results show low mean values for items such as 

publishing information online and distributing own media. However, playing 

games is perceived as having a slightly higher importance than the above-

mentioned two activities. Therefore, besides information search and 

communication, entertainment (including social media) is perceived as a high 
importance activity on the Internet.  

Fourthly, although supporting a cause online is perceived as an essential 

activity, political support and endorsement are seen as not being important 

and therefore least carried out by Mauritians online. It is also worth noting 

that there was also no political election during the timeframe of this study, 

which could have impacted on the users’ perception, but still, the findings 
suggest that online political support is not in the Mauritian mores.  

Furthermore, the findings also suggest statistically significant differences 

within age group, occupation, highest education level achieved, current 

education level and highest education level of parents. From an age group 

perspective, the study finds that those who are aged between 12 and 19 

years old perform more activities online than those aged between 40-49 and 

above 60 years old. Likewise, those aged between 20-29 perform on 

average more activities online than those aged between 30 and 59 years old. 

Clearly the results suggest that younger generations perform a lot more of 

the activities set in the study or at least perceive these activities as being 

more important. It could be argued that some activities, especially 

entertainment, are more conspicuous with the young generation as opposed 

to the older generation. From an inequality perspective, the result does 

suggest that there are significant differences in the way people of different 

age groups make use of the Internet. From an occupation perspective, the 

results show that those who are unemployed or self-employed rated activities 

as being important in their use of the Internet. A possible explanation could 

be the time available to explore more activities in their use of the Internet, or 
it could be for job-search activities.  
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With regard to the highest education level achieved, the result shows that 

there were statistically significant differences between those who achieved 

Primary education and those who achieved higher education level such as 

HSC, Undergraduate or Postgraduate education. Indeed, the findings 

revealed that those who studied at the Primary level performed less or rated 

the relative importance of the activities less than those who achieve higher 

education level. A major conclusion that can be drawn from this finding is that 

there could be a direct correlation between Internet use and education level. 

It could be that the lifestyle of those at the Primary education level does not 

align with the activities mentioned or carried out, but the fact remains that the 

Internet use is limited to some activities online. This trend seems to be 

replicated within the student community, with those studying at higher levels 

having higher rating for the relative importance of online activities, as 

opposed to those studying at lower levels.  

From a socio-economic perspective, the results show that users whose 

parents have studied at higher levels tend to perform more or rate the 

importance of online activities higher than the others. In this particular 

context, it can be argued that the family environment and perhaps 

affordability of high-speed Internet connection favours some particular use, 

especially those activities requiring fast Broadband connection such as 

online gaming. There are profound ramifications from a Digital Inequality 

perspective since not all users can make the most out of the Internet. The 

results clearly show that some categories of users are able to perform more 

tasks than others based on their socio-economic status.  

Overall, the findings suggest that Mauritian Internet users favour some 

particular activities such as information search and communication while 

disregarding activities such as political support. It is clear that since Internet 

use has evolved and is bound to evolve with time, questions of equality in the 

purpose of use might be an important driving force for future generations. 

Indeed, the research found significant differences within the age group, 

education level and socio-economic status, suggesting that the inequality in 
purpose of use is well established within the Mauritian community.  
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6.8.  Digital Inequality—The Mauritian Model 

The previous sections explored in relative detail each of the five dimensions 

of Digital Inequality using Hargittai and DiMaggio’s model. The table below 

summarises the findings with regard to the determinants significantly 
affecting Digital Inequality in Mauritius. 

 Sex Age Group Location  Occupation  Highest 
Education 
Achieved 

Current 
Education 
Level 

Highest 
Education 
Level of 
Parents  

Inequality in Technical 
Apparatus 

 ✔   ✔ ✔  

Inequality in 
Autonomy of Use 

 ✔  ✔ ✔ ✔  

Inequality in Skill 
✔ ✔  ✔ ✔ ✔  

Inequality in Social 
Support 

 ✔  ✔ ✔ ✔  

Inequality in Purpose 
of Use 

 ✔  ✔ ✔  ✔ 

Table 6.1: Summary of Determinants Affecting Digital Inequality in Mauritius (Adapted from 
Yang et al. 2010) 

The first major conclusion that can be drawn from the table is the issue of 

equality with regard to the area of residence. Indeed, the study suggests that 

people living in rural and urban areas enjoy the same facilities and 

opportunities when it comes to making the most out of the Internet. From an 

infrastructural standpoint, it could be argued that the relatively small size of 

Mauritius accommodates rapid diffusion of any technology across the island. 

Although, in recent years, urban areas have been favoured when upgrading 

the network or when launching new Broadband services. Second is the 

relative accessibility of major technology point of sales. Even though there 

has not been a widespread uptake of e-commerce, the relative size and 

proximity of technology shops allow for a quick and easy access to latest 

technologies, thereby levelling any inequalities that could exist in terms of 

accessibility.  
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It is also worth noting that apart for skill, sex is not a determinant of Digital 

Inequality in Mauritius. Although as seen previously, where females tend to 

connect less to the Internet than males, the findings suggest that once they 

are given access, there is no difference in access and use. With regard to 

skill, there are reasons to suggest that further research is needed to confirm 

the differences and that apart from skill, it can be safely claimed that women 
and men make the most out of the Internet to an approximately equal extent.  

Moreover, the socio-economic background of users does not seem to have a 

major influence on inequality in access except for the purpose of use. The 

results suggest that there is almost no difference for users from different 

socio economic background, measured using the highest education of 

parents as a proxy, in their Internet access. The only dimension for which 

socio-economic background is a determinant of Digital Inequality is purpose 

of use, suggesting that people from different levels of the Mauritian socio-

economic strata use the Internet differently. However, it is important to 

situate this result in a broader spectrum whereby this study excludes anyone 

who has not and cannot access the Internet because of his or her socio-

economic status. At the same time, it demonstrates that among the existing 

Mauritian Internet users, socio-economic status is not a cause of Digital 

Inequality.  

The study also investigated the factors of Digital Inequality in Mauritius. 

Thus, using DiMaggio’s model as a basis, the study examined through factor 

analysis, the underlying forces that make up Digital Inequality in the 

Mauritian society. Whereby Hargittai and DiMaggio suggested five forces, 

this research shows that there are six main dimensions of Digital Inequality in 

Mauritius. Indeed, although the same five underlying dimensions are present 

or to some extent combined, the result suggests that there are other factors 

that play an important role such as content creation, entertainment and 

sociality or techno-sociality (Willson 2012).  

The study, therefore, postulates a new model of Digital Inequality illustrating 

the underlying forces operating within the Mauritian society. The model, 

taking into consideration the specificities of the country, is a vital tool for 



Chapter 6: Quantitative Discussion 
 

214 

policy makers, practitioners as well as researchers. It enables a deeper 

understanding of the Digital Inequality phenomenon and also the 
incongruences with regard to models established for developed countries.  

 

Figure 6.1: Mauritian Digital Inequality Model 

The result shows that there is a positive correlation between factors of Digital 

Inequality and the users’ perception of Digital Inequality in Mauritius. 

However, the model suggests that there is a weak correlation, with the 

predictors explaining very little of the variability in the dependent variable. 

Only two of the six factors contributed significantly (statistically) to the model, 

firstly Logistics and Autonomy and secondly Content Creation and Social 

Activism. As such, further research is needed to focus more on the issues 

pertaining to Digital Inequality in Mauritius by investigating more 
determinants.  

Skill 

Sociality 

Entertainment 

Logistics and 

Autonomy 

Support 
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Digital Inequality 
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6.9.  Conclusion 

This chapter examined the findings of the survey and discussed the 

determinants of Digital Inequality in Mauritius. It started by reinforcing the 
reliability and validity of the survey instrument.  

Using the same structure as the previous chapter, the main findings for each 

of the five dimensions of Digital Inequality were explored. For instance, the 

chapter demonstrated that there is indeed Digital Inequality in Mauritius but 

that the determinants of Digital Inequality are different compared to those 

from studies in other countries. Furthermore, the chapter discussed the main 

underlying factors of Digital Inequality in Mauritius, which turned out to be 
different to that proposed in the literature.  

The Digital Inequality phenomenon is a complex and diverse topic. Although 

the survey offered an insight into the differences in access and use from a 

user perspective, it is important to also look into the issue from various 

angles. As such, the following chapter discusses the findings of interviews 

conducted with other stakeholders of the Mauritian Internet ecosystem, which 

should allow, by the end of the thesis, a broader understanding of the Digital 

Inequality phenomenon in Mauritius. 
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Chapter 7: Qualitative (Interview Results) Discussion  

7.1.  Introduction  

This chapter explores Digital Divide and Digital Inequality from Mauritian 

Internet stakeholders’ (other than that the users) perspectives. A series of 

semi-structured interviews were conducted across three broad categories of 

Mauritian Internet stakeholders, namely the Government of Mauritius, civil 

society organisations (CSO) and Internet Service Providers (ISP’s). This 

chapter therefore outlines and discusses the major findings of these 
interviews.  

In line with the previous chapter, this chapter should enable to answer one of 

the objectives of this research. As such, this chapter will look into the third 

objective of this study, which is to situate governmental and non-
governmental initiatives with regard to Digital Inequality in Mauritius.  

The structure of the chapter revolves around the three categories of 

stakeholders and the two broad themes discussed in this chapter, namely 

Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. The first three sections provide an 

analysis and discussion of the interview findings within each category. Each 

of these sections start with a brief description of the chosen organisations, 

within the category and their suitability as prime stakeholders in the Mauritian 

Internet ecosystem, followed by a discussion of their views on the topics of 

Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. The last section of this chapter is 

dedicated to a cross-categorical analysis and discussion on the similarities 

and differences on the approach and perception of the different stakeholders 
on the aforementioned phenomena.  

As discussed in the Methodology chapter, interviewees were requested to 

sign a consent form, in line with ethical requirements, with regard to whether 

they would want the information provided to be attributable to them or to 

remain anonymous. Since some of the interviewees requested to remain 

anonymous and to ensure consistency in the approach to the discussion, it 
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was decided to make all the interviewees anonymous. Thus, codes were 

used, as shown in Table 7.1, to identify the entities and not the person in the 
discussion. 

Entity Code 
Governmental Organisation  
ICTA G1 
MCTI G2 
NCB G3 
Civil Society Organisation  
Internet Society CSO1 
MITIA CSO2 
OTAM CSO3 
ISP  
Orange ISP1 

Table 7.1: Summary of Codes Used for Interviewees 

7.2.  Governmental Organisations  

Within the governmental organisation category, three bodies working within 

the Internet realm were selected for the interviews. These are, namely the 

Ministry of Communication, Technology and Innovation (MCTI), formally 

known as the Ministry of Information and Communication Technology 

(MICT)3, the National Computer Board (NCB) and the Information and 
Communication Technology Authority (ICTA).  

The MCTI is the preeminent governmental body when it comes to ICT. The 

mission of the ministry is to “provide the right environment for the harnessing 

of ICT to generate employment, increase national wealth, improve quality of 

life and create new opportunities for sustainable socio-economic 

development of Mauritius” (MICT 2014). The MCTI is at the frontline in 

formulating policies and providing the proper legal framework for a healthy 

ICT environment on the island (MICT 2014). One of the objectives is to 

“promote and facilitate the development of the ICT sector” as well as to 

                                            

3 After the December 2014 general election on the island, the new 
government changed the name of the ministry.  
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“ensure that the ICT culture permeates all levels of the society to bridge the 

digital divide to the extent possible” (MICT 2014). It is, therefore, altogether 

important for the government to act as a facilitator and a mediator to ensure 

a sound and healthy ICT sector, in particular the Internet in Mauritius. In this 

respect, the government positions itself as a major Internet stakeholder and 

its views on the current state of affairs and strategic vision are important in 
understanding both the Digital Divide and the Digital Inequality phenomena. 

The NCB, a governmental body acting under the aegis of the MCTI, is 

responsible for promoting the development of ICT in Mauritius (NCB 2014). 

The NCB is mainly responsible for implementing core policies of the MCTI. 

The organisation’s core mission is to “… accelerate the transition of Mauritius 

into a regional ICT hub and ensure the swift realisation of the government’s 

objective to make of the ICT sector a key pillar of the Mauritian economy” 

(NCB 2014). Its vision is “to e-power people, businesses and the public 

sector by developing and promoting ICT and ICT related services in 

Mauritius” (NCB 2014) and to deploy programs regrouped under these three 

broad operations. Examples of programs under the e-powering people are 

the Universal ICT Education Programme, which aims at training Mauritians of 

any age to the basic of Internet and computing through the Internet and 

Computing Core Certification (IC3) for a small fee (NCB 2015b). There is 

also the Cyber Caravan, which are fully equipped buses, with computers and 

Broadband Internet connection, touring the island and offering “training on 

board according to the needs of people, regardless of age, education 

background or profession” (NCB 2015a). Since its activities are directly 

targeted at the Mauritian population, the NCB is an important Internet 
stakeholder. 
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Figure 7.1 National Computer Board Cyber Caravan (Source: NCB 2015b), Courtesy of the 
National Computer Board 

The ICTA, also operating under the aegis of the MCTI, focuses more on the 

regulatory framework of the ICT sector and is “playing a leading role in the 

future of ICT in Mauritius, contributing to an efficient, competitive and 

optimally regulated ICT sector” (ICTA 2014a). The ICTA’s vision is to 

“promote affordable and adequate access to quality ICT services through 

functional market-driven competition and regulatory principles in a trouble-

free Networked Information and Knowledge Society” (ICTA 2014a). The 

Mauritian regulatory body has evolved over time and has adopted clear 

frameworks to ensure a healthy ICT sector (Oolun 2014). The domain of the 

ICTA spans across several spheres of the ICT domain, from ensuring a 
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market driven competition within ICT services to monitoring radio frequency 

on the island (ICTA 2014a), and as such is a major Internet stakeholder 
within the government.  

7.2.1. Digital Divide  

7.2.1.1. Internet Development 

All three representatives of the Mauritian government are unanimous on the 

strategic importance of the Internet for the socio-economic advancement of 

the island and its citizens. From an economic perspective, G3 reiterates that 

although “a nascent industry a few years ago, [the ICT sector] is now the 

third pillar of the Mauritian economy with a GDP contribution nearing 6.8%, a 

turnover of $1 billion and directly employing more than 16,000 people with 

flow-on benefits for many more”. The role of the Internet in the economic 

development of the island is therefore non-negligible. In the same vein, G1 

argues that the Internet “has become a very important vector for 

development today”, and plays a fundamental role in supporting the other 

economic pillars, be it agriculture, finance or even the manufacturing 

industry, since the Internet “has replaced the concept of telecommunication”. 

The government representatives agree that the Internet supports directly or 

indirectly most, if not all, of the economic activities around the island and 

therefore plays a major role in the country’s economic life.  

From a social perspective, the government representatives view the Internet 

highly, so much so that it is aiming at making it a “basic citizen right” (G2), 

emulating some of the world’s advanced nations (Broadband Commission 

2011). Indeed, the Internet is gradually filtering through all of the social strata 

of the country, and has a primordial role in the government’s ambition to 

“revolutionise the way we educate our children... and improve knowledge” 

(G2) but also to make the country as one of “the most connected country in 

the world” (G2). Representatives of the Mauritian government acknowledge 

the importance of connectivity, not only for businesses and enterprises but 
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also for the population and the youth in particular. It also sees the Internet as 

being a “basic utility… among those that we have in our everyday lives” (G1).  

Although the role of the Internet is well understood and highly valued, the 

role of the government is, nonetheless, essential in facilitating the socio-

economic development of the country. As such, governmental 

representatives agree that the government has an important multifaceted role 

in the development of the Internet on the island but also that its role is ever 

evolving. The various roles of the government, amongst others, include the 

setting up of strategic plans on ICT and Internet in general, the setting up of 

the proper legislations and policies for the sector, the monitoring of the 
market and ensuring the diffusion of Internet amongst the population.  

An example of the evolving role of the government can be seen with regard 

to the affordability and quality of Internet access. In the early 2000’s, much of 

the focus of the government’s action has been on liberalising the ICT sector 

(G1) because there was only one operator in the market dictating the price 

and quality of Internet access. Once the sector has been liberalised, the 

government’s tasks evolved into bringing in competition and ensuring that 

there was a “level playing field” for any company wishing to enter the Internet 

or ICT market (G1). Later, the role of the government evolved again into 

maintaining the competition to ensure that businesses and citizens were able 

to get an affordable and better quality Internet access. Moreover, from a 

regulation perspective, the government, through the ICTA, believes that it 

has a far greater role than that of just regulating the industry and has 

adopted what it termed as the “fourth generation regulator” (Oolun 2014). 

Such approach consists mainly of viewing all Internet stakeholders as 

“partners” in the decision-making process, rather than being the ‘big brother’ 
institution that dictates policies and rules to be followed by all (G1).  

Likewise, representatives of the government firmly believe that the 

government plays a major role towards its citizens by “democratising access” 

to the Internet for the community (G3). In this respect, the government has 

embarked on a range of activities to ensure that the Internet is reaching the 

maximum number of people on the island. Examples of such activities or 
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projects are Computer Clubs, the Cyber Caravan, Universal ICT Education 

Programme (UIEP) and Public Internet Access Points (PIAP) (G3). The 

Computer Club project, as its name suggests, consists of the setting up of 

computer clubs around the island, fully equipped with computers and free 

Internet access, for anyone wishing to use the Internet. So far, there are 213 

Computer Clubs around the island with another 63 in the pipeline (G3). The 

Cyber Caravan project consists of fully equipped Internet ready buses that 

travel around the island to make ICT more accessible, mainly to “children, 

students, unemployed, women, staffs of private organisations, planters, 

farmers, senior citizens, in particular for those who do not have a computer” 

(G3). According to a government representative, the aim is to “raise the level 

of knowledge about ICT and the level of competence in using personal 

computers and common computer applications, to promote and encourage 

ICT literacy and to enhance the employability of all people…” (G3). Similarly, 

the Universal ICT Education Programme (UIEP) aims at training “a maximum 

number of citizens to obtain the internationally recognised Internet and 

Computing Core Certification (IC3) course” (G3). Lastly, the Public Internet 

Access Points (PIAP) are computers with Internet access points set up in 

post offices around the island for citizens to use and access the Internet 
freely (G3).  

The representatives of the government believe that it is taking proactive 

measures with regard to the Internet in Mauritius. For example, it is exploring 

new avenues for economic and social development with the Internet as major 

backbone. For example, Telemedicine is one such application in which the 

government is highly interested and could be a potential boon for the 

Mauritian economy and society, especially since Mauritius is remotely 

located from top-notch medical research centres. From a policy perspective, 

the government is also proposing the National Cyber Security Strategy4 

(MTCI 2015b) to look at potential threats, but also to consider how to best 

                                            

44 The National Cyber Security Strategy 2014-2019 was released after the 
interview was conducted.  
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protect the Mauritians in their daily use of the Internet. However, despite 

painting a highly positive and optimistic ambition of Internet on the island, 

there are still underlying issues impeding such utopic view of the importance 
and possibilities of the Internet.  

7.2.1.2. Access  

From an access perspective, although there are differences in opinion with 

regard to the current state of Internet in Mauritius, there is an underlying 

agreement that the Internet penetration is much lower than it should be. Most 

the government representatives interviewed acknowledge the low Internet 

penetration rate in the country. It nonetheless argues that a lot has been and 

is being done by the current regime and somehow blames the previous 

administration for its laxness (G2). The government further argues that even 

though penetration rate is low, the country is faring well, depending on the 

parameters used. As such, G1 argues that, taken from a scientific 

perspective and referring to the ITU’s Information Development Index (IDI), 

there are 13 indices on which the current state of Internet in Mauritius is 

measured and that, although from a global perspective Mauritius is just 

below average, there are some parameters in which the country is doing 

extremely well. For example, when it comes to Internet coverage, the country 

is covered at “99%” (G1), which is excellent but there are other parameters 

on which the country is performing poorly, for example the bandwidth 

threshold, where the country just launched the 10 Mbps Internet connection 

but is still far behind other countries with 40 Mbps. Such discrepancy is 

highly detrimental from an Internet experience perspective.  

The government officials interviewed put forward three main reasons to 

explain the low level of Internet penetration on the island, which are, namely, 

the lack of investment in infrastructure, the economies of scale and the lack 

of an Internet culture. With regard to lack of investment in the infrastructure, 

G1 argues that there is a cost to the infrastructure and today there are only 

two major ISP’s investing in the infrastructure. Obviously, from a business 

perspective, there needs to be a return on the investment, with one, the cost 
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being transferred to the customer and second that there is a time gap before 

the next technology is deployed, since companies need to cash in on their 

initial investment before moving on to the next. This, therefore, delays the 

deployment of the latest technology on the island. However, a representative 

of the government argues that it is trying its best to navigate through the 

complexities using the “stick and the carrot” (G1) approach to attract 

investment in the infrastructure. Essentially, it is trying to attract investment in 

the infrastructure by leveraging some of the regulatory barriers and offering 
exclusivity for some limited time (G1). 

Economies of scale are yet another explanation for the low Internet 

penetration rate, and it has a direct link with technology investment on the 

island, argue government’s representatives. The small size of Mauritius 

makes it difficult to attract and maintain major ISP’s, which perhaps would 

have increased the competition and lowered the price. Briguglio (1995) 

argues that the issue of economies of scale is common to many small 

islands. Indeed, G1 argues “one major issue with [Mauritius] is that we do not 

have a critical mass in [the] market” and all the theories or the economics “do 

not really work” in such context. This further complicates the role of the 

regulator, having on one hand to attract investors and competitors, and on 

the other hand having to regulate the sector. One of the barriers to Internet 

adoption is the high cost of Internet connection and although the cost has 

been constantly lowered (in relative terms), Internet price is still perceived as 

being quite high by the population at large. G1 argues that it is a “chicken 

and egg situation” whereby the high cost of Internet puts off users, but if 
there were more users, the price would go down.  

The third and perhaps most important factor explaining low Internet uptake 

according to the majority of the government’s representatives is the lack of 

an Internet culture. G1 argues that we “do not have a strong Internet culture”, 

which is perhaps today the single most impeding factor on Internet uptake. 

G3 further supports the claim stating that “in 2010 around 62.1% of 

households with no computer did not have any intention to buy one”. When 

comparing Internet uptake with mobile uptake, G1 argues that “mobile 
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phones have been marketed throughout the world” as “a phone for 

everybody” and everyone is identified with the services and the 

“convenience” of the mobile phone. In contrast, the Internet, which at its 

inception required firstly a computer and secondly the physical presence of 

the user in front of the computer to be able to use it, and this, says G1, has 

“created… a barrier”. However, G1 adds that the problem is mainly with older 
generations since the young generation is growing up with the Internet.  

The majority of government representatives believe that there is a need to 

push for stronger Internet culture on the island (G1, G3) but are fully aware 

that it is going to be a gradual process. G1 argues that in order to bring that 

strong culture, Internet “should not be viewed as a substitute of what you are 

doing today” but rather as a gradual enhancement to one’s lifestyle and it 

agrees that “change management is the most difficult thing that we have to 

do”. Moreover, everyone is responsible for developing an Internet culture, 

argues G1; “government has got its role, institutions have got theirs, the 

public, the citizen has got their own role to play and service providers or 

businesses [have theirs] …”. The recipe is to have the right mix of top down 

and bottom up approach (G1). For example, “what banks are successfully 

doing today is somehow pushing the technology to their customers and once 

the customers experience the convenience of such technology, they adopt 

and use the services” (G1). G1 further claims that a similar “integrated or 

holistic” approach would greatly help with the right balance because forcing 

Internet use will not bring about a culture, but rather instil distrust among 

users. G3 argues that the cost of the Internet also needs to be lowered and 

there needs to be an increased “awareness of the benefits of the Internet” 

among the population.  

7.2.2. Digital Inequality  

From a Digital Inequality perspective, among the representatives of the 

government, there seems to be agreement on some issues but also 

disagreement on others. The following section details governmental 
representatives’ opinion on each of the five dimensions of Digital Inequality.  
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With regard to access to devices, there is disagreement among government 

representatives on the issue. G2 argues that access to a computer and the 

Internet is not an issue anymore, mainly due to the fact that the government 

“has carpeted the island” (G2) with Internet network access and devices put 

at the disposal of the population, which makes Mauritius on par with major 

developing countries with regard to coverage and devices availability on the 

market. However, there is a stream within the government arguing that 

unfortunately, affordability of devices is still a major obstacle to Internet 

uptake and use in the country (G1, G3). G2 argues that, for example, the 

release of the latest devices on the Mauritian market is usually within weeks 

of their release in major developed countries and therefore Mauritians have 

access to the latest technological devices on the market. However, G1 and 

G33 argue that the prices of the devices are quite high and unaffordable to 

the average citizen. Therefore, from a Digital Inequality perspective, 

government representatives seem to be aware of the inability of some of the 

Mauritians to own an Internet ready device but reassures that with its 

philosophy of “putting people first” (G2), it is doing its best to ensure that 

everyone is able to have access to such devices.  

In line with DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model, government representatives 

were queried on the freedom of Mauritians to access the Internet—autonomy 

of use. There seems to be cohesion within the government to support the 

freedom of the Internet and more importantly to support the freedom of 

access to the Internet content, except in some very limited cases. The first 

such case being Child Pornography; a government representative believe 

that although everyone is free to access any content, it has a responsibility 

towards its citizens and especially a responsibility to protect the children 

(G1). As such the government works with the Internet Watch Foundation 

(IWF) to filter access to any content relating to child sexual abuse (G1). The 

second case is with regard to social harmony (G2). Mauritius is a multi-

cultural and multi ethnic/religious society and one of the priorities of the 

government is to maintain social harmony and stability. As discussed in 

Chapter 3, successive governments have strived to maintain this fragile web 
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and ensure social cohesion. As such, the government has in the past, “on 

two occasions”, requested “with the help of Interpol” that “blasphemous 

contents”, deemed to possibly offend and create religious tension, be 

removed from specific websites, although these websites themselves were 

not shut down (G1). Other than these two cases mentioned earlier, the 

Mauritian government believes that its citizen should be free to access any 

content on the Internet, although it acknowledges and respects institutional 

Internet usage policies to monitor and filter content (G3) within such 

institutions. Therefore, from a Digital Inequality perspective, Internet users 

are free and they have the support of the government to maintain the 

freedom of using and access content on the Internet except for the cases 
mentioned above. 

Furthermore, most of the government representative believe that, depending 

on the level of support, it is doing its best to provide support to Mauritians in 

their Internet use. The first level being that of the infrastructure and access to 

the Internet, where much of government’s effort is towards providing 

adequate and free Internet access points to the population (G3). However, 

there is disagreement with regard to online content and online services 

provided. The Ministry of ICT believes that it cannot alone do all the current 

work and simultaneously provides general online content (other than 

government’s services) to the population (G2). On the contrary, G1 believes 

that incentives are necessary to encourage people to use the Internet and 

that these could be either direct or indirect incentives. An example of direct 

incentive is the latest subsidies given on basic 256 Kbps Internet connection 

where the cost has been drastically brought down to “Rs. 200” per month, 

which has unfortunately not attracted many users (G1). As for indirect 

incentives, the Mauritius Revenue Authority (MRA) is a good example, where 

it is encouraging or rather pushing citizens to file their tax returns online with 

a 15 days’ additional penalty free and additionally filling the tax online 

automatically registers the user for a cash prize lucky draw. G1 contends that 

these incentives demonstrate that much is being done to encourage and 

support Mauritians in using the Internet on the island, but that again it is not 
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the responsibility of the government alone. It has to be within the Mauritian 

Internet ecosystem, where just like the government and governmental bodies 

offering online services, each stakeholder must offer such services (for 

example online bill payments or online forms) that will “pull the citizen into 

using the Internet” (G1). Furthermore, G1 argues that it is also a matter of 

culture, and believes that it is only by instilling a strong Internet culture that 
things will change.  

With regard to skill, there are some disagreements on Internet skill level of 

Mauritians. On one side, there are those (G2 and G3) who argue that a lot of 

effort has been made to empower citizens with digital literacy skill at a 

reasonable and decent level for them to make full use of the Internet. G3 

argues that, for example, until now some “157,804” citizens have been 

trained on the IC3 course offered by the government, and the same course 

has been integrated in the curriculum of college students, thereby promoting 

digital skill on the island. However, G1 argues that it depends on the skill 

level, and that although it can be assumed that most of the Internet users 

have a basic skill, the use of the Internet entails “… more than just browsing” 

and that more “specialised” skill is needed to “… benefit from the full power 

of the Internet”. Although the government’s position is that there is a lot being 

done to train people in the use of Internet, there is no statistic to show that 

indeed those who have been trained are actually using the Internet and 

making the most out of it. Additionally, the level of training offered to citizens 

by the government needs to be aligned with the needs of the Internet users. 

This study uncovered in the previous chapter that the majority of Mauritian 

Internet users did not get any formal training in their use of the Internet. 

Although there is a good policy and initiatives to train users, it is important to 

ensure that the individuals being trained are actually being converted to 

users. 

Concerning purpose of use and effective use, there seems to be agreement 

amongst all government representatives that the answer is highly contextual. 

Indeed, G3, quoting the CSO, suggests that Mauritians use the Internet 

mainly for … “Information search (75.3%)” followed by “Email/Chat (73.2%) 
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and “Entertainment (50.2%)”. This is somehow aligned with the results 

obtained in the quantitative section of this study. G1 and G2 both concurs in 

stating that unfortunately there is a discrepancy in the use of Internet in 

Mauritius and that not everyone is making full use of the latter. G2 goes 

further in stating that some people are even using the Internet to cause harm. 

G1 argues that in order to understand effectiveness of Internet use, one has 

to take into consideration several parameters, including the quality of the 

service and also the quality of the experience in using the Internet. G1 further 

argues that effectiveness is more of an “economic term” that takes into 

consideration opportunities that one is forgoing in its use of the Internet. For 

example, comparison is made between downloading an “e-book and actually 

purchasing physically the book”. G1 argues that the effectiveness will depend 

greatly on the “speed of the Internet in downloading the book and the 

experience of reading digitally versus the time taken to go and physically buy 

the book and the experience of reading a physical book”. In this case, for G1, 

effective Internet use when users will prefer downloading the book than 

reading a physical one. However, G1 also contends that it is important to 

take into consideration the specificity of Mauritius, which is a small island 

state. Whereas e-commerce has been mainly to bridge the physical gap 

between the seller and the buyer, allowing the latter to shop without having to 

move, distance is most of the time not an issue for those doing business 

within such a small country. Also, Mauritians have a culture of meeting 

people, which is a factor that is taken into consideration when people decide 

whether to buy online (G1). Therefore, even though a user has a “10 Mbps” 

connection, which supposedly should bring more convenience, in reality it 

might be more convenient to buy in-store because of the “culture” of going 

out to meet people and the relatively short distance to access such services 

(G1). It is important to understand the culture and the quality of the 

experience that users are looking for when trying to understand the use 

people make out of the Internet. Looking at the issue from this perspective 

could be a possible explanation to the low level of engagement in e-
commerce locally.  
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7.2.3. Overall Governmental Perspective 

Overall, with regard to the Digital Divide, government representatives argue 

that the government is fully aware of the current situation but also lauds itself 

for much of the improvements so far and has an ambition to make the 

Internet a basic citizen’s right. Indeed, although it is agreed that there is a 

relatively low Internet uptake on the island, most of its representative believe 

that the government has made considerable effort in ensuring access to 

Internet to a large proportion of the population and is faring well on some 

parameters, such as connectivity based on the IDI. The government has 

instilled and is maintaining a competitive environment among ISP’s to allow 

the population to benefit from lower rates but also better quality of service. 

The government representatives also recognise the need for a sound legal 

framework and policy for the Internet and as such, has laid down a roadmap 

for the development and deployment of Broadband on the island in the 

National Broadband Policy 2012—2020 as well as a National Cyber Security 

Strategy plan 2014-2019.  

E-powering the citizen is another stream where the government has made 

considerable efforts to ensure Internet access through free public Internet 

access points (PIAP) as well as in schools and computer clubs around the 

island. Training plays an important role in the government’s mission and 

several initiatives have been launched to train citizens of different ages and 
socio-economic background.  

With regard to Digital Inequality, the government’s role is quite limited. 

Although, in terms of technical apparatus, a lot is being done to ensure 

access to the Internet. The cost of devices is perceived as being relatively 

high and out of reach for many Mauritians. As regard to the quality of the 

Internet connection, the government representatives believe that the 

government is trying its best to lower the prices and increase the quality. 

However, since most investments are made by ISP’s, it has limited power on 

the prices and argues that increasing competition between ISP’s should 

allow for an attractive price. Furthermore, representatives of the government 

agree to the freedom of the Internet and although applies automatic filtering 
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for Child Sexual Abuse Content, Mauritians are free to access any other 

content online. With regard to skill, representatives of the government believe 

that the government is doing a lot to empower its citizens with the necessary 

skill needed but some voices within agree that although training is provided, 

not all Mauritians have the required advanced skill to make maximum use of 

the Internet. This is translated in the differences in use and also perhaps the 

high proportion of the population using the latter for basic Internet search and 
Email/Chat. 

To conclude this section, it can be argued that although most of the 

government representatives interviewed believe that the Mauritian 

government is putting a lot of effort in bridging the Digital Divide, the situation 

is still alarming, with a low rate of Internet uptake among the population. The 

notion of Digital Inequality is, unfortunately, not on the government’s agenda. 

However, government officials are aware of the first signs of Digital Inequality 

but assumes that this will decrease with time, as the younger techno savvy 

generation grows older. Although G1 argues for an Internet culture to be 

instilled and encouraged by all, it appears that government’s endeavours are 
quite specific, focused and somehow isolated.  

7.3.  Civil Society Organisations 

As for governmental bodies, representatives of three civil society 

organisations (CSO’s) were selected for interviews. Each of the three CSO’s 

focus on a specific aspect of the Internet on the island, which has a direct or 

indirect impact on the users. Under the CSO umbrella, three organisations 

were chosen, one relating directly to users and two business associations 

within the ICT sector on the island, whose activities have direct and indirect 

implications for Internet users on the island. The CSO’s selected are 

categorised under two main strands: civil society associations, namely the 

Internet Society—Mauritius Chapter (ISOC-MU); and business associations, 

namely the Mauritius Information Technology Industry Association (MITIA) 

and the Outsourcing and Telecommunication Association of Mauritius 

(OTAM). The following section briefly outlines the role and mission of each of 
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the three CSO’s before discussing their views on the Digital Divide and 

Digital Inequality phenomena. 

The Internet Society—Mauritius Chapter was set up in the year 2000 and 

rejuvenated in 2011 (Internet Society Mauritius 2015) under the “umbrella of 

the Worldwide Internet Society”. The Worldwide Internet Society (ISOC) is a 

“cause driven” organisation with over 100 chapters in various countries 

around the world (Worldwide Internet Society 2015a) and its mission is “to 

promote the open development, evolution, and use of the Internet for the 

benefit of all people throughout the world” (Worldwide Internet Society 

2014b). As such, the local chapter of ISOC aligns itself with the overall 

mission of the parent organisation but focuses more on Internet awareness 

on the island (CSO1). The Mauritian ISOC chapter’s motto is “Internet for 

Everyone” (CSO1) and is mainly engaged in awareness of the Internet and 

especially “proper usage of the Internet among the youngsters and also 

among old people” (CSO1) through campaigns such as free initiation to 

Internet in Mauritius. Such grass root level action of the ISOC-MU, therefore, 

makes it a major civil society stakeholder in the Mauritian Internet 
ecosystem.  

The second CSO, the Mauritius Information Technology Industry Association 

(MITIA), is a business association created in 2001 (MITIA 2014) and 

regroups around 30 ICT companies representing around 80% of the ICT 

sector in Mauritius (CSO2). The members of the MITIA are key players in the 

ICT sector, which “provide a whole gamete of services, software [and] 

hardware” (CSO2). The mission of the MITIA, amongst others, is to “help 

foster an environment that is conducive to the prosperity and competitive 

nature of the national information technology industry” and “represents the IT 

industries’ interest in relevant policy issues” (MITIA 2014). The expansion 

and adoption of ICT is crucial to the survival of companies within the MITIA, 

which makes it a key stakeholder in the Internet ecosystem of the island.  

The third CSO selected for this study is also a business association, the 

Outsourcing and Telecommunications Association of Mauritius (OTAM). The 

OTAM was created in 2004 and consists of members from IT Outsourcing 
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(ITO), Business Process Outsourcing (BPO), International Long Distance 

Operators and Internet Service Providers (OTAM 2014). The Internet is at 

the heart of the operations carried out by companies making up the OTAM; 

all the process outsourcing carried in Mauritius would not have been possible 

without the Internet. The Internet is the lifeblood of these companies. The 

mission of the OTAM is “to promote a business friendly competitive 

environment conducive to the growth of the ICT industry in Mauritius” (OTAM 

2014). Among the various fronts on which the OTAM is active, the 

association is highly active in “negotiations with the Mauritius Telecom, the 

government and the ICTA on various issues” such as “ reduction in 

bandwidth costs, call termination, ILD licence fees and Interconnection 

Usage Charge costs” (OTAM 2014). In this capacity, OTAM is a major 
stakeholder in the Internet ecosystem.  

7.3.1. Digital Divide  

With regard to Digital Divide and access to the Internet, although there is 

consensus on some of the burning issues, each stakeholder within the CSO 

category views the means and ends from their own standpoint. The following 

outlines the perspectives of the three CSO’s with regard to Internet access 
and use.  

7.3.1.1. The Role of the Internet 

Access to the Internet is seen as a must by all three organisations but not 

necessarily for the same reasons. CSO1 argues that the motto “Internet for 

Everyone” of the Internet Society - Mauritius speaks for itself since it 

promotes the use of Internet in the community for the advancement of the 

individual from an “economic, social and cultural…” and also “…educational” 

perspective. CSO1 further argues that individuals also play an important role 

in providing content and “sharing information” on the Internet. CSO2, 

however, perceives the role of the Internet differently. Although CSO2 

acknowledges the importance of the Internet for the individuals, CSO2 

situates the Internet more from an economic perspective. Indeed, CSO2 
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argues that Mauritius, unlike other African countries, does not have any 

natural resources and relies only upon its human capital for its economic 

development by offering services like business process outsourcing. As 

such, the quality of service is essential and the Internet is a pre-requisite in 

offering a high standard of service. The Internet is at the core of a thriving 

BPO sector, which is increasingly contributing to the Mauritian economy. 

CSO3 echoes the same argument stating, “Broadband Internet is the key 

element for ICT industry to go a step further”. CSO3 warns that the current 

bandwidth and cost of Internet is a major issue and that Mauritius is lagging 

far behind developed countries, which it cannot afford to do, being in a 
competitive global environment.  

All three organisations perceive the Internet as having a crucial role in the 

socio-economic development of the country but also voice out concerns 

about the barriers preventing the Internet from fulfilling its role. Whilst CSO1 

identifies the lack of investment as a major barrier to the advancement of the 

Internet, CSO2 and CSO3 pinpoint the monopoly with regard to the 

infrastructure and the high connectivity cost as major hurdles impeding 

democratisation and competition in Internet services. However, all 

representatives agree that there are currently significant actions being taken 

by the government to level the playing field, allowing competitors to get into 

the market, which will hopefully bring about a decrease in the connectivity 
price in the future.  

Furthermore, there is common agreement that more needs to be done with 

regard to the use of Internet in the socio-economic development of the 

island. CSO3 argues that “we cannot dissociate the economic and the social” 

and believes that the ICT industry has a major role in making people use the 

Internet by leading through example; meaning that “if the industry is not using 

IT and not showing people how to use the technology, then they won’t use it 

… but if the industry uses IT, then people will certainly see it and use it”. 

Alongside this argument, CSO2 argues that there is “no Internet culture” in 

Mauritius and it is essential that the development of the Internet, from an 
infrastructure perspective, be accompanied by an Internet culture.  
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With regard to their organisation’s role in the development of the Internet in 

Mauritius, only the Internet Society—Mauritius chapter acknowledges their 

active role in the development of the Internet at the community level. The 

OTAM and the MITIA favour a higher level of engagement by partnering and 

‘pushing’ the government to come up with legislations and policies with 

regard to issues relating to Internet development in Mauritius. For example, 

CSO3 explains that as “key player in the ICT industry... our goal is to push 

the government to open access the cable/Internet” but also to ensure that 

there is value for money with regard to the quality of Internet on the island, 

which is, so far, lacking.  

7.3.1.2. Access 

From an access perspective, there is consensus on the low penetration rate 

of Internet among the Mauritian population, at least from the official statistics 

perspective. CSO2 contends that he is quite “sceptical on the methodology” 

used to achieve the official figures and that these figures “may not represent 

the true” penetration rate of Internet on the island, as the official figures 

accounts for “fixed connection” only. Although not in the same line of thought, 

CSO3 argues that access is “defined by two factors”; firstly, availability, 

meaning “do you get access to the Internet from where you live”; and 

secondly, affordability, understood as “whether an average Mauritian earner 

can afford the Internet”. CSO3 further points out that although Mauritius is 

doing well from an availability perspective, there is still much improvement to 

be made as to the affordability and more importantly, the quality of the 

Internet, which needs to be increased as the country “is far behind in terms of 

speed of Internet”. CSO1 also reiterates the issue of pricing as one of the 

main causes for low Internet penetration on the island, followed by the 

technology (speed of Internet). CSO1 argues that in the region “we are still 

expensive as compared to our sister island, Reunion Island”.  

Therefore, it is clear that in order to resolve the issue of penetration rate, 

CSO representatives believe that technology and pricing are two of the major 

hurdles that need to be overcome. However, there is a debate on the 
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direction and the responsibilities with regard to overcoming these barriers. 

CSO1, representing the end users, argues that investment in Internet 

development is essential but that any investment should be widespread and 

cascaded to the population and not focused on ‘cyber-cities’. There is 

agreement that the investments are mainly from the private companies 

(ISP’s) and to this end, the development of Internet on the island is largely 

dependent on the ISP’s capacity and willingness to invest in new and faster 

Internet technologies. CSO2 argues that although there is an opening of the 

market with new competitors coming in, so far, the competition has been 

stagnant mainly due to infrastructural issues. CSO2 uses the example of 

Bharat Telecom, an Indian ISP that announced its implementation on the 

island with optical fibre connection to the public. “The project got delayed 

because the machine used to drill the cable conducts could not operate due 

to the island’s volcanic nature, thereby delaying and increasing the cost of 

the installation and connection” (CSO2). The promise of faster and cheaper 

Internet connection was thus not met. From a business perspective, there is 

a need for return on investment and this is perhaps what keeps the price 

high. CSO3 argues, “maybe the consortium owing the cables [undersea] 

wants to keep the price high but with independent operators, things could 

have been better”. There thus seems to be a deadlock with, on one side 

investors wanting a relatively fair return on the investment in the technology 

and on the other side, users expecting a top-of-the-line Internet connection at 

an affordable cost. 

The majority of the CSO’s see government’s input and legislation as key to 

overcoming the availability and affordability barriers. CSO3 argues “it is 

understandable that they [investors] want to get their return on investment 

but we need to strike the right balance between investment and consumer 

price”. CSO3 further believes it is the role of the regulator, i.e. the 

government to strike this balance. In the same line of thought, CSO2 

believes that the “government should do more to facilitate investment and 

fast track procedures for private companies wanting to invest in the ICT 

sector in general”. CSO1 also believes that government has a role to play but 
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more in setting up the legal framework that will protect and incite end users 

to use the Internet.  

7.3.1.3. Use  

Concerning Internet use, the majority of civil society representatives tend to 

think that information search is the most common use Mauritians make of the 

Internet, followed by other activities such as emails for businesses and social 

media for individuals. Moreover, there is common agreement that e-

commerce is an activity that has not been adopted vastly by Mauritians. 

Explaining the reasons for such low uptake of e-commerce, all agree that the 

size of the market (economies of scale) explains largely the reticence of 

major global players to offer their products and services to the Mauritian 

market and the few e-commerce sites with delivery to the island are mainly 

international companies. In addition, CSO1 suggests that the lack of local 

content might be another plausible explanation for the low uptake of e-

commerce. CSO2 goes further to blame the culture for the low uptake of e-

commerce. CSO2 argues that Mauritians have a “family centred culture” and 

like to “go out” with their family for shopping, and backs the argument with 

the recent boom in shopping malls on the island. The culture, or rather 

generation gap, is also a cause brought forward by CSO1, arguing that older 

generation have “an apprehension” towards online payments and would 

rather like to “touch the products” before making a purchase as opposed to 
younger generations who would rather buy online.  

Civil society representatives generally disagree on whether Mauritians make 

effective use of the Internet. For CSO1, the answer is “yes”, Mauritians make 

effective use of the Internet, because the “Internet has in no way caused 

frauds or degradation of the Mauritian society” although there have been 

some “few isolated cases”, which tend to comfort CSO1 that the Internet is 

being used effectively. For CSO2, the lack of knowledge and skill is a major 

impediment to the effective use of the Internet on the island. At the same 

time, CSO2 is highly optimistic of the future, when there will be a generalised 

acceptable digital skill in the Mauritian society. CSO3 contrarily argues that 
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“indeed effectiveness is subjective” but in order to make the maximum use of 

the Internet, “speed” is a major issue and today users are “frustrated” 

because of the speed. CSO3 reckons that once the speed issue is resolved, 
Mauritians should be able to use the Internet effectively.  

7.3.2. Digital Inequality  

The section on Digital Inequality revealed, as with other issues, the 

commonalities and divergence in awareness and perception within the civil 

society organisations. With regard to technical apparatus, there is 

discordance among CSO representatives on the ability of Mauritians to have 

access to the appropriate technical apparatus. CSO1 is categorical that there 

is no obstacle preventing Mauritians from accessing the Internet today, 

especially with the uptake of smartphones and also the quick availability of 

the latest technologies on the Mauritian market, which as soon as they are 

released in major markets, are readily available in Mauritius. CSO2 follows 

the same reasoning, suggesting that although coverage could be an issue, it 

is being solved and people can access the Internet almost anywhere on the 

island. CSO3 also shares the idea that there is no issue with regard to 

devices to access the Internet. CSO3 brings forward the argument that there 

is no “equipment backlog” and that all devices are available by citing the 

example of “Samsung phones being released at the same time as they were 

released in Africa and that Apple products are available on the island within 

days of their launch”. CSO3 further argues that there is a wide range of 

devices for any budget, from 100-dollar tablets and more, thereby making 

affordability a non-issue in Internet access.  

However, when it comes to the speed and quality of the Internet, the majority 

of the CSO representatives argue that the speed of the Internet is a major 

issue. CSO1, although not explicitly detailing the issue and the 

responsibilities acknowledges that the actual speed of Internet in Mauritius is 

a problem that negatively impacts on Internet use in Mauritius. CSO3 is more 

categorical and argues that Internet speed is a major issue on the island. 

Additionally, CSO3 contends that the cost of the connection, especially 
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mobile broadband, is too high, which is also a major impediment in the use of 

Internet among the population.  

When queried on the freedom that Mauritian Internet users have or should 

have, all CSO representatives commit to the free use of the Internet, but in 

relative degrees. For example, CSO1 is adamant on the strict and almost 

constitutional freedom to access any content online. CSO1 argues that ‘today 

Internet is a human right and filtering the Internet [would amount to] filtering 

[one’s basic] human right”. CSO1 further argues that his organisation is 

constantly on the watch and “fighting any kind of filtering to Mauritius or from 

Mauritius”. CSO1 also adds that it is important to have a certain degree of 

control from parents on their child’s Internet use and such control is to be 

exercised with due diligence and care. More importantly, however, is that 

parents are aware of the dangers of the Internet and how best to protect their 

child against these. CSO2 advocates a more responsible and moderate view 

of online freedom, thereby suggesting that it is the responsibility of each and 

every individual to ensure that the freedom to access any material online is 

done within moral and legal frameworks and this, he argues, can only be 

achieved through education and sensitisation. CSO3 echoes the same 

argument in favour of a responsible use of the Internet, although he 

advocates freedom of use in the form of “open access to the Internet”. CSO3 

further agrees with the other two civil society organisations on the role of 

parents in ensuring that the right security mechanisms are put in place to 

protect their wards. Such mechanisms could include “readily available and 

rather cheap” parental control software, which is being promoted locally by 

the NCB, affirms CSO3. All of the CSO representatives agree that there is a 

collective responsibility when it comes to freedom of use and that it is not just 

a matter of being able to access any content but it has to be in a responsible 

way. 

The stakeholders from civil society organisations see the issue of social 

support as being of generational causes. Indeed, CSO1 suggests that when 

it comes to the Internet and technology at large, the Mauritian population is 

“divided into two groups” characterised by their attitude towards technology 
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and the Internet. The first group, argues CSO1, is made up mainly of older 

generations having a negative perception of technology and think of 

themselves as “being too old to use the Internet” or any other technology. In 

contrast, the second and much younger group consists of early adopters of 

the technology and users of this category are eager to “consume” the 

Internet. It is this attitude, according to CSO1, that increases the older 

generation’s propensity to discard the Internet and even if they make an 

effort to use the technology, they are limited in what they can achieve. On a 

different note, CSO3 argues that a lot has been done by the government 

through the IC3 training to empower people to use the Internet. It is up to the 
citizens to take a step forward to benefit from the services.  

With regard to the motivation to use the Internet, local content is one of the 

issues discussed by CSO1. He argues that local content or the lack thereof is 

a major impediment to Internet use on the island. CSO1 advocates the 

development of more local content, which he argues, will attract both the 

young generation and the older generation, since the users would be easily 

identified with the contents. CSO3 suggests that the “biggest motivation” 

would be for government and companies to bring their services online to a 

much larger scale than is being currently done. These thoughts are in 

contrast with CSO2, who argues that people do not need motivation to use 

the Internet but rather should be sensitised on the capabilities of the Internet 
and technology at large and uptake will follow automatically. 

Skill is another dimension of Digital Inequality discussed with the 

interviewees. There is agreement that there is a discrepancy in the level of 

skill within the Mauritian population and more specifically with regard to age 

group. All of the CSO representatives affirm the relatively higher Internet skill 

of the young generation compared to the older ones. Indeed, CSO2 argues 

that those who are under 18 years old today have no issue when it comes to 

skill in their Internet use. As for older generations, there is something 

“lacking” but it is up to the individual to make the effort to acquire the skill 

needed to use the Internet. CSO3, nonetheless, argues that it is a dynamic 

issue and that with the opening of the Internet and more and more 
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businesses and people using the Internet, skill will automatically grow. This 

view is shared among the other CSO representatives as well and all believe 

that it is just a matter of time and that with the coming generation, digital skill 
will increase among the Mauritian population.  

However, when queried on their organisation’s responsibility with regard to 

the development of digital skill on the island, there seems to be divergence, 

and although all confirmed that they do have a role, none of the CSO’s 

ventured into claiming any responsibility per se in the development of digital 

skills on the island. CSO1 argues that “we have a role, we don’t have a 

responsibility” and “we try to do so [train] in every project we undertake” in an 

indirect way, “For example, when empowering end users to set up a website 

for the community and giving them the required tool and training to do so”. 

CSO2, with a different approach, argues that everyone is responsible for 

training and although the primary onus is on the end user to seek knowledge, 

companies, CSO’s and the government should all position themselves as 

facilitators in the end users’ endeavour to gain digital skill; from government 

guaranteed computer loans to sensitisation campaigns by CSO’s, each has a 

specific role in the advancement of digital skills on the island. Along this line 

of thought, CSO3 argues that its members are “already providing [digital] skill 

development to their employees” but pinpoints the education system as the 

main trigger or keystone to the development of digital skill on the island. 

Indeed, the “biggest constraint is the education system” claims CSO3, and a 

complete overhaul of the education system is needed “with higher Internet 

use in education”, which de facto “increases the [academic] success rate” … 

CSO3 further argues that Mauritius is lagging behind and that, for example, 
“South Africa is ahead of us in terms of ICT use in education”. 

The fifth dimension of Digital Inequality is purpose of use and all agree that 

there is indeed differentiated use depending on age group and occupation. 

As such, all agree that social media is the top use within the younger 

generation, and communication amongst the professional. However, CSO2 

argues that information search would be ranked first for Internet use among 

the middle class. CSO2 and CSO3 add that there are e-commerce 
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transactions being carried out online but most of these transactions are in 

foreign e-commerce sites. Additionally, CSO3 highlights the lack of local 

contents and hypothesises that “usage is directly proportional to [local] 

content”, and therefore use will only increase with the creation of local 
content online.  

7.3.3. Overall Civil Society Perspective  

Analysis of the three interviews of CSO representatives revealed that 

although there is no single position on the actions and remedies to the Digital 

Divide and Digital Inequality issues, there exists among these stakeholders a 

common underlying ideology of what the Internet is and what it should bring. 

From a Digital Divide perspective, all agree on the importance of the Internet 

and giving access to the population is of vital importance, if not a basic 

human right (CSO1). The Internet plays a crucial role in the socio-economic 

development of the island with the ICT industry and almost all other 

industries rely heavily on the Internet for their daily businesses. However, 

access among the population is still poor and although much effort is being 

made to increase availability, both affordability and quality of service are 
today the two biggest hurdles to the mass adoption of the Internet. 

As for Digital Inequality, the phenomenon is completely unheard of for most 

of the CSO’s interviewed. However, with regard to the sub issues of the 

Digital Inequality and depending on their standpoint, there seems to be 

agreement on some issues and disagreement on others. One such area 

where there is agreement concerns technical apparatus, where the CSO 

community believes that today, with the abundance and wide range of 

devices, access to an Internet device should no longer be an issue. 

Nonetheless, there is debate over the quality of the service offered and the 

relatively low bandwidth (Internet speed) that impedes effective use. 

Moreover, concerning freedom of use, there is agreement on the principle 

that the Internet should be free but that parental control is essential to protect 

children from any harm online. However, when it comes to social support, 

there seems to be disagreement, especially concerning motivation that 
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needs to be given to the population to use the Internet. CSO2 is categorical 

that people need to motivate themselves, although they can be helped in 

understanding the capabilities of the Internet, which contrasts deeply with the 

other players’ perceptions in this category, who favour more local content 

and services to entice people to use the Internet. There is also agreement on 

the high level of skill of the young generation as compared to the older ones 

but all agree that digital skill is being developed over time. Finally, with 

regard to use, there is consensus that difference in use would be reflected by 
differences in age and occupation.  

7.4.  Internet Service Providers  

The Mauritian Internet ecosystem comprises of several Internet Service 

Providers (ISP). Between those ISP’s who offer their services to the general 

public, Mauritius Telecom Ltd. (MT) and Emtel Ltd (Emtel) are the two major 
ISP’s on the island.  

For this study, interviews with representatives of the two above-mentioned 

ISP’s were planned but only Mauritius Telecom agreed to the requests. 

Numerous attempts were made to interview a top executive from Emtel, all of 

which were unfruitful. Having both ISP’s perspectives on the issues 

surrounding Digital Divide and Digital Inequality would certainly have offered 

a more global picture of these phenomena on the island. However, having 

Mauritius Telecom only is still of high value for this research, mainly because 

it is the only ISP that offers both fixed and mobile Internet subscription and, 
besides, is by far the biggest ISP on the island in terms of market share.  

Established in 1992, Mauritius Telecom is today “the leading 

telecommunication operator and service provider in Mauritius” and owned at 

33.5% by the Mauritian government5 (Mauritius Telecom 2015). Having had 

the first move advantage in the telecommunication sector on the island, MT 

                                            

5 Mauritius Telecom Shareholding structure: 40% Orange, 33.5% Mauritian 
government, 19%BM Investments Funds, 6.55% National Pension Fund and 
1% by employees of Mauritius Telecom.  
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established itself as the lead in the development of telecom and later with the 

advent of the Internet, naturally positioned itself as the sole provider of fixed 

Internet connection in the island. MT lauds itself as a company that is 

continually investing in new technologies and more recently moving from 

“narrowband to Broadband Internet connection” by connecting the island to 

major global network through sub-marine fibre optic-cable (Mauritius 

Telecom 2015). As the leading ISP on the island, ISP1 argues that MT has 

played and is playing a crucial role in the development of the Internet on the 

island and therefore is conceivably a major Internet stakeholder in the 

Mauritian Internet ecosystem. 

7.4.1. Digital Divide  

7.4.1.1. Access 

Bridging the Digital Divide has been at the heart of MT’s strategy ever since it 

started provisioning the island with Internet connection, argues ISP1. Indeed, 

ISP1 claims that MT’s strategy has always been to “provide access to 

everyone”. MT believes that everyone “needs to have access to the Internet 

anytime and anywhere”. For example, the ISP was the first to launch the 

concept of “…cybercafé [on the island] … which was not only for tourists who 

were already familiar with the Internet but also as a means for us to make our 

people discover the Internet and it worked very well” (ISP1). Over the years, 

as Internet penetrated the society, bringing with it a decline in the use of such 

facilities, MT still having at heart its strategy of “access to everybody, shifted 

to other concepts” such as the Internet social package which consists of 

offering basic Internet access at a cheap price (Rs. 200).  

With regard to the development of the Internet on the island over the last 20 

years, ISP1 explains that contrary to popular beliefs, the “development of 

Internet access is a very complex economic model”. To start with, ISP1 

argues that for the operator, “it means buying the bandwidth [from carriers], 

which is very expensive [especially] for a country that is remotely located [like 

Mauritius]”. MT has invested massively in undersea fibre optic cable SAFE 
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and thanks to this “wise” investment, it is able to provide access to the 

Internet to individuals and companies, asserts ISP1. Another complexity 

within the bandwidth scope is the fact that companies and individuals do not 

have the same requirements with regard to bandwidth. In spite of this,  MT 

has been supporting companies by providing “dedicated lines with high 

speed Internet connections” (ISP1).  

ISP1 explains that “access to device” was the major barrier to Internet 

access. Initially, to use the Internet, a computer was needed, recalls ISP1 

and “having a computer was a big thing in Mauritius… [and] only a selected 

few were able to buy computers”. With time, indeed, the prices have gone 

down but “quite slowly for computers” and although there are relatively 

“cheap laptops” on the market nowadays, “the penetration rate of fixed 

Broadband is [still] around 40%” (ISP1). Therefore, over the past few years, 

MT has come up with a strategy to remove the cost of device barrier by 

providing cheap accessible mobile devices (tablets) together with Wi-Fi 

routers on a fixed line Internet connection, where there has been “big 

explosion on the sales of tablets”. This leads ISP1 to conclude that “Internet 

access is available everywhere” although “some technical issue might mean 

a lesser bandwidth” in some remote location within the island but generally 

speaking, anyone having a fixed line can have basic Internet access. This, 

coupled with the expanding 3G/4G network, allows people to connect from 
their mobile devices (ISP1). 

Within such context, ISP1 maintains that the biggest barriers to Internet 

access and use remains devices and people. Furthermore, ISP1 

acknowledges that today there is a generalised perception that Internet is 

expensive, but that, he explains, is because users “are comparing prices 

[with] UK, France and US”. ISP1 further blames the high local Internet price 

of the [international] bandwidth, which is “a major cost component in the 

pricing of the Internet” and is naturally transferred onto the user. Today MT is 

making additional investment in undersea fibre-optic cables such as the 

LION, which ISP1 hopes will make possible a “price crackdown on the 

bandwidth”, thereby reducing the Internet price. Despite the high bandwidth 
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cost, ISP1 lauds MT as being the “only ISP in Mauritius that has been 

bringing its prices down, almost every year or every two years”.  

Despite the unfavourable circumstances, ISP1 reiterates MT’s commitment 

to increasing Internet penetration on the island and one of their objectives, as 

outlined in its strategic plan, is “to have out of every four citizens, three 

citizens connecting to the Internet everyday”. This will be achieved, 

according to ISP1, by focusing on selling more affordable mobile devices and 

by establishing “daily Internet packages” to ensure access and use by 
Mauritians.  

7.4.1.2. Use  

With regard to use, ISP1 affirms that the basic purpose of the Internet is to 

look “for information, surfing, browsing”, followed by email, which he believes 

has been the “killer application” in the development of the Internet around the 

world and in Mauritius”. He argues, “… ‘everyone’ has an email… [which is] 
like an ID being used to register to many sites” like social network sites.  

When it comes to effective use, it is quite subjective, depending on the 

occupation of the user. ISP1 explains that for example, corporates want their 

employees to transact, email and send information to corresponding parties 

and perhaps also to learn through e-learning sites, and would therefore limit 

access by filtering the information to ensure that the Internet is being used 

only for the benefit of the company. Thus, in so doing, the company is 

increasing the effectiveness of the Internet use of employees. On the other 

hand, students are expected to search for information online and perhaps 
also access social network sites.  

7.4.2. Digital Inequality  

With regard to inequality in access, ISP1 argue that MT is doing its best to 

ensure access to everyone. Measures have been put in place to, on one 

hand, promote the Internet and on the other hand, to reduce the price barrier, 
thereby allowing a greater number of users to access and use the Internet.  
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As for the freedom to access the Internet, ISP1 argues that fundamentally, 

“the Internet is open” and should remain so and condemns the “many 

countries putting bans on contents” as “it defeats the purpose”. Additionally, 

ISP1 believes that the fact that Mauritians have free access to online 

contents make them vulnerable to “bad contents” and thus believes that 

some measures like the Child Sexual Abuse Filtering System being used by 

the ICTA is a good initiative. Furthermore, ISP1 is of opinion that if “Mauritius 
is to pursue its development spree, we cannot block access to the Internet”. 

When it comes to the social support or motivation for users to use the 

Internet, ISP1 argues that “for people to be motivated to use the Internet, 

they need to see the interest in it, they must have a gain”. He further argues 

that although the government had promised a lot in terms of services, such 

as the e-health, not much has been done. However, companies like the 

Mauritius Revenue Authority (MRA), in “partnership with MT and banks have 

made a big leap” allowing people or rather pushing people to fill their income 

tax returns online and paying or receiving excess payment from the MRA 

through Internet Banking” (ISP1). ISP1 further argues, “this is [an example of] 

democratisation of access to services, to mobile services and to online 

service and criticises the government for not putting enough effort into 

enticing people to use the governmental platform”. Moreover, ISP1 argues 

that MT, as an ISP, is also doing a lot to attract people to use the Internet by 

bringing new services like classified ads and the online digital coach, to cite a 
few examples.  

As for skill, ISP1 believes the Mauritian Internet users are very skilled despite 

not being given full formal training. Recalling his personal experiences, ISP1 

argues that “today everyone, even in the fishing village on the western coast 

where he lives, knows how to use the Internet”. ISP1 further suggests that all 

Internet “stakeholders need to join hands and come forward and explain what 

can be done” with the Internet.  
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7.4.3. Overall ISP Perspective  

The position of the representative of the leading ISP on the island revealed 

the importance of the Digital Divide phenomenon for this category of 

stakeholders. Indeed, ISP1 argues that bridging the Digital Divide is at the 

heart of the company’s strategy. Interestingly, the ISP stakeholder defends 

the high cost of the Internet and rather blames the pricing of devices and 

people’s attitude as the main barriers to Internet’s penetration on the island. 

ISP1 elaborates on the issue, justifying the high cost of Internet by the 

exorbitant price of international connection and how the price will 

automatically be seen as high when compared to other countries such as the 

UK, France and the US. However, regarding use, ISP1 agrees that there is 

differentiated use between users based on their age and occupation.  

From a Digital Inequality perspective, ISP1 argues that devices are the main 

hurdles to accessing and using the Internet. He argues that a lot is being 

done at the moment by ISP’s to bring down the price of devices, especially 

mobile devices such as tablets, to allow people to use the Internet. As for the 

motivation to use the Internet, ISP1 notes that people will only be motivated 

to use the Internet if there is a benefit for them. He criticises the 

government’s promises of offering services without actually delivering them 

when other companies such as the MRA have successfully implemented 

programmes to entice people to use the Internet. He further suggests that as 

an ISP, MT has also been offering services to its customers and is constantly 

innovating. Concerning skill, ISP1 believes that Mauritians are highly skilled 

when it comes to using the Internet but that nonetheless, all stakeholders 

should collaborate to explain to users what can be done with the Internet.  

7.5.  Cross-Stakeholder Analysis 

After exploring the viewpoint of the representatives within each of the three 

stakeholder categories identified for this research, the next logical step is to 

compare the outcome across stakeholder categories. This will enable a 

deeper understanding of the underlying forces of the Digital Divide and 
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Digital Inequality phenomena within Mauritian society. The cross-categorical 

analysis would also allow a better understanding of the relative efforts being 

made to bridge the Digital Divide and the stakeholders’ perception of the 
Digital Inequality.  

The following, therefore, discusses the similarities and differences among the 

three categories of Internet stakeholders interviewed, namely the 
Government, civil society organisations and Internet Service Providers.  

7.5.1. Digital Divide  

7.5.1.1. Role of the Internet  

With regard to the role of the Internet in the socio-economic development of 

the country, all stakeholders agree that the Internet is at the heart of the 

Mauritian socio-economic development. All agree that the ICT industry, 

spearheaded by the BPO sector, weighs a lot (6.8%) in the country’s GDP 

(G3). The Internet has a major role in supporting all of the other business 

activities on the island. As the geographical location of the island poses 

some constraints on businesses, the Internet legitimately positioned itself as 

the communication method of choice for businesses. The lack of natural 

resources or other natural trading resources makes the island vulnerable and 

forces the latter to rely much on its human capital for economic development. 

Again, the Internet proves to be the most appropriate medium and the 

backbone for the service sector. 

On the social scale, there is also agreement on the role of the Internet for 

citizens. There is general consensus that the Internet should be classified as 

a “basic right” that will enhance the educational and cultural development of 

the island. Internet for everyone has been a major driving force for all of the 

stakeholders. Government actions have been focused on regulating the 

market, democratising access to the population and providing skill 

development initiatives to the citizens whereas business associations and 
ISP’s have all discussed their commitment and efforts in promoting Internet.  



Chapter 7: Qualitative Discussion 
 

250 

However, there is disagreement as to the current situation and the road 

ahead. Indeed, business associations, within the CSO category, believe that 

the monopoly with regard to the distribution of Internet around the island has 

been harmful to the progress of the Internet. Moreover, the quality of service 

of the ISP is also pinpointed as a major source of discontent and a major 

hurdle in the advancement of the Internet. On one hand, CSO’s perceive the 

Internet as being expensive and the quality of service ludicrous. On the other 

hand, the ISP argues that the complex Internet business model of the island, 

with an expensive connection cost to major undersea cables, automatically 

results in a higher Internet cost.  

7.5.1.2. Access 

Access to the Internet is a highly debated topic. Whereas the vast majority of 

the stakeholders agree that there is a low level of penetration of the Internet 

on the island, the underlying justification for such state of affairs is cause for 

controversy. Government representatives, on one side, point to the lack of 

investment on the infrastructure, the quality of services and the pricing as 

being the main culprits and argues that ISP’s have a bigger role to play in 

this respect. Government officials also concede that, unfortunately, the size 

of the market (economy of scale) and the lack of an Internet culture are also 

to be blamed. However, most of the government official interviewed ascertain 

that much is being done to reduce the gap, depending on the parameters 

taken to measure the Digital Divide. The country is somehow faring well on 

some parameters such as coverage and it is hoping for a significant uptake 

of Internet in the coming years. For CSO’s, the quality of Internet and its 

affordability are the main causes for such low penetration, especially with 

investment in the infrastructure coming predominantly from ISP’s. They also 

acknowledge the lack of effort from the government with regard to the online 

services that could be offered to the population. Conversely, ISP1 

vehemently defends its position as having the interest of the population at 

heart by doing its best to provide access to everyone. ISP1, for example, 

argues that the specific and complex economic model of the Internet for an 
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isolated island such as Mauritius is the primary cause of the high cost of the 

Internet, but reassures that ISP’s have been reducing their prices and 
increased the quality of the Internet year after year.  

7.5.2. Digital Inequality  

The analysis of the different perspectives on the Digital Inequality dimensions 

unveiled somehow mixed feelings from the stakeholders. The following 

outlines the differences or similarities with regard to the five dimensions of 

Inequality.  

7.5.2.1. Inequality in Technical Apparatus  

Inequality in technical apparatus focused on the devices used and the quality 

of the Internet. Analysis of the various perspectives on the issue revealed not 

only differences within the categories but also across categories. As noted, 

there is disagreement among the governmental representatives with regard 

to the differences in technical apparatus. It is argued that access to devices 

is not an issue anymore due to the market being flooded with latest devices. 

Nevertheless, some dispute that availability is not equal to affordability and 

that currently, many users cannot afford the right device, let alone a device to 

enjoy the Internet, although such devices are available on the local market. 

Likewise, the argument of availability is shared among the other two 

stakeholder categories, suggesting that there is an overall perception that 

devices are readily available to the Mauritian population, although a minority 
argue that these may not necessarily be affordable.  

As for the quality and cost of Internet, although there is an unstated 

agreement on the poor quality of the Internet, CSO’s are more passionate on 

the issue, accusing the poor quality and high cost as being the main reasons 

for warding off potential users. More importantly, business associations 

argue that the poor quality of the Internet does not allow for a decent user 

experience. However, from an ISP perspective, ISP1 argues that the 
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maximum is being done by his company to improve the quality of the 

connection, while at the same time reducing the cost.  

7.5.2.2. Inequality in Autonomy of Use  

There is an overall agreement on the need for the Internet to be “free”. 

Stakeholders are adamant that Mauritian users should be free to access any 

material they wish, as long as it is within the legal and moral code of the 

country. The Child Sexual Abuse Protection filter is welcomed by those 

aware of such mechanism and most of the stakeholders insist on the need to 
monitor and protect young Internet users. 

7.5.2.3. Inequality in Skill 

Skill is yet another dimension where there is disagreement, not only within 

categories but also across categories. For instance, there is divergence 

among governmental representatives on the issue, with some perceiving skill 

as a non-issue, in light of the tremendous effort being made to empower 

citizens with digital skills. However, there are those who believe that training 

does not necessarily bring about effective use and that in spite of having the 

basic Internet skill, further skill is needed to make full use of the Internet. This 

inequality in skill is further echoed by the business associations’ 

stakeholders, who agree that there is a discrepancy in Internet skill on the 

island, especially with regard to age groups, with younger generation being 

more digitally skilled than older ones. On the other extreme, the ISP 

stakeholder believes that Internet skill is high on the island and people from 
different background have no problem in using the Internet.  

7.5.2.4. Inequality in Social Support  

Social support is yet another dimension on which there is disagreement, both 

within and across the different stakeholders. Within the government category, 

there are some who believe that the government cannot do it all and there is 

a limit to what it can do to encourage the use of Internet on the island. 
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However, there is another stream who believe that it is important to provide 

incentives to encourage people to use the Internet, be it in the form of direct 

or indirect incentives, and that more can be done. Additionally, CSO’s view 

the issue as being mainly a generational issue, with the older generations, 

needing more support than the younger ones. This category of stakeholders 

also advocates for more local content and online services to increase 

Internet use. For the ISP’s, the belief is that people need to see the interest 

in order to use the Internet and everyone must act. So overall, although there 

is some disagreement on the issue, it can be argued that the majority of 

stakeholders believe that there is a need to encourage Mauritians to use the 

Internet and this will inevitably be through providing content (mainly local) 
and services that are of interest to them. 

7.5.2.5. Inequality in Purpose of Use  

There is general agreement that there is differentiated use among the users. 

For some, it is a generational issue, with the young using the Internet mainly 

for social networking, whereas the older users would be more inclined 

towards using it for information search. For others, the difference is mainly 

linked to the occupation of the user; for example, those working are more 

geared towards communication through email and information search 

whereas students usually use the Internet for socialising and entertainment. 

However, all agree that effective use is quite hard to define and whether the 
Internet is being used effectively largely depends on the user’s lifestyle. 



Chapter 7: Qualitative Discussion 
 

254 

 

A
gr

ee
m

en
t Stakeholder 

Government Civil Society ISP 

D
ig

ita
l D

iv
id

e Role of 
Internet 

✔ 
Internet viewed as being crucial to the socio-
economic development of the island. 

Access ✗ Pricing, culture, 
lack of investment 

Quality and 
Affordability 

Culture 

D
ig

ita
l I

ne
qu

al
ity

 

Technical 
Apparatus 

✗ 

Devices readily 
available although 
some question 
affordability. 
Quality of Internet 
is improving 

Devices 
readily 
available but 
the biggest 
impediment is 
the quality of 
Internet and 
cost 

Promoting 
access to 
mobile devices 
and doing its 
best to reduce 
cost 

Autonomy 
 of Use 

✔ 

Freedom of use is almost seen as a constitutional 
right. However, there is also agreement that such 
use must be within legal and moral parameters. 
Especial consideration is given on protecting young 
users and the Child Sexual Abuse Protection filter is 
applauded. 

Skill ✗ 

Whereas some 
view Mauritian 
Internet users as 
highly skilled due 
to the training 
given, others 
believe that 
Mauritians lack 
Internet skill. 

There is a 
discrepancy in 
the skill level 
of Internet 
users, 
especially from 
different age 
group. 

Believes that 
Mauritian 
Internet users 
are highly 
skilled. 

Social 
Support 

✗ 

Two streams: one 
believing that it is 
not the role of the 
Government. The 
second that it is 
important to 
entice and 
encourage users. 

Believes that it 
is a 
generational 
issue with the 
older needing 
more help but 
will decrease 
with time 

Mauritians will 
use the Internet 
only if it is of 
interest to 
them; i.e. local 
content and 
services. 

Purpose 
of Use 

both

✔ 

and

✗ 

Use is very 
contextual and 
effectiveness is 
more of an 
economic term. 
More important is 
the user 
experience. 

Email for 
businesses 
and social 
media for 
users. Lack of 
local content. 

Mainly used for 
information 
search and 
communication 

 
 Table 7.2: Summary of Cross-Categorical Analysis of Stakeholders 
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7.6.  Current Situation and Implications  

7.6.1. Digital Divide 

Clearly, the above analysis has unveiled deeper issues with far reaching 

ramifications when it comes to Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. The 

following section engages in a brief discussion on the current situation, the 

ramifications and its significance with regard to the issues discussed so far.  

From a Digital Divide perspective, it appears that the topic goes further than 

a mere dichotomy between those who have and those who do not have 

access to the technology. However, before discussing the underlying 

implications of the differences, it is important to acknowledge and reiterate 

the fact that fundamentally, all the stakeholders perceive the Internet as the 

core of the socio-economic development of the island. This agreement is of 

utmost importance as it demonstrates the understanding and the place of 

Internet in the development of the island and more importantly, it lays the 
foundation of a common goal for developing the Internet on the island.  

The divergent perceptions and opinions of the various stakeholders, 

nonetheless, have a profound impact on the direction and effort being made 

to reduce the Digital Divide. From the analysis above, it can be noted that the 

government and enterprises have genuinely endeavoured to ensure 

availability of the technology (devices and bandwidth) on the market in an 

attempt to reduce the Digital Divide. It appears from the broader discussions 

that it is the issue of affordability that is somehow preventing a greater 

proportion of the population from accessing and using the Internet. All of the 

stakeholders acknowledge this issue but unfortunately their respective 

initiatives to curb the issue is not having a significant impact on increasing 
Internet access and use to the population.  

It is also true that the cost of the Internet is still high for a connection of sub-

standard quality, as reported by various stakeholders, but ISP’s claim that 

unfortunately it is the high connection cost to international carriers that is 

cascaded down to users. Much hope is placed on the government to regulate 
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the pricing and the quality of the connection but so far, as the main regulator, 

it has failed to attract key players in the sector to offer quality connection at 

competitive prices. Thus, the majority of the investment befell on the 

incumbent ISP with the users bearing the overall cost of investment and 
maintenance of the network.  

Furthermore, the lack of Internet culture is blamed by many stakeholders for 

the low uptake of Internet on the island. Yet, this is an issue that has not 

been dealt with thoroughly by any of the stakeholders, somehow dismissing it 

as being either a generational gap that will flatten out with time or not their 

focus of action. Indeed, tackling the issue of Digital Divide has been 

compartmentalised, with each stakeholder having a specific aim and goal 

with clear focus on what to achieve, which in itself is not a bad thing and 

allows for each to bring specific input to solving the issue. However, the 

problem is when there is no higher-level body to oversee and coordinate the 

different avenues of initiatives being carried out and it would seem that, with 

regard to the issue of Internet culture, no one is entrusted in creating an 

Internet culture as such on the island. Therefore, although most stakeholders 

are aware of the issues impeding Internet penetration on the island, their 

limited scope does not allow them to go beyond and tackle other significant 

underlying issues. 

7.6.2. Digital Inequality 

The current situation with regard to Digital Inequality is less positive. All of 

the stakeholders interviewed were unaware of the Digital Inequality 

phenomenon. It is to be noted that this research on Digital Inequality is the 

first of its kind on the island and so far all of the major initiatives have been 

targeted on bridging the Digital Divide phenomenon. The notion of 

differences in use among users is still farfetched when the country is 

struggling to give Internet access to its population. However, there is a 

growing population of users and one of the purposes of this research is also 

to understand the onset of the Digital Inequality phenomenon. Despite this 

lack of awareness on the issue, taking each of the five dimensions separately 
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resulted in some very good understanding of their opinions on the current 

state of affairs and the effort being made. 

For instance, it is understood that much is being done with regard to the 

inequality in technical apparatus as discussed above. There is a drive from 

all stakeholders to ensure that on one hand, Internet devices become more 

accessible and affordable to the whole population, and on the other hand, to 

increase the quality and lower the cost of connection. It is clear that there is a 

discrepancy in the devices being used, and the quality and cost of 

connection. However, stakeholders are not on the same wavelength when it 

comes to possible and potential solution to the issue. For instance, whereby 

civil society organisations criticise the high profit margins made by ISP’s on 

the Internet pricing, ISP’s refute the claim, accusing high international costs 

as the cause for the Internet price. The government, as regulator, 

sandwiched in between these two forces and is trying  hard to strike the right 

balance. This situation is perhaps causing more harm to the end users who 

find themselves trapped in a system whereby one main ISP is ‘dictating’ the 

quality of the connection and the price. Unless and until there is a proper 

democratisation of Internet access, users will continue to bear the cost. It is 

thus important for policy makers and regulators to ensure that there is a fair 

standard of Internet connection at a decent price.  

With regard to autonomy of use, there is a strong commitment from all 

stakeholders to ensure that Mauritians are free to access contents online as 

long as it is done with due diligence. This agreement is far reaching in the 

sense that it creates a climate of trust among stakeholders and potential 

investors and also the willingness to preserve the free and open nature of the 

Internet. This freedom is guaranteed as long as it is not in contradiction with 

existing laws and policies. Government, regulators and ISP’s all agree that 

the Internet should be free but most importantly respect and guarantee the 

safety of the citizens and users. As such, the government has come up with 

the Child Sexual Abuse Filtering programme in an attempt to protect users 

from such material. It is also agreed that private companies and 

organisations are free to have their own rules with regard to ICT use and 
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such rules may include blocking or filtering of online content deemed 

inappropriate by the companies. Also most stakeholders believe that parental 
control is very important and should be encouraged.  

Inequality in skill is another dimension where there is significant 

disagreement between stakeholders. Amongst all the stakeholders 

interviewed, the government is perhaps the only stakeholder directly involved 

in offering Internet training to the Mauritians. There is a shared perception 

between stakeholders within the government and civil society organisations 

that there is a discrepancy in the skill level among Mauritian Internet users, 

especially with regard to age group. Conversely, some within the government 

and the ISP’s believe that, in light of all the training available, Mauritians 

have the necessary ‘high’ skill level to get the maximum out of the Internet. 

Despite such disagreement, it is clear that only the government is 
undertaking initiatives to train Internet users.  

As for social support, there is a generalised perception that help required to 

use the Internet is generational, with the younger generation needing less 

help in their use of the Internet than the older generation. However, there is a 

discrepancy in opinion with regard to the motivation given to citizens to use 

the Internet. While some believe that much is being done to encourage 

Mauritians to use the Internet, there are some stakeholders who believe that 

citizens need to see an interest in using the technology and it is the 

responsibility of all major stakeholders providing services to entice people in 

using the Internet. For example, many stakeholders consider lack of local 

content and services as a major deterrent to Internet use. The majority of 

stakeholders believe that currently, very few services are available locally 
and this is an area that requires the participation of everyone. 

As for the last dimension of Digital Inequality, the different groups of 

stakeholders agree that there is differentiated use, mainly on the basis of 

occupation and age group. But, when questioned on effective use, there is 

disagreement with some, as discussed above, stating that use is highly 

contextual and so is effectiveness, whereas others believe that Mauritians 
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are making the most of the Internet. Such divergence in perception most 

probably stems from a differentiated understanding of the term. 

Without any doubt, the analysis of the different stakeholders has uncovered 

that much has been done and is being done to bridge the Digital Divide gap. 

Although unaware of the phenomenon, issues pertaining to Digital Inequality 
are being tackled by stakeholders at different levels.  

However, this study has also uncovered some underlying systemic issues 

that are not being addressed. Firstly, it is clear that much of the effort is in 

attracting users to bridge the Digital gap but very few initiatives are directed 

towards existing users. Secondly, the initiatives are fragmented and 

somehow, the effects of such initiatives lose intensity and are either not 

reported or are unknown. Lastly, the research uncovered a lack of common 

understanding among stakeholders with regard to the definition of some 
aspect of Internet use.  

7.7.  Conclusion 

This chapter explored the results of the interview undertaken with three 

broad categories of stakeholders, namely government, civil society 

organisations and ISP’s with regard to the Digital Divide and Digital 
Inequality.  

An intra-categorical analysis unveiled the perceptions and opinions of the 

representatives of each stakeholder categories. Interestingly the analysis 

uncovered that on some issues, stakeholders within the same category are 

not always in agreement with each other. Such divergence can have deep 

ramifications when it comes to the initiatives to address the Digital Divide and 

Digital Inequality. For example, it can lead to actions being less efficient 
without a coordinated and strategic approach.  

Moreover, a cross-categorical analysis uncovered the similarities and 

differences among the different categories of stakeholders. Lastly the chapter 
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discussed the significance and implications of the results obtained from both 

analyses.  

The aim of this chapter was to answer the fourth and last objective of this 

research, which was to situate stakeholders’ initiatives with regard to Digital 
Divide and Digital Inequality.  
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Chapter 8: Conclusion 

8.1.  Research Questions  

This research delved into the nuances of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. 

It builds upon two fundamental premises. Firstly, the current high level of 

disconnection and the disastrous failure to bridge the Digital Divide, 20 years 

after the commercialisation of the Internet in Mauritius. Secondly, the issue is 

compounded by the fact that the Internet did not, in general, bring about the 

so hoped social levelling effect in societies having access to the technology. 

Worldwide, the Digital Divide is still persistent and alarmingly pervasive (Pew 

Research Center 2016), and the schism between developed countries and 

developing ones is deepening, with Africa and Small Island Developing 

States (SIDS) being more severely affected. So much so, that Straumann 

and Graham (2016) termed this black spot in connectivity as the ‘archipelago 

of disconnection’. Additionally, much of the literature around Digital Inequality 

revolve around developed countries, resulting in a dearth of research on 

Digital Inequality in developing countries, even less so in SIDS. 

This study, therefore, set out to bridge that gap in literature by exploring the 

issue of Digital Inequality and the underlying forces affecting such 

phenomenon in a developing country and SIDS. The study focused on the 

case of Mauritius, a SIDS in the Indian Ocean with the high ambition of 

making ICT a pillar of its economy but also a country that is part of Africa and 

as such, benefits from the social and economic advantages offered to African 

countries, especially to the Southern African Developing Countries (SADC). 

Although the core theme of this study is Digital Inequality, it was apparent at 

the onset that a discussion on the latter alone would not provide the 

necessary insight to the understanding of the nuances of the phenomenon in 

such milieu. Consequently, the study used the Digital Divide concept as a 

foundation and a natural stepping-stone to embark on a comprehensive 

investigation of the Digital Inequality phenomenon.  
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Another, as important, approach used in this study is the multi-stakeholder 

perspective analysis of the issues. The Digital Divide and Digital Inequality 

are complex social phenomenon and not as well understood from the single 

user-centred view. Additionally, with little known on Digital Inequality in such 

context, it was important to have a holistic understanding on the issues 

before any further detailed investigation on the underlying mechanisms could 

be undertaken. Hence, this study differentiates itself through its multi-

stakeholder approach, albeit its limitations, as discussed later in this chapter. 

Using mixed methods, the study investigated the issue from various key 

stakeholders of the Mauritian Internet ecosystem; Internet users through a 

survey; ISP’s, governmental organisations and civil society organisations, 
through semi-structured interviews.  

This thesis, thus, used these four concepts—Digital Divide, Digital Inequality, 

SIDS/Developing country and Multi-stakeholder perspective—as an 

Ariadne’s thread to explore and guide the discussion. Additionally, each of 

the two above mentioned methods’ findings were discussed separately in 

Chapter 6, Quantitative Discussions, and Chapter 7, Qualitative Discussion. 

The following sections, therefore, attempt at bringing together and synthesise 

the findings to provide a holistic understanding of the issues of Digital Divide 

and Digital Inequality in Mauritius, and provide insight into the theoretical and 
policy implications of the findings.  

8.1.1. Digital Divide  

As stated at the beginning of this thesis, Digital Divide, despite being 

researched and getting much attention over the last 20 years, remains a 

contemporary issue, with the gap between those who have access to the 

Internet and those who do not, being more than ever present, especially in 

developing countries. Table 8.1 below summarises some of the key ICT 

indicators and the relative differences between developed and developing 

countries and the overall global figures. All of the indicators illustrate the 

considerable gap between developed and developing countries, except 

perhaps for mobile-cellular subscription, where the rate of penetration is 
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approximately 91.8% in developing countries, as opposed to 120% in 

developed countries. For the remaining indicators, penetration rate in 

developing countries does not even cross 40%, while developed countries 

are above the 80% mark. Penetration rate in developing countries has not 

even reached half of what it is in developed countries, thereby excluding 

millions of individuals from the advantages and benefits of information 
societies.  

		 Penetration	Rate	(per	100	inhabitants)	

Developed		 Developing		 World		
Fixed-telephone subscriptions 39.0	 9.4	 14.5	
Mobile-cellular telephone subscriptions 120.6	 91.8	 96.8	
Active mobile-broadband subscriptions 86.7	 39.1	 47.2	
Fixed broadband subscriptions 29.0	 7.1	 10.8	
Households with a computer 80.8	 32.9	 45.4	
Households with Internet at Home 81.3	 34.1	 46.4	
Individuals using the Internet 82.2	 35.3	 43.4	

Table 8.1: Summary of 2015 ICT Statistics (Source: ITU 2015a) 

A regional analysis of those indicators suggests that the African region has 

the lowest penetration rate of technology (ITU 2015a). Straumann and 

Graham (2016) provide a more detailed view of this gap and argue that small 

islands and Sub-Saharan countries have less than 10% penetration rate, with 

some highly populated countries like Ethiopia, Democratic Republic of Congo 

and Tanzania having a penetration rate not exceeding 2.6%. Bornman (2015, 

268) argues that the main reason Sub-Saharan African regions are among 

the “least computerised” areas in the world is the lack of “network 

infrastructure and basic electricity infrastructure”, compounded by extreme 
poverty. 

Although this study did not set out to undertake empirical investigation on the 

underlying causes of Digital Divide in Mauritius, it uncovered some 

interesting findings, both from a theoretical and policy perspectives. The 

study reiterated the existence and persistence of the Digital Divide in 

Mauritius and the severity of the issue in developing countries. A contextual 

and historical analysis of data over the last five years revealed that the 
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situation in Mauritius is, unfortunately, aligned with the general view of the 

persistence of Digital Divide in developing countries, as discussed above. 

The rate of Internet uptake is disturbingly low, with just 40% penetration rate, 

which is, however, in stark contrast with the uptake of mobile phones that 

exceeds the 100% penetration rate (using the number of registration as 

base).  

Despite being relatively advanced from an infrastructure perspective, with the 

island being linked to mainland Africa and Europe through submarine optical 

fibre cables and additionally being ranked first among African countries and 

73rd worldwide with regard to the IDI (ITU 2015b), the island still suffers from 

the lack of Internet penetration among the population. The study unveiled a 

couple of potential explanations for such low Internet uptake.  

Firstly, the cost of connection seems to be a major deterrent to Internet 

connectivity, although this statement is highly subjective. From the standpoint 

of users and CSO’s, the cost of connection is considered high, but ISP’s tend 

to justify the price by a high cost of connection to international networks. 

Unfortunately, both sides have valid arguments. Broadband connection in 

developing countries remains excessively expensive, accounting for almost 

32.2% of the average monthly income, compared to a mere 1.5% in 

developed countries (Broadband Commission 2014). Although to a lesser 

extent in Mauritius (circa 2% of the country’s GNI), affordability remains a 

major obstacle in increasing the rate of Internet uptake on the island. This 

research uncovered the dissension among representatives of the Mauritian 

government on the issue; on one hand, those arguing that the Internet is still 

perceived as being expensive and on the other hand, those arguing that 

there has been a consistent decrease in the price of the Internet over the 

years, thanks to a liberalisation of the ICT sector. Although there has been a 

drive by the government to deregulate the ICT industry, thereby encouraging 

competition among ISP’s with an aim to reduce the price, such effect is still 

awaited. Whinston and Choi (2004), discussing the state of Internet in Latin 

America, argue that deregulation is perhaps not always the right approach to 

increasing affordability of such service. ITU’s Broadband Commission adds 
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that when it comes to service providers, “duopolies can realise some falls in 

prices, but that markets with at least three licensed operators experience the 
greatest falls in prices” (Broadband Commission 2014, 39). 

In the case of Mauritius, with the deregulation of the ICT sector, the notion of 

strict monopoly does not apply per se. There is a couple of ISP’s operating 

on the island but they are unable to compete on a price basis due to a subtler 

or what can be termed as a ‘hidden’ monopoly, whereby the infrastructure of 

connecting to International bandwidth still belongs to the incumbent operator. 

So, any operator wishing to have access to International bandwidth would 

have to go through the incumbent operator, which controls access to 
international connections and in so doing, impacts on the cost of connection.  

Added to the local cost of connection, it is also true, from an operator’s 

perspective, that the cost of connecting to international networks remains 

high, especially for isolated islands like Mauritius (Oolun, Ramgolam, and 

Dorasami 2012). Inevitably, such high cost is passed on to the user. Another 

issue uncovered relating to price is with regard to the absolute and relative 

cost of Internet connection. In absolute terms, the cost of connection has not 

undergone drastic decreases but has in relative terms, with ISP’s increasing 

the bandwidth for the same price. This ‘artificial’ reduction in rates does not 

favour an uptake of the Internet since potential users cannot afford the 

absolute price of the service in the first place. Fuentes-Bautista (2001), 

drawing on lessons from six Latin American countries, argues that it is 

important for governments to keep monitoring the sector and change policy 

as and when needed to ensure universal service to the population. In 

Mauritius, the issue is made more complex with the government being a 
major shareholder of the incumbent ISP.  

Secondly, a direct consequence of the pricing strategies of access to the 

Internet is the impact on the connectivity and reliability of the connection. 

Over and above the cost issue, the study unveiled the overwhelmingly 

unsatisfied user with regard to the reliability of the connection. The bandwidth 

and reliability of the connection turned out to be major limitations in Internet 

use. In particular, the quality and reliability of the connection are perceived as 
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major impediments in getting the most out of the Internet. The study further 

unearthed the underlying incongruity between users and ISP’s— users 

seeing the quality of Internet connection as being poor while ISP’s justifying 

the cost issue as being out of their control due to high international 
connection costs.  

Thirdly, there seems to be agreement among non-user stakeholders (ISP’s, 

government and civil society organisations) that there is a lack of ‘Internet 

Culture’. They explained this by the fact that the Internet is not yet fully 

integrated into the daily lives of Mauritians, as compared to other 

technologies, such as mobile phones. Several factors are contributing to 

such situation, especially with regard to local e-commerce, since the relative 

proximity of businesses and the cordiality of meeting others while shopping 

are among the reasons put forward by a government representative to 

explain the lack of Internet culture. Chen and Wellman (2005, 6) argue that 

“the adoption of the Internet is contingent on the affordability, simplicity, user-

friendliness, and relevance of the Internet in everyday lives”. In the case of 

such a small island, affordability and relevance seem to be an issue for some 
category of users.  

The above three findings revealed some fundamental policy issues with 

regard to Digital Divide on the island. The UN Broadband Commission 

(Broadband Commission 2013) stresses the importance of having national 

policy leadership, especially with regard to universal access to Broadband. 

Although the Mauritian government has come up with national strategies 

since 2007 with regard to ICT, Broadband, and more recently the National 

Cyber Security Strategy, the results are still being awaited and the underlying 

issue of Digital Divide still prevails. Criticisms of such policies have been the 

over-optimistic vision of the government in the milestones (MICT 2012) in 

regard to the uptake of Internet on the island. It is, therefore, important that 

major governmental and non-governmental stakeholders rethink the national 

strategies and policies with regard to technology dissemination and also as 

importantly, policies and best practices to ensure that the Internet enters the 
mores of the Mauritian Society.  
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From a theoretical perspective, it is clear that the Digital Divide is still 

persistent on the island. The island is much aligned with other developing 

countries when it comes to the challenges in bridging the Digital Divide. 

However, Mauritius distinguishes itself from other developing countries due 

to its ambition and consistency in adopting active socio-politico-economic 

policies to ensure sustainable development. This consistency led the country 

to move from a highly dependent mono-crop agricultural economy to one that 

has opened up to the services sector and is aspiring to become a Cyber-

Island. The country can boast itself to be among the most advanced 

countries in Africa with regard to technology infrastructure and uptake. It is 

also true that the theoretical underpinnings of the Digital Divide are being 

questioned, and the need to use other metrics is becoming increasingly 
pressing.  

8.1.2. Digital Inequality 

From a Digital Inequality perspective, the study unveiled some of the 

complexities and the challenges of studying the phenomenon, both from 

theoretical and practical/policy viewpoints. From a theoretical standpoint, the 

amorphous nature of the phenomenon is a major hindrance to having a 

universal, standardised and comparable approach. The term Digital 

Inequality has been used loosely to explain almost any difference that did not 

fall within the Digital Divide spectrum. This study explored some of the 

different definitions and models of Digital Inequality before concluding that 

DiMaggio and Hargittai’s model is, thus far, the most comprehensive and 

coherent model suitable to investigate Digital Inequality.  

Secondly, added to the already chaotic environment within the Digital 

Inequality definition, the study reaffirmed Ono and Zavodny’s (2005) notion of 

non-universality of the underlying forces of Digital Inequality. The study 

showed that although the same model could be used to investigate Digital 

Inequality in different contexts, the underlying forces are highly contextual 

and country specific. Again, using the case of Mauritius, empirical findings 

underscored the existence of Digital Inequality on the island but highlighted 
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some fundamental differences in the underlying determinants, as compared 

to the United States and some Asian countries.  

Thirdly, although the model proposed by DiMaggio and Hargittai offered a 

sound basis to investigate Digital Inequality, the study revealed that some of 

the dimensions are also contextual. The results showed that an alternative 

model, with dimensions of inequalities more centred on online participation, 

activism and sociality, is more pertinent to the Mauritian context, although the 

five dimensions proposed by DiMaggio and Hargittai are still valid. As the 

Internet evolves, it is important to revisit some of the fundamental models 

explaining Internet access and use. More importantly, despite the world 

being recognised more as a global village, the diversity of the societies 

making up this ‘village’ warrants that such models and frameworks be 
revisited in terms of their relevance to a particular context. 

From a policy/practical perspective, the study unearthed some insight into 

the Digital Inequality realm. Although country-specific, some fundamental 

lessons can be drawn from other developing countries or SIDS sharing some 

similar contextual or geographical characteristics. Firstly, regarding the 

technical apparatus dimension of Digital Inequality, the study showed that 

there is a high rate of device ownership among Internet users. Although there 

is an increasing rate of mobile Internet subscription, the study showed that 

these are mainly for secondary access since the primary connection mode is 

still through a computer with ADSL connection, which, by extrapolation 

suggests that the typical Mauritian Internet users are multi-device users. 

Additionally, the place of residence did not have any bearing on access to 

the Internet, with rural and urban citizens enjoying the same facilities, but the 

reliability of the connection nationwide was perceived as a major impediment 

to Internet use. Although the relatively small size of the island facilitates 

deployment of the technology easily over the whole island, the issue of 

reliability of the connection persists. The study thus highlighted that the focus 

of any policy should be primarily on the affordability of devices and the 

quality of the connection. Almost all stakeholders concur that these two 

issues are significant impediments, but unfortunately some major obstacles 
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such as the relative isolation of the island and the economy of scale persist 

and inflate the cost. As discussed earlier, the universality of access is central 

to bridging the Digital Divide, but policy makers should be careful that while 

ensuring universality of access, the quality of the connection is as important 
and should not be overlooked. 

Secondly, from an autonomy of use perspective, the study reaffirmed the 

notion of freedom of use and freedom to use the Internet, but at the same 

time unveiled the importance of security and privacy concepts. Empirical 

findings showed that overall, Mauritians are free to use and to access any 

content they like. There is no governmental censorship, except for Child 

Sexual Abuse Content Filtering, which prevents Mauritian Internet users from 

accessing child pornography material. Mauritian Internet stakeholders view 

such freedom to use the Internet almost as a constitutional right and 

endeavour to ensure that such rights are protected. From a Digital Inequality 

perspective, such stance is highly conducive to the exploration and use of 

the Internet. The study also showed that young users are more prone to 

having their use monitored either by parents or schools. Although there is no 

formal policy on freedom, all stakeholders agree that such freedom should be 

enjoyed within specific legal and moral parameters, especially in socially 

fragile contexts like Mauritius.  

Thirdly, inequality in skill is perhaps the most researched aspect of Digital 

Inequality. The study revealed that, generally speaking, Mauritian users are 

quite familiar with Internet-related terms, which by proxy suggests that they 

have a fair knowledge of and skill in using the Internet. However, different 

stakeholders have different views on the matter. While all agree that users 

have the required skills for their current Internet use, some argued that in 

some areas, especially concerning content creation, Mauritians lack certain 

skills. The government has embarked on a strategy to provide basic Internet 

training to the masses, but there are some reservations as to the efficiency of 

such training, especially if those trained do not use the Internet afterwards. 

The study also uncovered that while Mauritian users may be aware of a 

range of Internet-related terms, security and privacy terms are less familiar. 



Chapter 8: Conclusion 
 

270 

Security and privacy are critical dimensions of Internet use and as users 

increase their immersion into the Internet realm and make the Internet part of 

their everyday lives, the notions of security and privacy will become even 

more important. In 2015, the government launched a National Cyber Security 

Strategy (MTCI 2015b) to provide the necessary legal framework with regard 

to security issues. There is already an array of legal tools, although limited, to 

combat computer and Internet misuse. However, it is important that users, 

one, be aware of the potential security and privacy pitfalls of the Internet, and 

two, be aware of the vast possibilities to protect themselves. It is also 

important that there is an awareness campaign by major Internet 
stakeholders to ensure users are aware of the dangers of Internet use.  

Fourth, with regard to the inequality in social support, the study revealed that 

for the majority of Mauritian Internet users, education has been the leading 

contributing factor for them to start using the Internet. The study also showed 

that the Internet users rarely make use of formal support in their daily use of 

the Internet but rather rely on their close relations to help them. However, the 

young generation, especially students, find that the lack of support impedes 

their use of Internet. It could be argued that the exploratory nature of young 

users pushes them to go beyond the everyday use of the Internet and 

naturally, to go beyond this boundary requires some additional skills which 

they may not find from the traditional support systems. Although there is an 

increased use of online help forums within this group, lack of support remains 

a key barrier to their Internet use. From a policy perspective, it is, therefore, 

important to understand and take on board such limitations. As the Internet 

permeates the daily lives of the young generations, they will look for other 

higher skills, and it is important to have the necessary structures to help and 

support this category of users in their quest to bring their Internet use to 

another level. The government is placing much hope on the young people, 

through their Internet use, to drive new cultures of Internet. Policy makers 

should, thus, endeavour in creating the right environment conducive to 

helping these young generations in exploring Internet use. Stakeholders 

highly debate the notion of providing services to encourage Internet use, 
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each believing that it is beyond their role to provide the necessary 

encouragement for Mauritians to use the Internet. The government 

representatives, in general, argue that other than offering e-government 

services, providing other support or content are beyond their role, although 

there is a school of thought within the government that believes it is the duty 

of the latter to encourage and entice Mauritians to use the Internet.  

Fifth, with regard to the Inequality of use, the study revealed that some online 

activities are favoured more than others. For instance, the study showed that 

Mauritian Internet users are rather consumers of information than 

producers—search, communication and social media use being the most 

preferred activities and online activism and content creation being at the 

lowest end. Other stakeholders tend to concur with this observation while at 

the same time arguing that the lack of local content might be an impediment 

to a varied use of the Internet. Also, it is argued by some stakeholders that 

the relatively small size of the island makes e-commerce inefficient and users 

would rather purchase from international sellers but, unfortunately, either the 

vast majority of online stores do not ship to Mauritius or there are high 

shipping costs to deliver to the island. Economies of scale are yet additional 

factors that could potentially prevent Mauritian Internet users or businesses 

from producing local content. With such a low rate of Internet penetration, 

any investment in local content is not readily absorbed. While some major 

companies can afford to have an online presence and offer e-commerce 

services, small businesses would be out of the race because of the relatively 

high investment cost. It is up to policymakers to provide incentives and 
encourage producers of local content.  

With regard to Digital Inequality, the study explored the models and 

uncovered some of the determinants of Digital Inequality in Mauritius. 

Although it appears that there is a gender divide when it comes to accessing 

the Internet, the study revealed that such divide disappears once access is 

given—sex was not a significant factor in any of the inequalities and although 

the data suggests some inequalities when it comes to skill, there are counter 

arguments that women tend to rate themselves lower in such studies and 
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should, therefore, be taken lightly or investigated further. It appears that 

education is the highest contributing factor to Digital Inequality on the island, 

although age could be perceived as a natural determinant when it comes to 

technology use. Occupation is yet another determinant of inequality on the 

island, and although a vast proportion of users are students, the study 

revealed that there are some significant differences in their use of the 
Internet as compared to other groups.  

The study also revealed that there is no common understanding, and 

sometimes a complete unawareness of the issue of Digital Inequality among 

stakeholders. Although all stakeholders fully understand the issue of Digital 

Divide, and have the issue at heart and in their respective agenda, Digital 

Inequality among Internet users is still widely unknown and unaccounted. 

With the Digital Divide and Digital Inequality being intrinsically related to 

another, it is imperative, from policy perspective, to ensure that the race to 

bridge the Digital Divide does not engender Digital Inequality. The study also 

revealed that while each stakeholder has the issue of Digital Divide at heart, 

their self-interest sometimes does not allow for effective strategies to be set 

up. This study brought to light the pressing need to have a higher non-

partisan body to oversee Internet-related matters and coordinate any drive or 

strategies to bridge the Digital Divide and Digital Inequality.  

8.2.  Research Limitations  

In spite of every effort made to ensure that this research presented the most 

reliable and accurate picture of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality in the 

context of a developing country, it is important to understand the limitations 

of such study in order to appreciate the discussion and outcomes of such 

research. Throughout this research, it has appeared that the limitations 

would sometimes guide the latter in a particular direction and sometimes 

would pose some significant obstacles in investigating and understanding 

some concepts. These limitations were at times theoretical, methodological 

or analytical. The following outlines some of the limitations within each of 
these categories.  
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8.2.1. Theoretical Limitations  

Right at the onset of this study, it was clear that there is a dearth of research 

in Digital Inequality in developing countries and even less so in Small Island 

Developing States. Additionally, existing research on Digital Inequality had 

different theoretical approaches mainly due to the amorphous nature of the 

phenomenon. Deciding on a particular theory or framework would by default 
limit the research. 

The literature review chapter tried to situate the various approaches and 

attempted at recognising the most appropriate theoretical model for this 

research due to the scope of such study. Consequently, it is clear that the 

model used posed some limitations as to the outcome of this research. 

Readers should appreciate the wider theoretical spectrum of research in 

Digital Inequality and not exclude the fact that such research could be 
undertaken from a different, but not necessarily opposite theoretical model.  

8.2.2. Methodological Limitations  

The methodological limitations have perhaps been the most challenging part 

of this study. In so far as no such research had been carried out in such 

context and that past research used existing data, the context did not allow 

for such methods to be employed. For example, in the US and Korean based 

studies, researchers used data gathered from existing broader surveys that 

were representative of the Internet user population. In the case of this study, 

no such data existed. Added to that, the sampling for the survey turned out to 

be a major puzzle. Research carried out in developed countries with high 

rate of Internet penetration used the phone directory to get a representative 

sample of Internet users. In such contexts it worked since it could be 

assumed that if there was a high penetration rate of fixed Internet, the 

proportion of the names in the directory having access to the Internet would 

have be high. In developing countries where penetration rate is as low as 

40% or less, using such method would, certainly, not yield a representative 

sample of users and would instead require multiple iteration and errors to get 
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the proper sampling. As discussed in the methodology chapter, this study 

had to fall back on snowballing to get Internet users involved. 

Although strategies were put in place to ensure that the limitations of such 

methods were controlled, it is important to bear in mind that such drawbacks 

can pose some serious limitations on the research. However, it is also 

important to reiterate that no other better alternatives were available within 

the scope and available resources for this research. As much as there can 

be limitations in the methodology employed, this research turned out to 

provide some essential and novel analysis and perception to the issue of 
Digital Inequality in SIDS.  

8.2.3. Analytical Limitations  

The methodological limitations discussed above, in turn, posed some 

underlying limitations as to the analytical and overall generalisability of the 

research. In so far as Mauritius is concerned, triangulation of the various 

information scattered around in official reports tends to confirm the reliability 

and soundness of the findings and thus the generalisability of the findings to 

Mauritian Internet users.  

However, the same context restricts generalisability to other Small Island 

Developing States. Although the findings can be extrapolated to other such 

nations having similar issues and challenges, the results are limited to the 

island of Mauritius, and a simple, direct generalisability to SIDS is not 
possible.  

Additionally, the timing of the research and the rapid changing nature of the 

Internet ecosystem provided some challenges in appreciating the data. For 

instance, the survey captured a snapshot of the state of Digital Inequality at a 

particular point in time (mid 2012). However, the literature, which has been 

updated throughout the duration of the research, accounted for data before 

and, more importantly, after the survey.  Thus, the data might not be 

reflected in the literature and vice-versa. It is therefore, important, to take into 
consideration such limitations when interpreting the conclusions.  
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8.3.  Future Directions  

As stated previously, the aim of this research has been to lay the groundwork 

for research on Digital Inequality in developing and Small Island Developing 

States. Robinson et al. (2015, 578) point out that “Digital Inequality research 

is still in its infancy, and is evolving rapidly along with the object of study”. As 

the Internet pervades the lives of an increasing number of people across 

different societies and cultures, the issue of Digital Divide will slowly be 

replaced by Digital Inequality. Burgeoning research on the phenomenon is 

picking up pace and there is a broad range of issues to be researched. In 

light of the findings and the limitations discussed, this research opens the 

door for multiple avenues of research.  

Firstly, within Mauritius, this study provided a background and a holistic view 

of Digital Divide and Digital Inequality. Although there is a growing literature 

on Digital Divide, there is a dearth of literature on Internet non-use on the 

island and researching non-use and the underlying factors are possible 

avenues for further research. Additionally, the Internet ecosystem witnessed 

some major changes since the inception of the research. For example, this 

research uncovered a surge in mobile Internet subscriptions during the last 

years and such metamorphose opens novel areas for research. It would be 

interesting to understand the ramifications of such alterations and its impact 

on Digital Inequality. In so far as Digital Inequality is concerned, this study 

just unlocked the door to the phenomenon in this milieu. There are still many 

questions and issues that are yet to be researched and are all potential 

future directions. For instance, the theoretical model uncovered needs to be 

tested and validated. Furthermore, each dimension of inequality needs to be 

researched further to understand the underlying ramifications and possible 

solutions. These in-depth research undertakings could also be in the form of 

longitudinal studies to allow for time series analysis to be conducted. From a 

policy perspective, there are various avenues for applied research in setting 

up strategies and potential solution to solving the Digital Inequality issue. 
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Additionally, novel qualitative and quantitative methods could be employed to 

understand the problem in Mauritius. For instance, there could be research 
with new sampling methods to corroborate the findings or unveil new issues.  

Secondly, with regard to Digital Inequality in Small Island Developing States 

and developing countries in general, this research provided some 

groundbreaking evidence that the phenomenon is present in a context that is 

still struggling with Digital Divide. Although most efforts revolved around the 

Digital Divide issue, there is still the underlying issue of Digital Inequality that 

needs to be addressed. As discussed in the limitations, the findings of this 

research do not allow for a generalisation to be made for such countries. 

Subsequently, future research directions could be in studying the 

phenomenon in other similar geo-socio-economic context to allow for 

generalisations of the model and strategies. Again, the possible avenues are 

numerous, from specific in-depth research to longitudinal and comparative 
analysis with other such countries.  

Thirdly, within the broader global context of research on Digital Inequality, 

there are opportunities, from a theoretical perspective, to have an open 

discussion and a universal understanding of the issue, although the latter is 

rapidly evolving. This research has also underscored the dearth of tools and 

metrics for assessing and analysing some of the dimensions of inequality. 

With the development in Digital Methods Research, there are new avenues 

that could and should be explored in the quest to understand such 

phenomenon. Geo-Visualisation and Digital Ethnography are only two 

examples of Digital Methods that can be employed to research and 

understand the issue of Digital Inequality globally. Moreover, this research 

now allows for comparative analysis between developed and developing 

countries in so far as Digital Inequality is concerned. There is a gargantuan 

task ahead to explore the nitty-gritty issues underpinning Digital Inequality 

globally.  
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Appendix A: List of Small Island Developing States 

AFRICAN, INDIAN OCEAN, MEDITARRANEAN AND SOUTH CHINA 
SEAS (AIMS) 

	 Cabo Verde	
	

Mauritius	

 	 Comoros	 	
Sao Tomé and 
Principe	

 	 Guinea-Bissau	 	 Seychelles	

 	 Maldives	
	

Singapore	

 

CARIBBEAN  

  
Antigua 
and 
Barbuda   

Bahamas 
 

Saint Kitts and 
Nevis 

  Barbados 
 

Belize 
 

Saint Lucia 

 Cuba   Dominica 
 

Saint Vincent and 
the Grenadines 

 
Dominican 
Republic   

Grenada 
 

Suriname 

 
Guyana 

  
Haiti  

Trinidad and 
Tobago 

 Jamaica      

 

PACIFIC 

 
Cook 
Islands  

Fiji 
 

Kiribati 

 
Marshall 
Islands  

Micronesia 
(Federated States of) 

 
Nauru 

 Niue 
 

Palau 
 

Papua 
New 
Guinea 

 Samoa  
Solomon Islands 

 
Timor-
Leste 

 Tonga  Tuvalu 
 
Vanuatu 
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Appendix B: Survey Questionnaire 

Following is the layout and the question of the survey questionnaire. Please 
note that the progress bar does not appear on these screenshots. 

 

Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

Digital  Inequality:  The  Internet  in  Mauritius  
Online  Survey  

Consent Statement:   
  
In  line  with  Curtin  University  Ethics  Committee  and  the  Australian  National  Statement  on  Ethical  Conduct  in  Human  
Research,  I  confirm  that  I  understand  and  agree  to  the  following:    
  

z I  have  been  informed  and  understand  the  purposes  of  the  study  as  outlined  in  the  Online Survey 
Information Sheet.    

z I  can  refuse  to  participate  without  giving  a  reason  or  justification.    
z I  can  contact  the  researcher  on  s.gopee@student.curtin.edu.au  so  that  I  may  ask  any  question  prior  to  

completing  this  survey.    
z I  can  stop  this  online  survey  at  any  point  (exit  button  on  top  right  corner  of  page)  and  that  no  data  will  be  

stored  until  the  "done"  button  is  clicked  (at  the  end  of  the  survey).    
z This  survey  is  anonymous  and  that  at  any  point,  any  information  which  might  potentially  identify  me  will  not  

be  used  in  published  material.    
z On  submitting  the  survey,  I  understand  that  there  will  be  no  way  for  the  researcher  to  identify  me  and  

therefore,  I  release  my  right  to  withdraw  my  participation  from  that  point  on.    
z This  survey  is  meant  for  Mauritian Residents  aged  12 years and above.    
z I  understand  that  I  need  parental consent  before  participating  in  this  survey  if  I  am  under  18  years  old.    
z I  agree  to  participate  in  the  study  and  I  have  sought  parental  consent  if  I  am  under  18  years  old.    

  
Welcome Page
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

1. Are you a Mauritian Resident?

  

*

  

YES  �����

NO  �����
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius
  

Section 1: Demographics

2. Sex :

3. Age (in years):

  �

4. Residential Area:

  �

5. Occupation:

  �

6. Highest level of education:

7. If still studying, current education level: 

Male  �����

Female  �����

If  not  sure,  please  state  locality:  

Other  (please  specify)  

Primary  School  (CPE  or  Below)  �����

Vocational  �����

SC  (or  equivalent)  �����

HSC  (or  equivalent)  �����

Certificate/Diploma  �����

Professional  course  (ACCA,  ICSA,  ABE  etc)  �����

Undergraduate  degree  �����

Postgraduate  degree  or  Above  �����

Other  (please  specify)  

Primary  School  (CPE  or  Below)  �����

Vocational  �����

SC  (or  equivalent)  �����

HSC  (or  equivalent)  �����

Certificate/Diploma  �����

Professional  course  (ACCA,  ICSA,  ABE  etc)  �����

Undergraduate  degree  �����

Postgraduate  degree  or  Above  �����

Not  Studying  �����
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius
8. Highest Level of education of parents:(select  whoever  has  the  higher )

  

Primary  School  (CPE  or  Below)  �����

Vocational  �����

SC  (or  equivalent)  �����

HSC  (or  equivalent)  �����

Certificate/Diploma  �����

Professional  course  (ACCA,  ICSA,  ABE  etc)  �����

Undergraduate  degree  �����

Postgraduate  degree  or  Above  �����

Other  (please  specify)  
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

This  section  investigates  the  types  of  devices  that  you  use  to  access  the  Internet  

9. With regards to your main Internet connection, are you the owner of at least 
one of the devices (computer, mobile, tablet) you use to connect?

  
Section 2. Technical Apparatus

*

  

Yes  �����

No  �����
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

10. Which one of the following was the main way of connecting to the Internet during the past three 
months? 

11. From where did you connect to the Internet during the past three months? (tick  all  that  apply) 

12. From where did you mainly access the Internet during the past three months? (select  the  one  that  best  
applies)

  

  

Computer  (desktop/laptop)  with  a  fixed (ADSL)  Internet  connection  (including  MyT  wifi)  �����

Computer  (desktop/laptop)  with  a  fixed (dial up)  Internet  connection  �����

Computer  (desktop/laptop)  with  a  mobile Internet  connection  (Internet dongle)  �����

Mobile  phone  or  a  tablet  device  with  a  fixed  Internet  connection  (e.g  MyT  wifi)  �����

Mobile  phone  or  a  tablet  device  with  a  mobile Internet  connection  �����

Did  not connect  to  the  Internet  in  the  past  3  months  �����

Home  �����

Workplace  �����

Place  of  study  (school,  college,  university)  �����

Public  location  �����

On  the  go  (mobile  Internet)  �����

Did  not  connect  in  the  past  three  months  �����

Other  (please  specify)  

Home  �����

Workplace  �����

Place  of  study  (School,  college  or  university)  �����

Public  location  �����

On  the  go  (mobile)  �����

Did  not  connect  in  the  past  three  months  �����

Other  (please  specify)  
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius
  

13. From where did you mainly access the Internet during the past three months? (select  the  one  that  *
best  applies)

  

Workplace  �����

School,  college,  university)  �����

Friend’s  /family’s  place  �����

Free  public  location  (e.g.  Library,  Post)  �����

Paid  public  location  (e.g.  cybercafé)  �����

Did  not  connect  in  the  past  three  months  �����

Other  (please  specify)  
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

On a scale of 0-4, indicate how the following factors prevented you using the Internet well. 
0 = No effect at all 
1 = Little negative effect 
4 = Significant negative effect  

  

14. My effective Internet use was limited by:
0 1 2 3 4

Hardware  (including  computers  and  other  devices) ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Software  (programs  and  applications) ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Bandwidth  (speed  of  connection) ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Reliability of the connection  (interruption  in  
connection)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

This  section  investigates  your  relative  autonomy  (relative  freedom)  in  your  use  of  the  Internet.  

15. Which one of the following statements best reflects the way you think about the Internet?

16. Which one of the following best applies to you, in terms of monitoring (recording or watching) of 
your Internet use?

17. Which one of the following best applies to you, in terms of blocked online content when you connect 
to the Internet?

On a scale of 0-4, indicate how the following factors prevented you using the Internet well. 
0 = No effect at all 
1 = Little negative effect 
4 = Significant negative effect  

  
Section 3: Autonomy of use

18. My effective Internet use was limited because of the:
0 1 2 3 4

Lack of time to spend online ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Cost of Internet connection ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Blocking of Internet content and services ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Monitoring of my Internet use ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Sharing of devices with other people ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Place where I use the Internet ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Lack of accessibility to the Internet ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

  

I  think  of  myself  as  'always connected'  because  I  can  access  the  Internet  anytime  I  want  �����

I  regularly connect  to  the  Internet,  but  don't  think  of  myself  as  'always  connected'  �����

I  only connect  to  the  Internet  when  I  need  it  to  do  specific  tasks.  �����

I  can access  the  Internet  without  being  monitored  if  I  want  �����

I  can only  access  the  Internet  while  being  monitored  by  an  organisation  (work,  university  etc.)  �����

I  can only  access  the  Internet  while  being  monitored  by  other people  (parents,partner)  �����

No  content  that  I  wish  to  access  is  blocked  �����

Some  content  I  wish  to  access  is  blocked  by  Governmental policies  �����

Some  content  I  wish  to  access  is  blocked  by  the  organisation  (School/college/university/work)  �����

Some  content  I  wish  to  access  is  blocked  by  third parties  (cybercafé,  library  etc)  �����

Some  content  I  wish  to  access  is  blocked  by  my parents  �����
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This  section  looks  at  your  Internet  skill.    

On a scale of 0-4, indicate how the following factors prevented you using the Internet well. 
0 = No effect at all 
1 = Little negative effect 
4 = Significant negative effect  

  
Section 4: Skill

19. When did you start using the Internet?

  �

20. Have you ever followed or are following a 
formal training or course on how to use the 
Internet?

21. How familiar are you with the following computer and Internet related terms? 
0 = Not familiar at all 
4 = Very familiar 

0 1 2 3 4

Advanced search ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Photo tagging ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Content Upload ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Tabbed Browsing ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Wifi router/Livebox ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Modem ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Privacy settings ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Cookies ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Cache ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Phishing ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Spyware ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

YES  ����� NO  �����
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22. My effective Internet use was limited because of the:

0 1 2 3 4

Lack of knowledge in using the 
software

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Lack of knowledge in using the 
hardware

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Lack of knowledge in finding 
information online

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Lack of knowledge in interacting 
online with others

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Lack of knowledge of Internet 
security issues

����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

25. Is help easily available when you need it? 

  
Section 5: Social Support

23. What was the most important reason why you started using 
the Internet.(Select  the  one  that  best  applies) 

24. How often do you seek help from others when using the 
Internet?

Never Occasionally   Sometimes Often
Almost  all  the  

time

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

26. From whom do you mostly get help from in your use of the Internet.  
(select  the  one  that  best  applies)

I  thought  it  might  be  interesting.  �����

Someone  else  recommended  it  to  me  �����

I  started  simply  because  Internet  is  readily  accessible  at  
home/work/educational  institution  
�����

I  had  to  use  it  at  work  �����

I  used  it  to  make  money  �����

I  used  it  to  improve  my  career  �����

I  had  to  use  it  for  educational  purposes  
(school/college/university/helping  the  children)  
�����

To  keep  in  touch  with  family/friends  �����

To  develop  my  Internet-use  skills  �����

Other  (please  specify)  

Yes  �����

No  �����

Family  members  �����

Friends  or  neighbours  �����

Teachers/lecturers/trainers  (from  
educational  institutions)  
�����

Classmates/peers  �����

Colleagues  �����

Organisational  IT  department  �����

Cybercafé/Library  help  desk  �����

Online  help  forums  �����

Other  (please  specify)  
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius
27. Who gives you the best help in your use of the Internet?

On a scale of 0-4, indicate how the following factors prevented you using the Internet well. 
0 = No effect at all 
1 = Little negative effect 
4 = Significant negative effect  

28. My effective Internet use was limited because of:
0 1 2 3 4

Lack of help/support when I needed it ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Lack of encouragement to use Internet ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

No clear idea of why I should use the Internet ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

No safe place where I could use the Internet ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

  

Family  members  �����

Friends  or  neighbours  �����

Teachers/lecturers/trainers  (from  educational  
institutions)  
�����

Classmates/peers  �����

Colleagues  �����

Organisational  IT  department  �����

Cybercafé/Library  help  desk  �����

Online  help  forums  �����

Other  (please  specify)  
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

This  section  looks  at  your  purpose  for  connecting  and  using  the  Internet.    

  
Section 6: Purpose of Use

29. How important are the following activities for your when you use the Internet? 
 
0 = Not Important at all  
4 = Very Important

0 1 2 3 4

Information seeking  (research,  following  contacts,  
newsletters,  etc.)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Communicating directly with other people  (email,  chat,  
video  calls,  etc.)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Making and maintaining social networks  (Facebook,  
LinkedIn,  Twitter,  etc.)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Performing online transaction  (online  banking,  shopping,  
online  selling,  etc.)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Playing Games  (either  alone  or  with  other  people) ����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Listening, downloading and sharing music  (streaming,  
downloading  and  sharing)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Viewing, downloading and sharing videos  (streaming,  
downloading  and  sharing)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Publishing Information  (blogging,  maintaining  a  website,  
writing  articles  online,  etc.)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Distributing multimedia production of your own  
(photography,  videos,  audios,  etc.)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Working collaboratively in a team or organisation to 
achieve a goal  (whether  fully  online  or  with  people  you  also  
meet  in  person)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Supporting political parties online  (e.g  through  online  
discussion  and  debate)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����

Support a cause you highly believe in  (Animal  welfare,  
social  cause,  etc)

����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

How far do you agree with the following statement on a scale of 1 to 10?  
1 = Extremely Disagree    
10 = Extremely Agree   

30. "All  Mauritian  Internet  users  derive  maximum  benefits  in  every  aspect  (devices  used/connection,  
freedom  of  use,  skill,  help,  and  purpose  of  use)  of  their  Internet  use.”

  
Section 7: Closing

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� ����� �����
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Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius

Thank  you  for  your  precious  time  in  answering  this  survey.  Should  you  be  willing  to  contribute  further  to  the  
research  by  having  a  face-to-face  interview  with  the  researcher,  please  leave  your  email  address  below  and  you  will  
be  contacted  in  due  time.    
  
Your  email  address  will  in  no  way  be  used  to  identify  you.    

31. Email :
  

Click on 'done' to submit the survey  

  
Thank you page
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Appendix C: Interview Questions 

Appendix C.1 

Interview Information Sheet 

Research Title: Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius. 

Research Aim:  

1. To develop a clear understanding of the term Digital Inequality. 

2. To investigate the diffusion of Internet technologies and use 

among the Mauritian population. 

3. To identify the main causes/determinants of Digital Inequality in 

the Mauritian Society if it is shown to exist 

4. To situate governmental and non-governmental initiatives in 
relation to the main determinants of Digital Inequality 

Participant Requirements:  

1. Participants will be interviewed on the following issues: 

a. The role of their organisation in the development and 

diffusion of Internet access and use among the Mauritian 

population. 

 

b. The initiatives, if any, set up to increase the diffusion and 

use of Internet access in Mauritius and its relative 

success. If no initiatives have been set up, why is this so 

and its relative importance for the organisation.  

 

c. Their perception on Internet use and the difference in 

such use by Mauritians.  
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d. Generic questions on the use, social support, skill and 

purpose of use of Mauritian Internet users.  

 

e. The initiatives, if any, set up by their organisation to 

address the issue of Digital Inequality and their relative 

effectiveness. If no initiatives have been set up, why this 

is the case and whether there are plans to address the 

issue and if not why.  

  

2. Users will have the right to refuse to answer questions if 

deemed too sensitive.  

 
3. Interview should last no longer than one hour.  
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Confidentiality:  

1. All Interviewees will be required to sign a consent form.  

2. Interviewees will have the right to withdraw their participation at 

any time up to the publication of thesis and/or any other 

publications 

3. All information will be kept strictly confidential unless 

permission is given by Interviewee (see Consent Form 

Confidentiality options).  
4. All questions are designed to eliminate bias.  

Risks:  

This research poses no safety risks to the participants although some 
personal questions and/or questions related to interviewee’s position within 
the organisation will be asked.  

 

Ethics Approval  

The Curtin Humanities Ethics Committee has approved this research with 
approval number: MCCA-04-12  

Should Interviewee wish to make a complaint on Ethical Grounds, requests 
can be made in writing to  

Human Research Ethic Committee (Secretary)  
C/- Office of Research and Development  
Curtin University  
GPO Box U1987 
Perth, WA 6845 

Contact information 

For further information, please contact the following  

Shafiiq Gopee  shafiiq.gopee@telfair.ac.mu  PhD Student 

A/Prof. Michele Willson m.willson@curtin.edu.au  Supervisor  

Prof. Matthew Allen  m.Allen@exchange.curtin.edu.au Supervisor 

  



Appendix C 
 

321 

Appendix C.2  

Interview Consent form. 

Title: Digital Inequality: The Internet in Mauritius 

Statements:  

In line with Curtin University Ethics Committee and the Australian NHMRC 

National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research, I confirm that I 
understand and consent to the following:  

• I am aware and understand the purposes of the study as outlined in 

the Interview Information Sheet. 

• I am allowed to refuse to participate without giving any reason or 

justification. 

• I am allowed to end the interview and withdraw from the research at 

any time without prejudice up till the publication of the thesis and/or 

other publications. 

• I have been given the opportunity to ask questions.  

• I agree to participate in the study as outlined to me and as per the 
confidentiality option circled below.  

Confidentiality Options: 

Please indicate your acceptance of one of the following options by circling 
the chosen option.  

 

Option 1:  Yes, I give permission for this interview to be recorded and any 

words spoken by me can be quoted and attributed to me in both doctoral 
dissertation and/or other publications. 

 

Option 2: Yes, I give permission for this interview to be recorded. 

However, while I am happy for non-attributable generalisations to be drawn 
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from this interview, any specific quotes or attributes will require additional 

authorisation by me in both doctoral dissertation and/or other publications.  

 

Option 3: Yes, I give permission for this interview to be recorded for the 

purpose of the researcher’s later review and analysis but that nothing I say in 

this Interview will be attributed to me or publicised in a manner that would 

imply attribution in both doctoral dissertation and/or other academic 
publications.  

  

Name: ……………………………………………………………. 

Date: ……………………………………………………………… 

Signature: ………………………………………………………… 
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Appendix C.3  

Interview Questions: Government and Governmental bodies (ICTA, 
NCB, Mauritius Post)  

1. Can you please tell me a bit about yourself and your organisation in 

relation to the Internet in Mauritius? 

 

Access 
2. What does your government/organisation believe is the role/place of the 

Internet in the socio-economic development of Mauritius? 

 

3. Do you believe that the Internet has reached that place or fulfil that role? 

Why and why not? 

 

4. Can you tell me some of the ways in which the Internet is being used to 

develop Mauritius? 

[Follow up on economic, social, cultural and human]  

 

5. What is the role of your ministry/organisation in the development of the 

Internet in Mauritius?  

[Follow up on access, skill, pricing, and use] 

 

6. What is the current state of Internet access in Mauritius? 

[Follow up on penetration rate, use, pricing] 

 

7. Can you give me some ideas of what are your perceptions as to why the 

level of Internet penetration/access is as it is [Low]? 

 

8. What do you think can be or should be done to increase the level of 

penetration? 
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9. What are the major obstacles you might think that will impede such 

progress?  

 

10. What has your ministry/organisation done over the past 5 years to 

increase the level of penetration? 

 

11. What are your plans for the next 5 years to increase the level of 

penetration? 

 

12. What do you think will be the main obstacles to your plan? Why? 

 

Use 
13. Can you tell me some of the ways in which Mauritians use the Internet? 

[Follow up, communication, publishing, social, entertainment, Human 

Capital, Economic Capital, Social Capital] 

 

14. Speaking of Internet use, what would you qualify as effective (proper) 

use? 

 
15. Would you think that the Mauritians are using the Internet effectively? 

 - If Yes – can you give me some idea of what your perception are as to 
why people are using the Internet effectively? 
- If No – can you give me some idea of what your perceptions are as to 
why people are not using the Internet effectively? 
 

16. What do you think might make them use it more effectively? 

 

17. What is the role of your ministry in making Mauritians use the Internet 

effectively 

 

Devices 
18. What do you think are the main issues preventing Mauritian from 

accessing [using] (in terms of the technology/devices) the Internet 
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effectively? 

 

19. What is the role of your government in providing for such effective use? 

 

 

Autonomy of use 
20. Do you think Mauritian are free to access any material they wish on the 

net? 

 

21. Do you think that Mauritians should be free to access any content on the 

Internet? Why? 

 

22. What do you think should be done to give/or not more freedom to 

Mauritian Internet users? 

 

Social Support 
23. What would you think are the barriers to Internet use in Mauritius? 

 

24. What is your Government’s perception on the motivation that needs to be 

given to Mauritian to use the Internet and to increase their digital 

competences? 

 

25. Does your organisation have a responsibility in developing such support? 

 

26. What strategies have been put in place to increase such competence 

other than formal training? 

 

Skill 
27. What is your Government’s perception on the level of Internet skill ( in 

using the Internet properly) of Mauritian Internet users? 
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28. What is your Government’s role in developing Mauritian Internet user’s 

skill? 

 

29. What do you think are the obstacles in increasing the skill level of Internet 

users?  

 

30. What relationship do you have with commercial partners (ISP etc.) and 

other organisations (Internet Society Mu, MTIA, OTAM) in getting more 

people to use the Internet? 

 

31. How is your organisation using the Internet? 

 

32. How would you qualify your staff competence in the use of Internet?  

 

33. Last question. Assuming that everyone on the island is has Internet 

access, what major issues do you foresee? [Follow up on devices, 

autonomy, support, skill and use] 

 

34. Do you think I should be talking to other persons, if so, whom? 
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Appendix C.4 

Interview Questions: Internet Service Provider 

1. Can you please tell me a bit more about yourself and your company in 

relation to the Internet? 

 

Access 
2. What does your company believe is the role/place of the Internet in the 

socio-economic development of Mauritius? 

 

3. Do you believe that the Internet has reached that place or fulfil that role? 

Why and why not? 

 

4. Can you tell me some of the ways in which the Internet is being used to 

develop Mauritius? 

[Follow up on economic, social, cultural and human]  

 

5. Does your company have a role in the development of the Internet in 

Mauritius? What is it and why is it important? 

[Follow up on access, skill, pricing, use] 

 

6. What does your organisation believe is the current state of Internet 

access in Mauritius? 

[Follow up on penetration rate, use, pricing] 

 

7. Can you give me some ideas of what are your perceptions as to why the 

level of penetration is as it is? 

 

8. What do you think can be or should be done to increase the level of 

penetration? 
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9. What are the major obstacles you might think that will impede such 

progress?  

 

10. What has your company done over the past 5 years to increase the level 

of penetration? 

 

11. What are your plans for the next 5 years to increase the level of 

penetration? 

 

12. What do you think will be the main obstacles to you plan? Why? 

 

Use 
13. Can you tell me some of the ways in which Mauritians use the Internet? 

 

14. Speaking of Internet use, what would you qualify as effective use? 

 

15. Would you say that the Mauritians are using the Internet effectively?  

If yes – can you give me some idea of what your perception are as to 

why people are using the Internet effectively? 

If No- Can you give me some idea of what your perceptions are as to 

why people are not using the Internet effectively? 

 

16. What do you think might make them use it more effectively? 

 

17.  What is the role of your company in making Mauritians use the Internet 

effectively? 

 

Devices 
18. What do you think are the main issues preventing Mauritian from 

accessing (in terms of the technology/devices) the Internet effectively? 

 

19. What is the role of your company in providing for such effective use? 
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Autonomy of use 

20. Do you think that Mauritians should be free to access any content on the 

Internet? Why? 

 

21. What is your role in allowing/preventing such free access? 

 

22. What do you think should be done to give/or not to give more freedom to 

Mauritian Internet users? 

 

Social Support 
23. What is your company’s perception on the motivation that needs to be 

given to Mauritian to use the Internet and to increase their digital 

competences? 

 

24. Does your company have a responsibility in setting up strategies to 

increase such competence other than formal training?  

 

25. What strategies do you think should be put in place for Mauritian to 

increase their digital competence? 

 

Skill  
26. What is your company’s perception on the level of Internet skill of 

Mauritian Internet users? 

 

27. What is your company’s role in developing Mauritian Internet user’s 

skill? 

 

28. What do you think are the obstacles in increasing the skill level of 

Internet users? 
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29. What relationship do you have with other commercial partners (ISP etc.), 

governmental bodies (MICT, NCB, ICTA) other organisations (MTIA, 

OTAM) in getting more people to use the Internet? 

 

30. What relationship do you have with other commercial partners (ISP etc.), 

governmental bodies (MICT, NCB, ICTA) other organisations (MTIA, 

OTAM) in getting people to use the Internet effectively? 

 

31. How is your organisation using the Internet? 

 

32. How would you qualify your staff competence in the use of Internet?  

 

33. Last question. Assuming that everyone on the island is has Internet 

access, what major issues do you foresee? 
[Follow up on devices, autonomy, support, skill and use] 
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Appendix C.5 

Interview Questions: Civil Society Organisations  

1. Can you please tell me a bit about your organisation and its relation to 

the Internet in Mauritius? 

 

Access 
 

2. What does your organisation believe is the role/place of the Internet in 

the social and economic development of Mauritius? 

 

3. Do you believe that the Internet has reached that place or fulfil that 

role? Why and why not? 

 

4. Can you tell me some of the ways in which the Internet is being used 

to develop Mauritius? 

[follow up on economic, social, cultural and human]  

 

5. Does your organisation have a role/responsibility in the development 

of the Internet in Mauritius? What is it and why is it important?  

[follow up on access, skill, pricing, use] 

 

6. What does organisation believe is the current state of Internet access 

in Mauritius? 

[follow up on penetration rate, use, pricing ] 

 

7. Can you give me some ideas of what are your perceptions as to why 

the level of penetration is as it is? 

 

8. What do you think can be or should be done to increase the level of 

penetration and what is the responsibility of your organisation in this? 
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9. What are the major obstacles you might think that will impede such 

progress?  

 

Use 
10.   

[follow up on Communication, Publishing, Creating ,Social , 

Entertainment Human capital, economic capital, Social Capital] 

 

11. Would you think that the Mauritians are using the Internet effectively?  

If Yes – can you give me some idea of what your perception are as to 

why people are using the Internet effectively? 

If No- Can you give me some idea of what your perceptions are as to 

why people are not using the Internet effectively? 

 

12. What do you think might make them use it more effectively? 

 

13.  Does your organisation have a role/responsibility in making 

Mauritians use the Internet effectively? If so, what is it that you are 

doing and what are the obstacles? 

 

Devices 

14. What do you think are the main issues preventing Mauritian from 

accessing (in terms of the technology/devices) the Internet 

effectively?[follow up on speed of Internet and devices use] 

 

15. Does your organisation have a role in providing for such effective use? 

 

16. What do you think is being done to make Mauritian use the Internet 

more effectively in terms of the devices used ? 

 

17. What do you think should be done and who should be responsible? 
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Autonomy of Use 

18. Do you think Mauritian are free to access any material on the Internet? 

 

19. Do you think that Mauritians should be free to access any content on 

the Internet? Why? 

 

20. Does your organisation have a role to play in allowing/preventing such 

free access? 

 

21. What do you think should be done to give/or not to give more freedom 

to Mauritian Internet users? 

 

Social Support  
22. What would you think are the main barriers to Internet use in 

Mauritius? 

 

23. What is your organisation’s perception on the motivation that needs to 

be given to Mauritian to use the Internet and to increase their digital 

competences? 

 

24. Does your organisation have a responsibility in setting up strategies to 

increase such competence other than formal training?  

 

25. What strategies do you think should be put in place for Mauritian to 

increase their digital competence? 

 

Skill 
26. What is your organisation’s perception on the level of Internet skill of 

Mauritian Internet users? 
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27. Does your organisation have a responsibility/role in developing 

Mauritian Internet user’s skill? 

 

28. What do you think should be done to increase Mauritian Internet users 

skill? 

 

29. What relationship do you have with governmental and commercial 

(ISP etc.) and other organisations (MTIA, OTAM) in getting more 

people to use the Internet? 

 

30. What relationship do you have with governmental and commercial 

(ISP etc.) and other organisations (MTIA, OTAM) in relation to those 

already using the Internet? 

 

31. How is your organisation using the Internet? 

 

32. How would you qualify your staff competence in the use of Internet?  

 

33. Last question. Assuming that everyone on the island has Internet 

access, what major issues do you foresee? 

[Follow up on devices, autonomy, support, skill and use] 

 

34. Do you think I should be talking to other persons regarding the project, 

if so whom? 
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Appendix D: Inferential Statistics: Factor Analysis  

Appendix D1. 

Test	of	Normality	
		 Kolmogorov-Smirnova	 Shapiro-Wilk	

	 Statistic	 df	 Sig.	 Statistic	 df	 Sig.	
1	 Hardware	 0.348	 413	 0.00	 0.713	 413	 0.00	
2	 Software	 0.279	 413	 0.00	 0.774	 413	 0.00	
3	 Bandwidth	 0.165	 413	 0.00	 0.888	 413	 0.00	

4	 Reliability	of	connection	 0.159	 413	 0.00	 0.906	 413	 0.00	
5	 Lack	of	time	to	spend	online	 0.251	 413	 0.00	 0.804	 413	 0.00	
6	 Cost	of	Internet	connection	 0.323	 413	 0.00	 0.736	 413	 0.00	
7	 Blocking	of	Internet	content	and	services	 0.296	 413	 0.00	 0.777	 413	 0.00	
8	 Monitoring	of	Internet	use	 0.412	 413	 0.00	 0.62	 413	 0.00	
9	 Sharing	of	devices	with	other	people	 0.34	 413	 0.00	 0.717	 413	 0.00	
10	 Place	of	use	 0.267	 413	 0.00	 0.797	 413	 0.00	
11	 Lack	of	accessibility	 0.276	 413	 0.00	 0.766	 413	 0.00	
12	 Advanced	search	 0.349	 413	 0.00	 0.681	 413	 0.00	
13	 Photo	tagging	 0.396	 413	 0.00	 0.629	 413	 0.00	
14	 Content	upload	 0.377	 413	 0.00	 0.669	 413	 0.00	
15	 Tabbed	browsing	 0.353	 413	 0.00	 0.704	 413	 0.00	
16	 Wi-Fi	router/Livebox	 0.323	 413	 0.00	 0.74	 413	 0.00	
17	 Modem	 0.311	 413	 0.00	 0.769	 413	 0.00	
18	 Privacy	settings	 0.345	 413	 0.00	 0.709	 413	 0.00	
19	 Cookies	 0.229	 413	 0.00	 0.828	 413	 0.00	
20	 Cache	 0.197	 413	 0.00	 0.856	 413	 0.00	
21	 Phishing	 0.185	 413	 0.00	 0.859	 413	 0.00	
22	 Spyware	 0.221	 413	 0.00	 0.839	 413	 0.00	
23	 Lack	of	knowledge	in	using	software	 0.344	 413	 0.00	 0.724	 413	 0.00	
24	 Lack	of	knowledge	in	using	hardware	 0.358	 413	 0.00	 0.703	 413	 0.00	
25	 Lack	of	knowledge	in	finding	information	online	 0.361	 413	 0.00	 0.66	 413	 0.00	
26	 Lack	of	knowledge	of	online	interaction	with	Tests	others	 0.386	 413	 0.00	 0.622	 413	 0.00	
27	 Lack	of	knowledge	of	security	issues	 0.283	 413	 0.00	 0.778	 413	 0.00	
28	 Help-seeking	to	use	the	Internet	 0.279	 413	 0.00	 0.788	 413	 0.00	
29	 Lack	of	help/support	when	I	needed	it	 0.362	 413	 0.00	 0.688	 413	 0.00	
30	 Lack	of	encouragement	to	use	the	Internet	 0.424	 413	 0.00	 0.559	 413	 0.00	
31	 No	clear	idea	of	why	I	should	use	the	Internet	 0.428	 413	 0.00	 0.543	 413	 0.00	
32	 No	safe	place	where	I	could	use	the	Internet	 0.42	 413	 0.00	 0.561	 413	 0.00	
33	 Information	seeking	 0.433	 413	 0.00	 0.565	 413	 0.00	
34	 Communicating	directly	with	other	people	 0.401	 413	 0.00	 0.647	 413	 0.00	
35	 Making	and	maintaining	social	networks	 0.253	 413	 0.00	 0.814	 413	 0.00	
36	 Performing	online	transactions	 0.176	 413	 0.00	 0.867	 413	 0.00	
37	 Playing	games	 0.184	 413	 0.00	 0.866	 413	 0.00	
38	 Listening	to,	downloading	and	sharing	music	 0.274	 413	 0.00	 0.792	 413	 0.00	
39	 Viewing,	downloading	and	sharing	videos	 0.269	 413	 0.00	 0.806	 413	 0.00	
40	 Publishing	information	 0.173	 413	 0.00	 0.874	 413	 0.00	
41	 Distributing	own	multimedia	production	 0.176	 413	 0.00	 0.868	 413	 0.00	
42	 Collaborative	work	 0.183	 413	 0.00	 0.87	 413	 0.00	
43	 Supporting	a	political	party	 0.438	 413	 0.00	 0.533	 413	 0.00	
44	 Supporting	a	cause	 0.176	 413	 0.00	 0.875	 413	 0.00	
	Lilliefors	Significance	Correction	

Table D.1: Test for Normality. 
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Appendix E: Image Permissions 

All attempts have been made to receive permission for images used in this 

thesis. Permissions were not sought for images falling under the Creative 
Commons but authors have been duly acknowledged. 

 

 

From: veena vramdhur@bpmlmauritius.mu
Subject: Permission to use CBT1 photo
Date: 13 May, 2016 at 11:26 AM
To: shafiiq.gopee@telfair.ac.mu
Cc: ceo@bpmlmauritius.mu

Dear	Mr	Gopee,

We	thank	you	for	your	email	and	your	ethical	approach	towards	asking	our	permission	to	use	the
photo	men;oned.		We	would	have	no	objec;on	if	the	photo	is	correctly	used	in	the	disserta;on	and
does	not	in	whatsoever	way	jeopardise	the	image	and	credibility	of	the	Business	Parks	of	Mauri;us
Ltd;	Ebene	Cybercity	and	other	shareholders	and	stakeholders.		We	trust	the	above	will	be	met	and
we	wish	you	all	success	in	the	research.		We	would	be	delighted	to	know	more	from	you	on	the
topic	researched	and	your	findings	if	you	do	have	;me	to	visit	us.	
	
Yours	sincerely,
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From: SHAHEEN GHAZALA RUMMUN srummun@ncb.mu
Subject: RE: Permission to use NCB images in PhD Thesis

Date: 9 May, 2016 at 3:27 PM
To: shafiiq.gopee@telfair.ac.mu
Cc: VIK BHOYROO vbhoyroo@ncb.mu, KESHAV SINGH GOORDYAL kgoordyal@ncb.mu

Dear Mr. Gopee
 
We spoke, Please find attached requested pictures for the Cyber Caravan of the NCB.
	
Kind Regards,
 
Shaheen Rummun
IT Support Officer  | ICT Culture Promotion
National Computer Board
Tel: +230 210 5520
Fax: +230 212 4240
Email: srummun@ncb.mu
URL: www.ncb.mu
	
	
	
From: Shafiiq Gopee [mailto:shafiiq.gopee@telfair.ac.mu] 
Sent: 09 May 2016 13:52
To: VIK BHOYROO
Subject: Permission to use NCB images in PhD Thesis
 
Dear Mr. Bhoyroo, 
 
I am Shafiiq Gopee, from the Charles Telfair Institute (CTI) and currently completing my
thesis on Digital Inequality in Mauritius from Curtin University. We spoke at some point and
you even gratefully provided me with information to write my thesis. 
 
I am currently finalising my thesis and I would like the authorisation/permission of the NCB
to use the attached pictures (retrieved from the NCB website) in my thesis, with the required
referencing and acknowledgment. 
 
I would grateful if you could forward my email to the concerned department if such decisions
fall beyond your scope. 
 
Thank you for your co-operation 
 
Regards 
 
Shafiiq Gopee 
 
Senior Lecturer
Charles Telfair Institute 
Tel: +230 401 6511
Mob: + 230 5250 1124
Fax: +230 433 3005
www.telfair.ac.mu
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