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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The key findings as outlined in the following research include: 
 

• In the Australian context, broader governmental, infrastructure and 
technological developments are guiding how technology is being 
incorporated into the everyday-lives of the Australian population. 

• Technology is one of the key mediators between audiences, users, 
publics and communities who are involved in a co-evolutionary social 
network. The technology shapes cultural use, however through an 
iterative cycle the user then shapes how the technology is used. 

• The relationship between users and technology is in a constant state of 
flux. 

• Technology and use can broadly be observed through levels of use: 
high (elite users), medium (middle of the road users) and low levels 
(low levels of technology). 

• A level of use as a defining characteristic of a technology user ignores 
expertise, knowledge, passion, exploration and lifestyle. 

• Given this, there are six characteristics of technology users that build n 
frequency of use and incorporate the broader social, political and 
economical landscapes: The Participatory Technology User (The 
Content Creator); Personable Networker (The Humanist Hypersharer); 
The Experienced Experimenter (The Tinkerer); Productive Learner 
(The Self-Improver); Satisfied, yet Frustrated (The Make-Doer); 
Notechre (The Spectator). 

• Users do identify with each of these characteristics, however they also 
note they shift between specific groups temporarily, for example The 
Self Improver may also identify with The Tinkerer. 

• Users also tend to engage in already established relationships by 
identifying their family and friends as particular types of technology 
users. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why is this research 
significant? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Microsoft Life on Demand: How 
technology is transforming daily life 
(Demasi & Huntley, 2014) recently 
followed the thread outlined by Future 
Lab (2008) that there is a conflation 
of leisure with business activities, 
which has been made possible 
through improved information and 
communication technologies (ICT). 
While sophisticating on the early 
‘bleisure’ observation, defined as 
“cash-rich, time-poor, always on” 
(Shop, 2010: 2), Life on Demand 
focuses on the increase of technology 
in the day-to-day life of many 
Australians, from the significance of 
connectivity that blurs the line 
between work and pleasure. For 
example “30% of Aussies are 
checking work emails on devices at 
home before they leave work, 23% 
are doing work activities while they 
are socialising with their friends” 
(Demasi & Huntley, 2014: 5). While 
this account is useful in 
understanding the sheer impact of 
technology that is “embedded into our 
daily lives” (ibid.), the report also 
provides a useful point of departure to 
further investigate the types of 
technology users within this 
assemblage of ICTs. 
 
To further understand how this 
technological environment operates 
within the Australian context, it is 
useful to explore the technological 
landscape within this country. The 
Australian Communication and Media 
Authority (ACMA) Communication 
Report 2012 -2013 details some of 
the key indicators in how the 
Australian population is shifting its 
technology use, particularly through 
it’s the increasingly popular 
involvement of the digital economy 
(ACMA, 2013: 3). Some key 
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Why is this research 
significant? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

indicators of Australian’s increased 
technological use are demonstrated 
through “676 898 terrabytes of data 
downloaded by internet users during 
the June quarter 2013, a 59 per cent 
increase over the June quarter of 
2012” (3), “significant increases in the 
number of users of OTT 
communications such as VoIP via 
mobile phones and tablets” (18), and 
“digitalisation of Australian 
broadcasting services continuing with 
digital television rolled out across 
most of Australia” (92). These key 
indicators suggest a significant 
infrastructure investment enabling a 
move towards digital information as a 
driver for technological 
developments, particularly in the 
personal and hand-held devices 
market. 
 
Nielsen provide useful data and 
information which indicates a 
trajectory of personal mobile device 
growth in the coming years, which 
can be interpreted as rapid growth for 
mobile communication through 
smartphone and tablet use. For 
example, the Global Online 
Consumers and Multi-Screen Media: 
Today and Tomorrow (Neilsen, 2012) 
suggests “36% of global online 
consumers report owning a 
smartphone, up 15 percent points 
since 2010” (2). Users watch video 
content on a home computer (84%) 
or TV (83%) at least once a month, 
with the fastest rising device being 
the smartphone, with the tablet 
showing most potential in this space. 
The consumption of media has 
significantly shifted in the past three 
years, enabled through ICTs. 
 
However, increased connectivity is 
the entry point to a more 
contemporary technological space, 
particularly with the introduction of 
connected objects. The Internet of 
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Why is this research 
significant? 

Things, defined as “the networked 
interconnection of everyday objects, 
which are often equipped with 
ubiquitous intelligence” (Xia, yang, 
Wang, & Vinel, 2012: 1101), sees 
individuals not only interacting with 
the objects around, but also objects 
interacting with other objects. Often 
these technological affordances are 
framed as phenomenological 
instances that will improve our 
lifestyles.  
 
The combination of increased 
governmental focus on infrastructure 
and investment within the digital 
economy, the user take up of digital 
devices for personal and professional 
use, and the significant cultural and 
societal shift toward technology 
highlights the complexity of the 
Australian technological market. 
Within this framework, the following 
research draws on additional 
sociological and cultural research to 
bridge the disconnection between the 
larger context of Australian 
technology, and the individual users 
of technology. By highlighting the 
similarities between users and 
objects, this study provides a clear 
rationale for six technological users 
that are operating within this complex 
Australian technological environment. 
It is the basis for further investigation 
into how we might understand the 
cultural and economical make-up of 
technology users and how technology 
companies might satisfy those needs. 
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METHODOLOGY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How was this research 
conducted? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

To approach this research problem, 
an iterative, mixed methodology was 
utilized comprising of a literature 
review, focus groups and research 
design methods. The combination of 
the three methods enables the 
researcher to locate the current 
knowledge in the field, develop 
findings from that knowledge, and 
test the findings against research 
subjects. Combined with research 
design, the methodology was an 
iterative process that refined the 
knowledge by sharpening the findings 
against additional literature reviews 
and user testing. 
 
The literature review provided an up 
to date account of research 
concerned with the state of 
technology and its uses. In this 
regard, a literature review is “a 
comprehensive overview of prior 
research regarding a specific topic” 
(Denney & Tewkbury, 2013: 218). 
The literature review draws from 
several fields including mobilities, 
cultural studies, sociology and 
statistics. 
 
With the foundational data from the 
literature review, a baseline 
construction of six technological 
personas was designed. The 
characteristics of the personas was 
then tested in focus groups to find 
strengths and weaknesses, enabling 
the researcher to further refine the 
user characteristics. Focus groups 
are usually small groups of research 
participants that are gathered 
together to talk about the emerging 
areas in the research (Tacchi, Slater, 
& Hearn, 2003). In a group discussion 
dynamic, focus groups usually 
encourage conversation amongst the 
participants that will reveal new 



The Six Technology Types, Microsoft 

Digital Dialect Consultancy, 17 October 2014 11 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How was this research 
conducted? 

insights into the research. The 
researcher is then responsible to 
synthesise “the most important 
themes, the most noteworthy quotes 
and any unexpected findings” (Breen, 
2006: 472). In the context of this 
research project, the focus group 
highlighted the key areas of the 
technological user personas, while 
deleting irrelevant areas. 
 
Finally, by employing a design 
research method, the data and 
findings are specifically refined 
through an iterative, cyclic process 
that fine-tunes the findings and 
provides a highly relevant product. 
“Design research informs and 
supports practice by developing 
knowledge to improve the chances of 
producing successful products” 
(Chakrabarti, 2010: 317). In this 
research, producing successful 
products relates to the construction of 
information and communication 
technology users that can apply to a 
broad Australian population. 
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IDENTIFYING TECHNOLOGY USERS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
What does the existing 
literature say? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In attempting to identify the 
relationship between technology and 
users, it is useful to introduce the 
social science discipline, specifically 
actor network theory (ANT) to treat 
objects as part of social networks. As 
Latour (2005) notes, ANT is a method 
in describing the relationship between 
humans and non-humans whose 
agency shapes the interactive 
process, one that is consistently in a 
state of flux. Simply put, ANT 
provides an approach to understand 
the coevolving networks of people 
and technologies through material 
and semiotic agency. In attempting to 
understand a technological 
environment in which users exist, it is 
useful to understand how they 
interconnect and operate with each 
other. ANT provides an opportunity to 
expose that relationship between 
humans and technology by revealing 
the agency between specific users 
and their characteristics, and aligning 
those characteristics with the agency 
of technology. 
 
However, ANT as a method to 
understand the coevolving 
relationship between humans and 
technology tends to ignore the 
cultural idiosyncrasies of user 
agency. For example, the relationship 
of users with technology is often in 
the triangulation of “technology, 
usage and content” (Dijck, 2013) to 
represent that as users engaging with 
technology, they often do so through 
the consumption or creation of 
content. In that regard, it is useful to 
draw from the work of Gillespie 
(2010) who describes the techno-
cultural relationship through the 
concept of platforms. Platforms in this 
regard are mediators in that they 
shape the social interactions around 
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What does the existing 
literature say? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

them. If we are to align platforms as a 
type of technology, it is true also that 
technology becomes a mediator that 
shapes its social interactions. 
Therefore, the techno-cultural 
relationship is consistently in a state 
of flux: technologies are enabling 
social use while the social use then 
guides the affordances of the 
technology. 
 
Highlighting the backdrop of the 
relationship between technology and 
users, and their often implicit 
inclusion of content, it is possible to 
begin to explore how particular types 
of technologies are more relevant to 
specific users. For example, there is a 
strong relationship between enabling 
technologies and users so it is likely 
that users are inclined to be attracted 
to certain types of technology. To 
begin to understand this, Horrigan 
(2007) conducted empirical research 
to examine how technology users 
identify themselves. Consistent with 
other research in this area, there is a 
common underlying tone of usage as 
an initial measure. Users can be high 
end (elite users), medium (middle of 
the road) or low level users (few 
technology assets). However 
Horrigan goes further to expand on 
these three categories: 
 
High End: 

1. Omnivores: Own many 
gadgets and services to 
participate in Web 2.0 activities 
such as social networking 
and/or blogging 

2. Connectors: use tech to 
connect to people to manage 
digital content 

3. Lackluster Veterans: more 
about internet, less about 
mobile connectivity, not really 
thrilled by technology 

4. Productivity enhancers: 
positive views about how 
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What does the existing 
literature say? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

technology helps them be 
productive and learn new 
things 

 
Medium: 

1. Mobile centric: connect with 
others and favour their mobile 
over the internet 

2. Connected but hassled: 
Invest in technology but find it 
intrusive 

 
Low level: 

1. Inexperienced Experimenters: 
Occasionally use technology, 
but would do more with more 
experience 

2. Light but satisfied: has some 
technology but it’s not central 
to their lives, they are happy 
with their tech 

3. Indifferents: use technology 
intermittently and find it 
annoying 

4. Off the networks: not 
connected and content with old 
media (Horrigan, 2007: 3) 

 
While Horrigan’s definitions are useful 
as baseline characteristics, they tend 
to ignore some key aspects such as 
social network penetration, 
exploration, lifestyle and passion. 
These five characteristics are closely 
associated with technological users, 
particularly how users choose and 
engage their technological devices. 
This also presented a gap in the 
existing literature around technology 
users, providing an opportunity to 
draw on literature from other fields, 
namely autonomous automobility. 
 
Building on the gaming concept of 
autonomous characters which 
“depend on some sort of behavioral 
model” (Reynolds, 2010: 2), 
autonomous automobility also draws 
on particular behavioral models. 
Automobiles are aligned with users 
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What does the existing 
literature say? 

by the various aspects of the car, 
which in turn can be aligned with 
particular types of users: 
 

• Brand 
• Type of technology 
• Price 
• Year 
• Aesthetic 
• Lifestyle 
• Functionality 
• Safety 

 
With these object characteristics, it is 
possible to begin to align groups of 
users against autonomous behaviors. 
Given the previously described 
connection between technology and 
cultures, the relationship between the 
agency of humans and non-humans 
and the developing characteristics of 
objects that have been borrowed from 
the automobility literature, the 
following characteristics were aligned 
as technology types. 
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TECHNOLOGY TYPES 
 
Participatory Technology User (The Content Creator) 
The Participatory Technology User has an appropriate amount of information 
and communication technology to not only consume technology through new 
media practices, but to also take an active part in its production. This user 
engages in Web 2.0 types of information and communication technology 
practice primarily to connect with other people while also producing content to 
be shared amongst their network. They integrate technology seamlessly into 
their lives and use it to talk about current and emerging lifestyle landscapes 
and environments. 
 
Personable Networker (The Humanist Hypersharer) 
This user integrates technology into their lives to make their life a little easier. 
However, the Personable Networker’s real motivation for technology use is to 
connect and engage with others around them. This person uses technology to 
build relationships, strengthen ties and create expansive networks of 
individuals for an increased sense of fulfillment in their lives – they ‘tech’ to 
network. They are an empathetic technology user and have a keen sense of 
others around them. They would also be considered a high-level 
communicator that uses technology to engage in personal and professional 
networks. 
 
The Experienced Experimenter (The Tinkerer) 
The Experienced Experimenter is a veteran with technology – they have been 
using technology for quite some time and/or they are very comfortable in 
adapting to new and emerging technologies. That is to say, they have high 
skills with technology and use it for applications beyond its original intention. 
They love to deconstruct technology to understand its inner-operation, reveal 
new and exciting possibilities for its application, and often reconstruct their 
technological assemblages to create new opportunities. They are the type of 
character that creates applications and will re-appropriate technology to suit 
their somewhat advanced lifestyle technology choices. They tinker. They 
deconstruct. They recreate. 
 
Productive Learner (The Self-Improver) 
The Productive Learner uses technology in a professional sense to enhance 
their existing knowledge and to extend their expertise. Be it the professional in 
their office who integrates a piece of technology to enhance their workflow, or 
the student who aligns with an array of technology to assist their development 
while mastering a discipline. The Productive Learner is a curious individual 
that supplements their inquisitive nature with the knowledge capabilities 
inherent in technology. They are an innovative technology user who applies 
their technology to enhance their productive lifestyle. 
 
Satisfied, yet Frustrated (The Make-Doer) 
The Satisfied, yet Frustrated technology characteristic combines two types of 
users that have similar levels of use, however they are at different ends of the 
satisfaction spectrum. Firstly, the satisfied technology user has a small 
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amount of technology in their life to perform a fundamental level of tasks, for 
example watching the television or communicating with relatives. They are 
satisfied with their current technology, and its affordances, and are unlikely to 
update to new models/releases until they absolutely have to. The Frustrated 
technology user often swears at their technology because it is ‘stupid’ and 
‘doesn’t do what I tell it to’. As a consequence, they have a minimal amount of 
technology and find it ‘a hassle’ opposed to ‘a help’ in their daily lives. In that 
regard, they are somewhat satisfied with their current level of technology, but 
are quick to downplay any potential advantages they may offer. 
 
Notechre (The Spectator) 
This person has little to no tech in their life… or so they think. The Notechre 
actually has a small amount of technology that aids their lives but they have 
very little skill in operating it. As a consequence, they do not invest in 
technology, have very little idea of what gadgets are available, and certainly 
have no idea on how to incorporate them into their lives. They prefer to watch 
others perform amazing technological feats and are constantly amazed by 
what technology does and can do, but are happy to not apply it to their lives. 
They are a technology passenger.
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FOCUS GROUP RESEARCH 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gathering empirical data 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In the first iteration of the research 
methodology, it is crucial to test the 
developed technology user types 
against the potential users. As 
highlighted earlier in the methodology 
section, focus groups was chosen as 
the appropriate method to glean data 
from the research participants and to 
incorporate the next research phase. 
The data from the focus groups then 
informs how the characters can be 
refined and developed further. 
 
For the purposes of this research, we 
used the input of two focus groups 
which aligned with the brief to ignore 
existing demographic studies as an 
attempt to reveal non-skewed 
research findings. Of course with any 
user testing there is inherent bias 
given the social, cultural, 
environmental, education, economic 
and religious background of the 
participants. However, it is 
unavoidable to not incorporate the 
user dynamic into the research and 
should, in fact, be incorporated to 
provide very specific data relevant to 
that group. Therefore, it is worth 
highlighting the dynamics of the two 
focus groups to place the findings in 
context when they are distributed 
across a larger population. 
 
The first focus group (Group A) 
contained 15 people aged 33 to 43, 
who are full-time professionals with 
multiple young children. This focus 
group was somewhat evenly 
gendered, contains individuals that 
are well educated and are within a 
medium to high-income range. The 
second focus group (Group B) 
contained 22 people aged 22 to 25, 
who are full-time students. This focus 
group was predominantly female, and 
contained individuals that are either 
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Gathering empirical data 

living in share house accommodation 
or still living with parents. Most 
participants had part-time 
employment or were entirely 
supported by their parents as an 
income source. 
 
Each group was presented with 
seven questions. The first six were 
simple yes or no responses that were 
directly related to the six technology 
types. Table 1 below demonstrates 
the responses to those questions, 
while Figure 1 maps the difference 
between the two user groups. The 
participants were also given a 
seventh question to promote 
discussion amongst the group and to 
provide the users an opportunity to 
respond to the technology types. 
 

 
Questions: 
 
Q1. Do you use technology to create media? 
Q2. How often do you network on technology? 
Q3. Do you experiment with technology   
Q4. Do you use technology to extend your knowledge? 
Q5. Are you ever frustrated with technology? 
Q6. Are you amazed when watching other users perform tasks on 
technology? 
Q7. Please describe your technology use. 
 

Month 33-43 Yo 22-25 Yo 
Create media? 73.00 100 
Network? 95.00 100 
Experiment? 30.00 65 
Knowledge? 82.00 100 
Frustration? 15.00 13 
Observer? 33.00 10 

 
Table 1: The yes responses of the two focus groups 

 
Analysing the results as a comparison, enables us to draw informed 
projections of how other demographics that are not represented in the focus 
groups might react to the technology user types. 
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Table 1: Comparing the two user groups 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gathering empirical data 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In terms of users that create media, 
engage in social networking and use 
technology to gain knowledge, the 
22-25 year olds responded with 
100%, indicating they align with three 
of the technology types. The older 
group indicated that while they all use 
technology for social networking, they 
are slightly less likely to create media 
and use technology to source 
knowledge. The older group is more 
likely to consider themselves a 
tinkerer and experiment with 
technology for its application and 
uses. Interestingly, both of these 
groups indicated they are unlikely to 
be frustrated with technology, while 
the older group are more likely to 
observe people using technology in 
contrast to the younger group who 
almost refrain from observing 
technology use (an interesting 
observation here was the increasing 
fascination with younger audiences 
watching online gaming being played 
on platforms such as Twitch). 
 
The first observation was significant 
in how users relate technology 
characteristics to their usage levels. “I 
use it everyday, so I’m not sure how 
to describe myself. I integrate it into 
work a lot, in fact I couldn’t work 
without it, but I probably use quite a 
bit at home too” (User 6, Group A). 
The integration of technology into the 
work and leisure categories is 
indicative of how users perceive 
themselves as technology types. This 
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Gathering empirical data 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

is indicative of the broader blurring of 
boundaries such as the business and 
leisure previously outlined by Future 
Shop (2010), but also aligns with 
other blurring of use as demonstrated 
through convergence culture 
(Jenkins, 2006), the producer and 
user known as the produser (Bruns, 
2008), or the blurring between 
organisational structure and user 
collaboration (Shirky, 2005). In this 
instance, technology fills the role as 
facilitator toward collaborative, 
convergent culture. 
 
During discussions with the focus 
groups, it became clear that the six 
characteristics could be aligned with 
other types to provide a topology of 
three super groups. “I use technology 
to pretty much find out everything. I 
tend to refer to technology to 
reference content and develop my 
understanding of things” (User 14, 
Group B). Users would often identify 
with either Type 1 or 2, Type 3 or 4, 
and Type 5 or 6 technology types. 
This observation aligns with existing 
research to suggest technology 
devices as a mediator for social 
constructs are in a constant state flux. 
For example, a user might use 
technology to gain knowledge to 
perform a task aligned with the 
experimenter. Similarly, users often 
create content to share on social 
networks. This observation suggests 
the categories are not permanently 
stable and users are likely to 
temporarily shift between technology 
types. 
 
One other significant observation that 
emerged during the focus group 
discussions, is that users would often 
identify their friends or family 
members as particular technology 
types. Users often commented that 
they would help their parents initialize 
technology, teach them to use it, but 
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Gathering empirical data 

their parents are more than capable 
of operating the technology 
thereafter. “Mum is constantly asking 
me to help her with Facebook and 
simply things like Skype. But once 
she is set up with them, she’s fairly 
comfortable with using them” (User 3, 
Group B). This observation indicates 
there is an inherent relationship 
associated with technology and 
groups of individuals. As one 
individual engages in the affordances 
of ICTs, they tend to think how it 
might relate to others within their 
primary networks, i.e. friends and 
family. This observation supports the 
idea that technology is a medium that 
constructs the co-evolutionary 
network of individuals to develop 
social and cultural norms. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
The research described above highlights the recent take on how users identify 
as technology types. It has provided six typical varieties that have been tested 
against focus groups. The participants of the user groups have supported 
these findings, while suggesting a few variations. Namely, they can switch 
between two user groups, indicating one category might act as a passage to 
another; they bring their personal networks to technology to strengthen their 
personal networks; and the relationship between users and technologies is in 
a constant state of negotiation. Although these categories are relevant at the 
time of writing this article, it is crucial to state that they will shift as external 
factors such as regulation, investment and technological development shape 
our cultural use of them. The relationship between users and technology is 
cyclical and is continually coevolving.  
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