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Abstract

This pilot study examined how homeless people mtraleScotland integrate and
appropriate mobile phones and the Internet intdrteeeryday lives, and the meanings
these information and communication technologi€3 ¢) come to hold for them. It was
found that ‘digital inclusion’ does not necessarilgad to ‘social inclusion’ into
mainstream society, since homeless individuals tengse ICTs in ways that reinforce
the patterns and practices of their subculture.erehis no standard way of making use of
technologies. Many homeless people thereby resmially excluded in numerous ways
despite their somewhat regular use of ICTs. loadsnerged that mobile uptake can
actually be more ‘inclusive’ than Internet uptake.

I ntroduction and Background

Technology is an integral part of modern societgt ancial change. It plays both a part in shaping,
and is shaped by, the patterns and practices ofydase life. In order to understand more fully how
information and communication technologies (ICTd)uence social change, it is necessary to study ho
they are integrated and appropriated into the @aryife of humans (Lie & Sgrensen, 1996). This
relationship should be studied with respect t@adlial groups, including homeless people.

Contemporary debates have focused on whether fhieagon of ICTs will either ‘bridge’ the digital
divide between those who have access and those dehoot, or whether it will further the social
inequalities between ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots’ (Headet al.,2000). However, these arguments are often
technologically determinist, stemming from a petm@pthat the application of technologies will letxl
specific uses and outcomes. The complexity ofrthées to social inclusion, however, should not be
underestimated. The digital divide debate alsalgeto concentrate on Internet access, when intyeali
mobile phones are becoming one of the key techiedonf connectivity (Fortunati & Manganelli, 2002).
Nevertheless, it is clear that inequalities prebetiween the ‘information rich’ and ‘information qo and
these should be seen as a continuum that is dpatiad temporally contingent (Richardson & Le Grand
2002). It is therefore important to study the immglions and consequences of homeless people'sscce
use and attribution of meanings to ICTs in relatmprocesses of social inclusion.

Homeless People as Socially Excluded

Homeless people can be seen as being sociallydedtlin a number of ways; the deprivations they
face being experienced as temporary, cyclical endeng-term events (Forrest, 1999). Even peopie w
are labelled as excluded will themselves pointthat social exclusion involves a lack of participatin
‘normal’ or socially-valued activities, with low Vels of consumption of public goods and services
(Richardson & Le Grand, 2002). Additionally, theperience of social exclusion can involve a lack of
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community or social interactions, poor links torf@l (rather than informal) social networks and egixn
from public services (Richardson & Le Grand, 2002).

Although a contested concept, three points nede tkept in mind when investigating ‘social
exclusion’. First, people who are socially excldddould be thought of in terms of groups, such as
communities or neighbourhoods (rather than indiaiyy, within a particular place and time (Atkinson
1998). Second, exclusion should be seen as apsadting not from a single factor, but rather fram
mixture of factors, which can be attributed to eithocially excluded people themselves or probliems
wider social and economic structures. Last, pecptebe socially excluded in a variety of ways forch
number of reasons. That is, “people are excluaedgust because they are currently without a job or
income but because they have little prospectdhiffuture” (Atkinson, 1998).

Homelessness as a Subculture

Homeless population statistics are difficult tareste (Shavet al.,1996). Being homeless does not
always imply ‘rough sleeping’; that is, sleepingside in public or private areas generally not glesd for
sleeping. In fact, only proportionately few honsslgeople sleep rough (Edinburgh Cyrenians, 200§
subculture of homelessness is often characterigeddurring problems of criminal activity (Ballintg,
1999) and an alcohol or drug dependence (or ‘usinbhese activities can either be causes or affefct
homelessness (Shelter Scotldné)dditionally, higher rates of mental iliness gsttysical health problems
are prevalent among homeless populations (Glas&nidgman, 1999). Many factors create
vulnerabilities that can lead to homelessnessuidhich: low levels of education; unemployment; &la€
supportive social networks; background (such afiaudt childhood) and learning disabilities (Ediiargh
Cyrenians, 2001). Common triggers can includeilfadisputes, a relationship breakdown, domestic
violence or abuse, eviction, debt, or leaving atiation such as prison (Edinburgh Cyrenians, 2001

The lifestyle of homeless people is typically tians, nomadic and built on the immediate
gratification of needs, so activities tend to banpled on a minute-to-minute basis. The subcuttfire
homeless people is often described — but ill-deffin@s ‘chaotic’. This is a colloquial term used t
describe a lifestyle full of unpredictable even@enerally, homeless people are vulnerable indalglwho
lack independent living skills, or the ability tostain a tenancy. They may become “mentally uk&tuc
after only two or three days of experiencing homsehess. After this short period, an individualibedo
cope and builds relations with other people livimgthe streets. That person can learn quickly wttere
find food, clothing and laundry facilities, and whdhe ‘begging patches’ are if they decide to foeg
money (Ravenhill, 2000). However, it is importémnote that not all homeless individuals fit this
standard profile.

To clarify how homeless people tend to ‘fit’ withiormative society, it is useful to employ the
concept of ‘social inclusion’. For the purposesto$ study, social inclusion can be understooi igs
commonly defined within social inclusion literatyees well as from the perspective of support servic
organisations and socially excluded grdupBhe elements of social inclusion involve: inéusinto social
support networks; social, economic, and institwiiability (through access to services); public
participation in mainstream activities; and indivéd agency (having life-skills and motivation to gedf-
sufficient) (Ferlander & Timms, 1999). Also, inslan is composed of elements which are shaped and
determined by multiple groups of people (Thomas &a#t/ 2000).

The concept of digital inclusion helps us to untkerd the routes to social inclusion in relatiomoav
people appropriate and use information and comnationit technologies. Digital inclusion involves not
just access to information and communication teldgies (Thomas & Wyatt, 2000) but also ‘ICT
capability’: the necessary skills to use the ICurestion, as well as the knowledge about wherhamd
to use it, and the confidence to do so (Faulkn&ieif, 2003a). Digital inclusion is more than juke
acquisition of information resources; the everydagial relations that are built and maintained gi$@Ts
are also important. Both social inclusion andtdignclusion are concepts that hold normative

! Homelessness in Scotland, Shelter Scotland webpdgdeh can be found at:
http://scotland.shelter.org.uk/policy/policy-42 Igplitem/101

2 Support service organizations are those voluriaigivoluntary organizations that are geared toward
helping ‘disadvantaged individuals’, or homelesspde, within the context of this study.
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connotations, where inclusion is seen as a goarswvhich policy initiatives should aspire. For
example, a report by the Scottish Executive enititl¥Egital Inclusion: Connecting Scotland’s People’
(2001), asserts: “A digitally-inclusive Scotlandiveinsure more equal, effective and beneficial asder
all people to the digital technologies and Weblitées that benefit them in their day-to-day lives.

Resear ch Design and M ethodology

This pilot study investigated how homeless peoplaeto use and impart meaning on ICTs in their
everyday lives, and how this may influence inteigrainto mainstream society. In so doing, moréghts
is provided on the relationship between the corgeptligital inclusion and social inclusion. Adbbf 16
men and women were interviewed in Edinburgh and@lav, Scotland, cutting across different ages,
socio-economic backgrounds, experiences and idedstypes’ of homelessnéssRespondents included
five service agency workers, ten homeless and exeless individuals, and one ex-homeless woman who
also worked as an outreach workebata were gathered in nine informal, reflexisemi-structured
interviews and focus groups. Open-ended questmnsséd on: the characteristics of homeless sulseultu
organizational services and access to them, isfuese and access to mobile phones and the Intemet
the relations between these issues. Althoughdiffisult to generalize qualitative research fings to
broader contexts — particularly with a small numbierespondents — this methodology can be veryulisef
for studying particular groups of people, includimgmeless people (Banyard & Miller, 1998). It slibloé
kept in mind that the experiences and situatiorgaoficipants in this study do not necessarily espnt the
nature of daily life for all homeless people.

The interpretation of findings was informed by aiabconstruction of technology perspective, which
recognizes that technologies are socially constuby the broader social, political, economic amitlcal
context (Bijkeret al, 1987). Therefore, in order to fully understahd televance of ICTs for homeless
people, the uses and meanings of mobile phonetharndternet were placed within the various corgext
homeless subculture. From the social construtipgsspective stems a social shaping of technology
perspective, which holds that technologies proftwimdfluence human activities; and humans, in turn,
influence how technologies develop and come todeel (MacKenzie & Wajcman, 2002). In addition,
findings were interpreted in light of existing redmt theoretical frameworks. These are presentadrwi
the following sections.

The Consumption and Domestication of Technologiesin Everyday Life

The study of how we engage with technologies, teamng they take on, and how they shape our
lives is the study of the consumption of technolffggsed on a social shaping approach). Technology
consumption needs to be contextualized within ‘gday life’, which can be been defined as regular —
rather than daily — production and reproductiohwhan social patterns (Lefevbre, 1971). Through th
study of technology in everyday life it can be st technology is non-standardizing: it does not
drastically change our lifestyle patterns, but eaffits in with them (Lie & Sgrensen, 1996).

The study of the domestication of technology isghaly of the process of the acquisition of a
technical artefact, new or old, within the domespitiere of the everyday life of an individual ocogp of
individuals, and the subsequent meaning and uakes on. Domestication studies look at how
technologies — and particularly ICTs — are a phthe relationship between private households ardip
spaces (Silverstonet al, 1994). The Theory of Domestication outlines frelated phases in the dynamic
process of technology domestication: appropriatdjectification, incorporation and conversion
(Silverstoneet al.,1994). The first phase, appropriation, is thespesion or ownership of the artefact.
This is the point at which the artefact moves floeing a commodity that is exchanged, to the owner’s

% A summary of each interview can be found in theéqmlix.

* The experiences of more than the16 people inteadeare represented in this research, since hosneles
and ex-homeless respondents alike shared informabiout their family, friends, and acquaintancesl; a
service agency workers shared information about thientele. This gave more people a ‘voice’, untihg
those who were sleeping rough.
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possession, thereby giving it significance. Olifeettion occurs when the artefact is used andldiga in
the household, not only defining the household&elin a greater public context (such as status)lso
helping to construct that new environment. Incoation is the phase during which technologies aszlu
in everyday life, where its level of functionalidgpends on how it is incorporated into everyday lifast,
conversion looks at how the ‘enclosed’ technologiethe household, and the meanings and uses they
hold, fit into wider public spaces (Silverstoeieal,, 1994).

Due to the blurring of both spatial and temporalimaries between the *home’ and the outside world,
the investigation of the place of technology inrgday life needs to be broadened from using the
household as a single unit of analysis within ddioaton studies to a ‘local’ setting (Stewart, 30 The
Theory of Domestication can be broadly appliedXjol@n how mobile phones and the Internet are
appropriated, objectified, incorporated and corecttiy individuals who are homeless. Its use is thi
manner also reveals that the theory needs to listedjto ‘include’ minority groups and how they mak
use of technologies, including contexts outsidthefhome.

From the findings of this study it appears that blass people appropriate ICTs in ways that are
relevant to their own lives, such that these tetdgies reinforce the patterns and practices of thei
lifestyles. Mobiles, more so than the Internetdtéo be used in ways that become incorporated amao
facilitate various activities prevalent in homelestture, including both practical issues (sucllags and
crime) as well as symbolic issues (such as relisgafety and status).

Domestication of the Internet by Homeless People

With respect to the first phase of domesticatigprapriation, it seems that many younger homeless
individuals (approximately under the age of 30} aome older ones, access the Internet somewhat
regularly in Edinburgh and Glasgow. Free accelimited to a small number of public sites, or to
computers at family or friends’ houses. Howeveer¢ is an internet café for homeless people isgala,
specifically created in response to a request lngeh@ss drop-in clients themselves for free Inteaceess.
Those who do gain access relatively regularly aregally knowledgeable about free services availabl
the city, and information about these places teéadgread via word-of-mouth among homeless
individuals. Homelessness support workers, inresittend to have little working knowledge abdatse
free Internet access points, and neither do thay te actively encourage access.

Objectification, the second phase of domesticatian,only partially be applied to homeless persons’
use of the Internet since their use is limited sreall number of public Internet terminals, and¢fere
they have little control over its spatial and temgp@ises. This emphasizes the necessity for hasiele
people to turn to public spaces for the majorityhafir needs. Perhaps because the Internet isallgne
accessed in public spaces, issues of identity &dss(such as the level of ICT capability theyalvke to
draw on) also become more public for homeless geopl

Third, homeless individuals incorporate ICTs irtieit lives in a number of ways. For those homeless
people who do access the Internet, the uses vaglyvrom using email and chatrooms to communicate,
to using it for entertainment purposes or as auregofor information, making the extent to which it
actually ‘integrates’ into their subculture a queshble issue. Howevenpw certain tasks are completed
depends on the mental or emotional state of thigithdhl. For example, one young homeless respanden
who admitted that he was a regular drug user claitnat he had five or six (he couldn’t be sure) kma
addresses because he could rarely remember hisgrdssdue to his own forgetfulness and irregular
access to the Internet.

With respect to the last phase of domesticationyersion, it is difficult to make any distinctions
between how homeless people ‘convert’ computeostheir own lives, compared to those who live in
permanent tenancies. This is again because hosnmeple tend to be limited to using the Internet a
public terminal, or at a friend or family membehsme. Thus the computer itself can never fully be
converted into a homeless individual's personatdipace.

Domestication of Mobile Phones by Homeless People

Findings from the study made it evident that maiyot most, homeless individuals have access to a
mobile phone in central Scotland. Mobile phonesrauch more commonly used within homeless
subculture than the Internet. Another study foirigsen Western European countries also found mobile
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phone uptake to be more ‘inclusive’ than Interrttilde: there is a lower tail-off in use for thosighw

lower socio-economic status and education leveld,the gender gap between users is smaller (Sarense
2002). Despite variations in access and use anmaiigduals, younger users seemed much more liteely
gain access than older ones. The method of payimehomeless people’s mobile phones is virtually
always ‘pay-as-you go’ rather than contract billisipce a permanent address is often needed fdatthe,
and payments need to be made consistently, sorgettiith is often very difficult for a homeless pans
due to their tendency to be economically unstable.

Mobile phones are easily accessible because thelgeaought for relatively low prices at a number
of places, such as pawnshops and flea marketsepmbay be gifts from friends or family members who
want to keep in touch. Some homeless people ¢tafind mobiles, trade other goods for them, or
admittedly resort to illegal methods of accesshagtheft. Alternatively, some homeless clieatzive
mobile phones from their outreach workers, who @ikto keep in contact more easily. This was not a
formally recognized means for access, and neitlaritvan activity that was acknowledged among servi
organizations. While policy justifications weretiiio place for mobile distribution by social semic
agencies, it did seem that homeless outreach weoHaat a significant level of power to make the sieci
to provide a mobile to a client, based on their dwawledge of ‘how that person was doing.” More
research would be needed to see if this model éas teplicated outside of central Scotland, and the
consequences it holds for social service delivarye implications of homeless clients receiving iteb
phones are discussed in a later section.

The second domestication phase, objectificatiomdse easily applied to homeless people’s use of
mobile phones than the Internet because they are ransportable technologies. The mobile phomats t
homeless people tend to use are older and laiigeg those are cheaper and easier to accessedtibgly,
lower mobile value is not necessarily seen as uralds, since it ensures the devices are lesslyeadi
stolen. In this sense, the characteristics ofébbnology fit in with and are embraced by homeless
subculture in a way that is different from the tgdiend-user targeted by technology developers.

Mobile phones are much more easily incorporatea éveryday life by homeless people than the
Internet. Certainly not all homeless people atgydrsers, but for those who are, mobiles have fmend
to be useful tools for obtaining or dealing dru@ecause of the potential for instant communicatirngs
can be sold, bought or traded more quickly andyasdependent of the physical location of thesiested
parties. This can make curbing a drug dependenagdiction more difficult because it may be ditfiicto
reduce contact with other users or dealers if waykd become ‘clean’ (or drug-free).

Mobile phone use was also linked with committingners, since it provides instant communication
routes that can help prevent individuals from gettaught. As described by one ex-homeless i@ee,
some homeless people may use their mobiles to @onta

Mainly their dealers, or their mates around thenegrif they’re tryin’ to get into somewhere.
You know what | mean? Look out for the cops, yoownin the case of rapelust like that,
you know... Basically if I'm across the road, and thigce is gettin’ broken into, right? And
i's my mate that’s doin’ it, and | can see the €gpmin’ and I'll be ringin’ him and goin’:
‘cops are on their way, get yer — you know — get quick!. That sorta thing. Or when I'm
dealin’ and | want a 10-inch bag o’ smack or sonimétike that. That's mostly what they use it
for, but | use mine for ‘personal use’... for chagsu know, so what?

It is perhaps surprising the extent to which tedbgy use can stray so far from intended uses (asalrug
and crime-related activities), which is also a uiynfinding from the ‘Social Learning in Multimedia
project (Williams, Slack & Stewart, 2000). Cleardymore realistic understanding of technologies an
their effects should be taken.

Last, mobiles become easily ‘converted’ into horsglgubculture because, as has been shown, these
ICTs may allow for homeless people to ‘hide’ fromdesirable situations by using them as a warniol to
On the other hand, it may also be possible thatdhess individuals find it more difficult to hidetaf a
crime or misdeed has been committed, since theynmar easily be contacted via mobile phone and are

® If activities as serious as rape are facilitatedugh mobile telephony, this clearly points to tieed for
more research on the unintended consequences ofwoication technologies.
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thereby put in a position to be more answerableéHeir own behaviour. Similarly, frustration atitg
unable to ‘escape’ from the demands that arise fravhile phone use is common to many mobile users
including those who are not homeless (Katz & Aaki2@2).

Mobiles display status and identity characteristiceugh their use, which are varying and fluid in
character since they are open to multiple integpigts. Mobile phones seem to carry relevanceststas
symbol for all homeless people whether this is €aable or not. This can have implications in otheras
of life for homeless people, because as one outr@acker described: if someone sees a homeless
individual with a mobile, especially someone whslesping rough, it may lead to the assumptionttey
are “fakes” and cannot be homeless. Assumptioms ¢e run deep that mobiles are more highly used by
those with a higher socio-economic status (Mcin&dErskine, 1999).

Although no strict generalizations can be mades¢hmmeless people experiencing more chaos in
their lives tend to use their mobiles in differargtys — particularly more sporadically and less depély —
from those who are more stable. It seems thaepéons of ICT functionality are lower for those avh
lead more chaotic lives. One outreach worker atgirtinat the Internet really seems to be a tool bged
those who are more in control of their situatiomsereas mobiles seem to be appropriated by ang’‘tyfp
homeless person, involving a variety of meaningkuses. She claimed that people who are in teesinci
tend to hold on to their mobiles for a longer pérad time, since those who live in tenancies tente
more socially and economically stable, and teni@dke better care of their mobile phones.

Mobile Phones, the Internet and Their Varying Megsi

Livingstone’s (1994) theoretical perspective isfustr making sense of how homeless people impart
meaning on ICTs. This theory identifies four consts which characterize how people generallylaite
meaning to a domestic technology. These includeessity, control, functionality and sociality. aklis,
technologies are seen as necessary or essentglttuey allow people to control their situatiossi¢h as
activities, time and other people); they may haagowus functions or utilities, and may allow forhamced
sociality and privacy. With reference to the ficenstruct, homeless people’s perceived necesshgawng
a mobile seems to be higher than for the Intemhetite variation between individuals). Accordiagne
outreach worker, this is because:

In some senses, what relevance has [the Interaefpgpeople who are scrounging around,
perhaps for a cigarette or another bloody can ef beanother hit or are looking for some food
or accommodation ... things are often so stressfal,cam be so chaotic, but at that point you
really want somebody else [where a mobile mighinoee useful for contacting somebody for
help].

Second, access and use of mobile phones and #raedht- particularly for communication purposes —
may allow homeless individuals a higher capacitgdotrol various aspects of their own lives. The
potential to gain immediate contact with anothespe also has significant personal safety implired]
since help is deemed to be more directly availalile a mobile, allowing some individuals more plogi
freedom. Also, from a support workers’ point oéwi, being in contact with a client via mobile allw
them to “see whether [their client] is safe, orreaéive.” A parallel can be drawn here to parevite have
provided their children with mobile phones so tiaty can monitor their children’s activities. For
example, when a parent is working but their chéd teisure time. Mobile phones thereby facilitat
“construction of a safety net” in both cases (Vgsfl996).

With respect to perceived functionality of ICTsmhomeless people recognize the value, or
potential value, of the Internet as a resourcethistdoes not necessarily lead to active consumputf the
technology, due to a lack of ICT capability or easx;for example. On the other hand, some homeless
people seem to find the Internet an intimidatinghtelogy, and fail to see its utility. These varyi
perceptions may hinge on a number of factors saaoafidence, self-esteem and IT skill levels. The
functionality of mobiles, on the other hand, difasomewhat from that of the Internet. Mobile ploaee
perceived by some homeless people as ‘cash indtiep, as a tradable commodity that has ongoing
value. One young ex-homeless individual describlegpuld trade my phone for some drugs, you know,
if it was good quality”, emphasizing the relativanket value that is placed on the technology. Segm
the more chaotic a homeless person'’s lifestylentbee likely they are to trade, sell, steal, oelaxobiles
and perceive them as tradable commodities singefétoe higher pressures to satisfy basic neede On
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related disadvantage to mobiles being lost or st@a issue brought up by a number of respondisnts,
their size: since mobiles tend to be getting smatltey are becoming easier to lose or have stdiéobile
size may therefore be related to low levels ofa@tonomic status and perhaps even identity as a
homeless person.

Mobiles (and the Internet to a lesser extent) athmmeless individuals higher levels of socialitgan
privacy than using publicly accessed ICTs. THisved them to feel more comfortable exchanging
personal information over the phone, at more colvgimes and therefore more easily. If
communication is facilitated in this way, it becam@ear how this can significantly alter an indivadls
life, and makes the mobile a useful tool. Sineelifestyles of homeless people are often transiadt
nomadic in nature, having a mobile or an email agslallows that person to be contacted, irrespeofiv
their physical location. This can have significamplications for the maintenance of a homeless
individual’s social networks. ICTs can facilitatentact with friends, family, peers, and supportkeos,
such that they can be in contact more frequentllyiammediately, depending on how reliably contact ca
be taken up. Although there are a number of hartleat prevent access and use of mobiles and the
Internet, homeless people nevertheless can overtitese barriers to a greater or lesser extent.

It is important to look not only at how and whyheologies are used, but also how and why they are
not used. For homeless people, this is often @ aiexclusion or ambivalence towards the technping
question, rather than active resistance, althobghetter may be true in some cases (particulaitly w
respect to the Internet). Homeless people are Gitgected’ or physically excluded from public énhet
access points, whether they are free of chargetyisimce they are stigmatized by the way they lnak
or act. For example, homeless people tend tojbeteel from public libraries, where free Internetess if
often available, because they may try — or be asdumtry — to sleep there. Libraries can thetsdgome
‘enforcers’ such as a public library in Alexandhérginia (USA) which installed an electronically-
controlled door and camera outside the men’s tletiscourage bathing or the washing of clothés€g
1996). The context or environment in which an Inétraccess point is situated, therefore, is crucial
influencing whether homeless people come to ugedisaurce or not. As one outreach worker expthine
it is possible for a homeless person to walk gasstity library without even noticing its presetisrause
“It's not their stomping ground, really...it's notein frame of reference.”

On the other hand, those Internet access pointatrspacifically for homeless people are not
intimidating, but rather welcoming for individual¥Vith respect to one particular Internet accesstpo
Edinburgh for homeless people, one volunteer wodkscribed, “I think they quite like the fact thigd in
a warm, cozy place, and they can just crash anthesgrinter and scanner.” Physical location, efene,
brings with it many social implications (from stigtization to social acceptance), which affects tioat
space, including the technologies held withinaime to be used.

Homeless people often lack the IT knowledge anlissh&écessary to access the Internet, which can
inhibit use. If people have not previously hademscto, or lack an awareness of or interest imrfeenet,
its potential as a resource is not recognized eadd to ambivalence. One respondent claimed,siith
an extraordinary resource but not if you can’t egeasp what these things do!” Having the literacy,
numeracy and IT skills necessary to access thenkttare crucial to how the tool comes to be used.

A thorough investigation of how homeless people éstinate information and communication
technologies into their everyday lives, and howytattribute meaning to them, reveals how these
technologies may influence their actions and aigisi

Digital Inclusion to Achieve Social Inclusion? Questioning Assumptions

From the research conducted two things became: €ilesty social inclusion and digital inclusion are
not synonymous concepts (although they may be &dedy, and second, the varying uses and influences
of mobile phones and the Internet require themetadnsidered separately rather than within the same
category of information and communication techn@egvhen studying how they affect homeless people’s
everyday lives. More specifically, ICTs seem tclude’ homeless people into their own local cdfur
rather than into mainstream society.
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Interestingly, the Internet was recognized by adheworkers as a tool to gain access to resourzkes a
information for their own purposes, but the conimecttvas not made that this could be useful to hestl
individuals, with the exception of using it for leing searches. This is likely because workersreme
concerned with higher priority problems such asting accommodation or food for their clients. Vit
respect to mobile phones, however, outreach woffe#trthat digital inclusion held different implitans.
That is, they fully recognized that many homelesspgte have mobile phones, and “use them just like
anybody else”, implying that they are relativelygithlly included’ with respect to mobile telephony

That digital inclusion leads to social inclusioroften a strongly held assumption within social
inclusion policy initiatives in Britain. This ipparent in a quote by the Scottish Executive instme
report mentioned earlier:

In a digitally-inclusive Scotland, the public, pate and voluntary sectors will make positive use
of digital technologies and the Web to improve gualf life and deliver new opportunities for
disadvantaged individuals and communities (2005) p.

However, as has been described, homeless indigidygiropriate and domesticate technologies in ways
that reinforce the patterns and practices of earyies, and therefore ICT access and capabilityea

will not change an individual’s situation. Outrbagorkers and homeless and ex-homeless respondents
alike tended not to reveal such a deterministigvviéndeed, they recognized that homeless people ar
relatively digitally included, particularly with spect to mobiles, while remaining socially excluded

many ways. Of course, there are positive aspdd@GToaccess. For example, one study about public
Internet access found that ICT capability and aerice for using computers was built through ‘local
experts’ acting as positive role models (Faulkndfl&if, 2003b).

It is clear that the complex concepts of digitalusion and social inclusion are not synonymoust F
some individuals, they can be mutually exclusivepaclusion which can be drawn from the research in
this study. It is interesting that homeless indists themselves are aware that there is no clear
deterministic link between social inclusion andi@iginclusion, despite the fact that this un-qisstd
assumption is deeply embedded in some policy areind® public and private sectors.

Digital Inclusion via the Internet?

In examining any potential links between the usmfarmation and communication technologies and
social inclusion, mobile phones and the Internednte be considered separately, since for homeless
people these technologies hold different meaniagsyused in different ways and have different
consequences on their lives. With respect tontermet, two factors may account for the fact tresrs
may feel more ‘included’ when online: the anonynufyusers in virtual domains, and the fact thatsisee
not physically present, which allows individualsaahhold or manipulate any key features to theemitity
(Roberts & Parks, 2001). In this way, homelespjeoan anonymously act out different identitiekjolr
may have an emancipating effect due to limitedaaepercussions of their actions online.

Social interactions ‘online’ may widen or stabilide social networks of homeless individuals thioug
the creation and maintenance of social contacts ethiers, via email or in chatrooms, for exampléis
may have profound implications for the social suppetworks of homeless people, such as for one
homeless respondent who was keeping in touch véil evith a friend who had recently returned to
Cambodia. Outreach workers seemed to recognizeighéicance of inclusion into peer networks (and
subsequent social habits) of local subculturendlag that the key to helping clients is to quicktyd
accommodation for them before they become patte@subculture. This can help to avoid potentially
damaging situations, such as intervening “befombeng really heavy into drug use” through contacts
made with other homeless individuals, leading thitay“go downhill really fast.”

Not only can the Internet provide links with otlperople, but also to the ‘information society’, wihi
can be a significant resource for those who aregh@ss. This is most useful for finding housing\aball,
since such a search is often more easily donéheidnternet. Homeless, ex-homeless and outreach
workers alike informed me that many homeless peogéethis searching method much more readily than
other methods, provided they have the ICT capglalid access to do so. For these reasons, some
outreach workers are introducing clients to onhlinesing application processes, which can provide
homeless individuals with an appealing incentivege the Internet for the first time.
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The usefulness of the Internet stems fitwowit is used to provide the appropriate informati@ne
outreach worker described:

It's only as useful as people want it to be usgfu). It can give people a focus, because it can
connect people, but there has to be something thestart with ... but if it's available and
instantly accessible, it can be another hook t@gageople in whatever interests they have.

Thus, the resources and information that the letgorovides may help to facilitate an individual in
changing their situation, but by no means candefulness be taken to imply that this alone camgba
person’s situation: the motivation stems from thaividual.

Digital Inclusion via Mobile Phone?

Mobile phones, on the other hand, are much morié/easpropriated into homeless subculture than
the Internet. A number of service agencies in Edigh provide their homeless clients with mobilepés
in order to keep in touch with them more easilgrv&e agencies are selective about who shouldvesce
mobiles, but it can be difficult to discern whicbrheless individuals could benefit most from havimg.
Those clients who do receive them tend to be $faithble and doing better, purely because it mfkes
support worker’s] job easier to assist them.” Tikibecause clients who are more chaotic tend\te ha
much higher mobile “turnover rate” making regulanmenunication more difficult. As an example, one
service organization gave a mobile phone to somedmehad been a client for a number of years, who
had begun studying, and was “totally clean” frormgsirugs. It was thought that he would find a ieb
phone useful because “[life] is still a bit stredgbr him.” Interestingly, one outreach workeaiched that
it is “still not the norm at all for outreach worlseto ask for clients’ mobile numbers... It's jost
something that occurs to me as a worker.” Thiaast likely because mobile contact is still notyful
‘embedded’ within the services a homelessness ggeowides. It is as if giving a client a mobilegne
justifies communication between worker and cligatthat medium, since those who do not tend toivece
mobile phones from service agency workers arelaksoreliable with their phones.

According to outreach workers, the benefits of aotihg clients via mobile phone are many: “It's a
lifeline, most certainly [...] and they just make dives much easier as well. It is, from my pointaw,
invaluable.” For support workers, mobile phones aseful for immediately contacting clients to beev
they are doing through a phone call or text mess&yee worker, for example, described how he dafls
clients who have mobiles every morning, “especiallyMondays, because there is always some chaos
going on then; because there is not enough suppdfte weekends.” Those clients without mobiles he
goes to see in persbnThe knowledge of a client’s immediate situatidiows workers to provide more
immediate support, which is important, since thediof many homeless people are planned on a very
minute-to-minute basis. Mobile contact betweenk®&os and clients also “saves time, money and
resources in every respect”, from a service ageoayt of view. Further implications will be dis@ed in
more depth in the next section.

It is clear that mobile phones can facilitate peses towards social inclusion; they may assisethos
individuals who are trying to improve their livésjt for those whose situations are unchanging or
worsening, having a mobile may lead to the prddifien of problems by reinforcing a chaotic lifestyl
Whether a homeless person wishes to use a mohilgepo contact a worker, or to deal drugs, in eithe
sense it is a useful tool. Interestingly, outreawinkers seem to turn a blind eye to the ‘undesrabes’ to
which a mobile phone is put by a homeless perdst, as described by a worker, if mobiles “serve a
purpose for us in terms of getting in touch withr olients, and our clients being in touch with us,
regardless of whether we buy the phone or not, ihgypnna get a phone and abuse that anyway.”

Mobile phones are also an important medium, andesiomes the only one, for keeping in touch with
friends and family. Naturally, homeless and ex-hi@sgerespondents who own mobile phones use them to
contact specific people they were already in cantéith, thereby enhancing their communication with
those individuals. However, the social benefiteehghould not be overstated, since specific problde
low battery power or credit balance can hinder eis®mmunication. As one respondent described,

® Two things become apparent here: first, that tdiseem to get more ‘chaotic’ when support ageraries
closed; and second, that support workers with Wigriho own mobile phones see them less frequemtly i
person, the implications of which will be examiriatér.
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“there are certain types of people who have mobibewd those tend to be the people with families or
networks of friends. In contrast to the use ofltiternet, it did not emerge in this study that letess
people used mobiles to help them find housing.

Generally, how mobile phones and the Internet ctintee used by homeless people depends on the
stability and the motivations of the individual, ieh in turn influence how the technology furthecbmes
used in the activities of everyday life. That igividuals who are more stable tend to find ICTefulsto
facilitate inclusion through access to ‘positivet&l networks, for example, while more unstable or
chaotic homeless people might use ICTs as toaisitamunicate while committing crimes. Furthermadtre,
is clear that ICTs alone do not provide an avenwsstial inclusion, although they may have positive
implications, since the routes to normative in@usinto the activities of mainstream society ar&emu
more complex.

Implications of Mobile Phone Use in Social Service Delivery

Increased contact via mobile telephony betweemtsiand workers can have profound implications
for homeless clients, as well as for social serdielévery processes. One major issue is the radiam
dependency on the communication technology by wer&ad clients alike. For one worker, “It's a
double-edged sword” because on one hand, commiaridatfacilitated, but on the other hand, cliemizsy
be depended on too much for having their phonesndnworking. Also, if help is more immediate when
an outreach worker can be directly contacted, gezlgs of a homeless person can be more quicklyisdtis
instead of requiring them to sort out arising diteas alone. This could have a significant effecthan
client-worker relationship, since the primary aifmwst outreach workers is to build a trusting
relationship with each client. It could also leatlomeless individual to rely less on their own nse@
solve a situation. Clearly, having a mobile se&wrfscilitate how a homeless person wishes totlingr
life but again, this stems from how a technologysed

Another implication is that workers may see thdgnts with mobiles less frequently in person,
although no strict generalizations should be mae.hFor example, one outreach worker claimee¢oas
particular client more often in person even thotlgtt individual owned a mobile phone, claiming the
reason was “just because of the nature that heigpose it's nothing to do with the mobile phdne.
Nevertheless, less face-to-face contact can haisuseepercussions for clients. One outreach amork
voiced her concern:

There’s just something about spending time withesome, it just seems to make a difference.
But probably because when you're spending time sdttmeone you're trying to achieve
something, or doing something that they appredmtiee end.

It is possible that with an increased reliance abite phones, less face-to-face contact can hasfeynd
implications for workers helping clients. For cifs, too much reliance on mobile phones by support
workers can therefore be detrimental; yet in thoe faf organization budget cuts, for example, & is
realistic compromise.

Aside from the larger structural problems in posttistrial societies leading to homelessness, an ove
reliance on ICTs can also be a problem since haagleople may depend more on their support workers
rather than their own resources to solve problevhich may stunt the development of individual agenc
necessary for social inclusion to occur. In tleisse, clients may feel less accountable for tlutioms,
since they know they can get in touch with theirkeos, and vice versa, at any time. For clienshite
phones are useful to maintain a higher amount ofamb with service agencies, because homelesseeopl
are “relatively disengaged with services.”

Another important implication is that clients mag less likely to be cut off from service
organizations, because they can easily contactwarker to cancel or postpone an appointment.
Otherwise, in some Scottish service agencies,tslieray be cut off from help after missing a certain
number of appointments without giving notice. Teesonal and bureaucratic implications of this
increased client-worker contact are significantgcsihelp is more immediate and readily available.

Clearly, this is an issue that deserves furthetysia relation to social service delivery, partedy if
other social service agencies are considering githeir clients mobile phones.
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Conclusions

Technologies are intricately woven into the sofaékic of our everyday lives; and therefore studyin
technology and its shaping effects on humans igratjve to the study of human social change. Itis
important to look at various uses and meaningsrtiwdtile phones and the Internet hold for homeless
people, and the resulting implications this mayeham their lives. Digital inclusion is often expsed as
synonymous with social inclusion, with the deteristic assumption that one process can lead tottiex.o
However, this study reveals that people who aredtess can be relatively digitally included, espigcia
with respect to mobile phones, while remaining albgiexcluded. Even if homeless people can more
easily find housing using the Internet, for examplé&er problems (such as chronic unemploymentilyam
crises or inadequate life skills) may continue tevgil, and so they can still be vulnerable to higseness.
Similarly, access and use of ICTs can facilitatealieryday activities and communication within hteese
subculture. Contact is thereby maintained or gttsened between excluded individuals, possibly
including drug dealers or law-breaking individualdich can encourage criminal activities even iohsu
severe cases as committing a rape crime. Additigireomeless people may appreciate contact with
family or friends, but this again may involve beingouch with people who have similar social and
economic problems, rather than with individuals weha provide more complex levels of support needed
by homeless individuals to improve their situatiofi$ie lack of access to formal social network$ tlaa
help people to alleviate problems may thereforebeoachieved. Again, generalizations cannot beemad
here, as for example, one homeless respondenilgeddrow his (socially and economically stabledesis
gave him a mobile phone so that she could easilgtr@im when she needed him to mind her children.
Access and use of ICTs can provide homeless p&afiild T or communication skills, which can be
beneficial, but it is the uses to which these skille put which determine if social inclusion id&
achieved.

Even for those homeless individuals who seem kaptidigitally included on the surface — through
relatively regular access to the Internet, and aship and use of a mobile phone - this ‘digitaluson’
is not characterized in the same ways as digithligion for someone who is socially included. For
example, homeless people who own and use mohildstfdifficult to keep them from being stolen, or
from trading, selling or losing them. Simply kesgimobiles functioning is also found to be difficdue
to energy charging and credit struggles. Likewisanmunication via the Internet is often difficufthy
example, when an email account is accessed sodipalig that passwords are regularly forgottenr Fo
these reasons, it is difficult for homeless pedpleonsistently rely on these technologies to ptexhem
with a permanent address even in ‘cyberspace’pleagho are homeless continue to be excluded, both
physically from institutions (other than serviceeagies) and practically, from the life skills nedde be
self-sufficient enough to live in permanent accordatmn.

Although social inclusion has not been shown taltdsom digital inclusion with respect to homeless
people in this study, it is important to note thmibrmation and communication technologies werefugl
for those people who choose to change their ligeghie better; those who are trying to become rstable
socially, economically, physically and emotionallt this point, ICTs can facilitate a move towards
stability, by providing access to communication afdrmation paths. It is clear that more researebds
to be done to more fully understand when technelogiay help to bridge inclusion into mainstream
society, or when they are used as a link to horeedabculture.

The route to social inclusion is in actuality vegmplex, and requires many more factors than access
use and ICT capability (or digital inclusion), sueha stable social and economic environment and th
desire and motivation for change. If we wish tadétate the most glaring inequalities that preivail
modern society, therefore, we need to look farthan the provision of access to information and
communication technologies and the skills to usenthand beyond the deterministic view that techgylo
will have only positive benefits on the path to nsiream participation. New digital technologies ar
instead a new, complicating factor that must berakto account in the overall process of helping
disadvantaged individuals to change their liveslierbetter.

"It must be kept in mind that no strict generaliaasi can be made from the relatively small, qualtat
sample size of this pilot study.



Digital Inclusion127

References

Atkinson, A. B. (1998). Social exclusion, povertydaunemploymentCASE Paper: Exclusion,
Employment and Opportunity, 4-20.

Ballintyne, S. (1999)Unsafe streets: Street homelessness and ctior@on: Institute for Public Policy
Research.

Banyard, V.L. & Miller, K.E. (1998). The powerfubgential of qualitative research for community
psychology American Journal of Community Psychology436485-505.

Bijker, W. E., Hughes, T. P. & Pinch, T. (198The social construction of technological systems
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Edinburgh Cyrenians. (2001)nderstanding homelessne&etrieved June 25, 2003 from
http://www.cyrenians.org.uk/ezedit/view.asp?MID=212

Faulkner, W. & Kleif, T. (2003a)0One size does not fit all! Digital in/exclusionarrural community
SIGIS case study report. Edinburgh: University dirburgh.

Faulkner, W. & Kleif, T. (2003b). Included womenchuded men: Users and non-users of rural
community resource centres. SIGIS user study repdihburgh: University of Edinburgh.

Ferlander, S. & Timms, D. (1999Fomputer-supported community networks and sociaésion.
SCHEMA: Social cohesion through higher educatiomarginal areasRetrieved July 2, 2003
from http://www.stir.ac.uk/schema/conf/LocalNets/Italyf p

Forrest, R. (1999). The new landscape of precanesss In P. Kennett & A. Marsh, (Edddpmelessness:
Exploring the new terraifpp. 17-36). Bristol: Policy Press.

Fortunati, L. & Manganelli, A. (2002A review of the literature on ICT in Ital$IGIS Report. METIS
Centre: Italy.

Glasser, I. & Bridgman, R. (199Braving the street: The anthropology of homelessr@sford:
Berghahn.

Henwood, F., Wyatt, S., Miller, N. & Senker, P. (8. Critical perspectives on technologies, in/ditjaa
and the information society. In S. Wyatt, F. HendioN. Miller & P. Senker, (Eds.},echnology
and in/equality: Questioning the information sogigip. 1-18). London: Routledge.

Katz, J. E. & Aakhus, M. (2002). Introduction: Friagnthe issues. In J. E. Katz & M. Aakhus, (Eds.),
Perpetual contact: Mobile communication, privatiktaublic performancépp. 1-13).
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Lefevbre, H. (1971)Everyday life in the modern worldondon: Allen Lane.

Lie, M. & Sgrensen, K. H. (1996)aking technology our own? Domesticating technoliogy everyday
life. Oxford: Scandanavian University Press.

Livingstone, S. (1992/1994). The meaning of dorneastthnologies: A personal construct analysis of
familial gender relations. In R. Silverstone andHiEsch, (Eds.)Consuming technologies: Media
and information in domestic spacg®p. 113-130). LondorRoutledge.

MacKenzie, D. & Wajcman, J. (1985/2002). Introdugtessay: The social shaping of technology. In D.
MacKenzie and J. Wajcman, (Eds he social shaping of technolo@yp. 3-27). Buckingham:
Open University Press.

Mclintosh, I. & Erskine, A. (1999). “I feel rottehdo, | feel rotten”: Exploring the begging encoemtin H.
Dean, (Ed.)Begging questions: Street-level economic activity social policy failurgpp. 183-
202). Bristol: Policy Press.

Ravenhill, M. (2000)Homelessness and vulnerable young pedphSE paper, 37, 1-76.



128 The Journal of Community Informatics

Richardson, L. & Le Grand, J. (200®)utsider and insider expertise: The response atlezds of
deprived neighbourhoods to an academic definitibsozial exclusionCASE paper, 57, 1-29.

Roberts, L. D. & Parks, M. R. (2001). The sociabgraphy of gender-switching in virtual environngent
on the Internet. In E. Green & A. Adam, (Ed¥irtual gender:

Technology, consumption and iden{ibp. 265-287). London: Routledge.Scottish Exeeuligital
inclusion: Connecting Scotland’'s peop{2001). Retrieved on July 2, 2003, from
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/library3/enterprise/di@S3.asp

Shaw, I., Bloor, M. & Roberts, S. (199@)ithout shelter: Estimating rooflessness in Scatlddinburgh:
The Scottish Office Central Research Unit.

Silver, J. (1996)Libraries and the homeless: Caregivers or enforcéie Katharine Sharp Review.
Columbia: University of South Carolina, 7-14.

Silverstone, R., Hirsch, E. & Morely, D. (1992/199%formation and communication technologies and
the moral economy of the household. In R. Silverst& E. Hirsch, (Eds.)Consuming
technologies: Media and information in domesticcgsg{pp. 15-31). London: Routledge.

Stewart, J. (2003). The social consumption of imfation and communication technologies (ICTs).
Cognition, Technology and Work, &14.

Sgrensen, K. (2002)ove, duty and the S-curve: An overview of someentititerature on gender and
ICT. SIGIS report. Edinburgh: University of Edinburgh.

Thomas, G. and Wyatt, S. (2000). Access is nobtitg problem: Using and controlling the Internet.S.
Wyatt, F. Henwood, N. Miller & P. Senker, (Edsiichnology and in/equality: Questioning the
information societypp. 21-45). London: Routledge.

Vestby, G. M. (1996). Technologies of autonomy?R#rood in contemporary “modern times.” In M. Lie
& K. H. Sgrensen, (Eds.Making technology our own? Domesticating technoliogy everyday
life (pp. 65-90). Oxford: Scandanavian University Press

Williams, R., Slack, R. & Stewart, J. (200@)pcial learning in multimedieSLIM Final Report.
Edinburgh: University of Edinburgh.



Digital Inclusion129

Appendix
Interview 1

This interview was conducted with a volunteehner early 20s at a local organization for horsgle
people in Edinburgh city centre. It housed a segmprinter and one computer with Internet access,
provided specifically for homeless individuals. sélin the same location were laundry facilities and
second-hand clothing shop. The service organizatias part of a larger umbrella organization which
provided advice and support services for homelesgle in Edinburgh.

Interview 2

This interview was begun with a supportingspeis’ worker in her early 30s at an Edinburgh
homeless outreach centre. After approximately lrfutaes, she was replaced by a male colleague in his
early 40s, since she needed to attend to a cliemediately. The centre was geared towards thoseang
vulnerably housed or have a long history of honsgless (with a varied client base). Both interviesve
worked with each of their clients using an indiatly-centered approach, between 15 to 20 hoursvpek
with the aim to build a trusting relationship wihch client, helping them to gain independence baiild
confidence and self-esteem.

Interview 3

This interview took place at an internet daiéhomeless people in Glasgow with the internét ca
tutor/ supervisor/ manager, an ex-homeless femabei mid-40s. The internet café contained
approximately 10 computers with broadband Inteaceess, as well as access to basic online computer
courses and a network of learning centres whereoarene computer support was readily available.

Interview 4

This interview was conducted in a public daféhe centre of Edinburgh with a man in his lafs 4
who had been homeless for the past 20 years &itibeof the interview. Throughout that time he had
slept rough (in the outdoors and in derelict hoglsiand had lived in various temporary residences a
tenancies. At the time of the interview he hadndeeéng in a hostel for the past 2 years. He wasgell-
spoken homelessness advocate and campaigningsgaiviustee for 3 other local organizations alé age
an employee of the Big Issue homelessness magazine.

Interview 5

This interview was conducted at the UniversitfEdinburgh with a senior outreach worker in her
late 30s. She worked with the homeless addictieas as part of the homeless outreach projectthike
respondents in Interview 2. As part of the harduction program, a major part of her job was to enak
daily route around the city looking for homelesdiiduals who were begging, letting them know where
they can get help at local services, giving ouaclaeedles and methadone prescriptions among other
things. Her contact with homeless clients was lsggn order to build trusting relationships.

Interview 6

This interview was conducted with a senioreath worker in his mid-to-late 40s at an
organization which housed 8 community-based progrfamvarious groups of marginalized and excluded
people. Like the other outreach workers | intemgd, he was highly familiar with ‘severe’ homeless
issues.

Interview 7

This was an informal focus group that was hetth two homeless individuals at the internet café
for homeless people in Glasgow. Both respondestg able to give an in-depth account of how horseles
people use the Internet for two reasons: they Wetle ‘regulars’ in the internet café, and therefoae a
good idea of how the computers were used; and bedais the only location with multiple Internetcaess
points specifically for homeless people in Scotlakdith respect to mobiles, both respondents aésbah
good idea of how homeless people use them, alththiglopic was not seen as particularly intergstm
them.
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Interview 8

This was a focus group held with five homelmsd ex-homeless youth (four male and one female),
all between the ages of 16 and 25. The intervievweel each “grown up in care” (in bed-sits or foste
homes) but none were sleeping rough. The focugpgnas held at an umbrella organisation for volgnta
organisations in Edinburgh and the Lothian regitwas worked with homeless people between the
aforementioned ages.

Interview 9

This interview was held with two ex-homelesfumteers at the same organization as in Interview
1. The first interviewee was an older (mid 40shexd drug user, and the second was a 16-yearooiithy



