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INTRODUCTION	
	
The	increasing	digitization	of	public	as	well	as	private	services	is	progressively	posing	a	
threat	for	individuals	and	communities	that	do	not	possess	the	necessary	tools	to	handle	
the	new	digital	ecosystem.		As	shown	by	recent	studies	(	Van	Dijk	2005;	Helsper	2008;	
Mariën	et	al.,	2013),	the	traditional	discourse	that	very	often	correlated	digital	exclusion	
with	social	exclusion	and	deprivation	is	no	longer	valid.	Indeed,	there	is	no	longer	a	clear-
cut	view	on	the	groups	at	risk	of	being	or	becoming	digitally	excluded.		

As	 such,	 distancing	 from	 the	 traditional	 dichotomy	 –	 included	 versus	 excluded	
populations	groups,	this	paper	argues	that	recognizing	how	social	and	digital	inequalities	
operate	require	to	tale	into	account	that	digital	inequalities	are	more	than	a	mere	issues	
of	access:	digital	and	social	exclusion	are	multidimensional	 social	processes	 reflecting	
broader	types	of	inequalities.		
Thus	 this	 leads	 us	 to	 two	 broad	 questions:	 first,	 with	 the	 increasing	 digitization	 of	
services,	both	public	and	private,	what	new	skills	and	literacies	will	be	needed	in	order	
to	sustain	an	autonomous	an	empowered	use	of	these	services?	Second,	what	range	of	
motion	will	be	left	for	those	already	excluded	at	the	social	and	economic	level?		

To	 answer	 these	 questions,	 this	 paper	 builds	 on	 empirical	 materials	 to	 consider	
experiences	with	digital	tools	and	series	from	a	life	course	perspective.	Based	upon	90	in-
depth	interviews	with	respondents	equally	distributed	across	three	specific	life	stage	-	
18-30;	31-50;	51-70	–	this	article	aims	at	identifying	the	crucial	aspects	that	define	an	
autonomous	use	of	digital	media.	The	strength	of	this	approach	is	that	it	allows	to	move	
beyond	the	emphasis	on	quantitative	data	to	show	from	a	qualitative	analysis	that	(1)	
digital	 inequalities	are	highly	 related	 to	 life	 stages,	 and	 (2)	various	aspects	define	 the	
daily	needs	and	wants	within	a	specific	life	stage.	

	

			1.	THE	DIGITAL	DIVIDE	DEBATE		
1.1.						SETTING	THE	SCENE	OF	THE	DIGITAL	DIVIDE		

	
Since	 it	 became	 clear	 that	 information	 and	 communication	 technologies	 (ICT),	 and	
particularly	 the	 Internet,	will	play	an	 increasingly	significant	role	 in	all	aspects	of	 life,	
general	concerns	about	inequalities	related	to	ICT	diffusion	and	adoption	have	grown	in	
theoretical	and	political	circles.	Indeed,	with	the	increasing	democratization	of	internet,	
policies	 and	 academic	 debates	 have	 been	 built	 around	 the	 idea	 that	 development	 of	
digital	technologies	would	lead	to	an	information	revolution	that	would	change	the	way	
people	 live	 and	 interact	 with	 each	 other.	 The	 digital	 divide,	 defined	 as	 ‘the	 gap	 that	
separates	 segments	 of	 society	 as	well	 as	whole	 nations	 into	 those	who	 are	 able	 to	 take	
advantage	of	new	ICT	opportunities	and	those	who	are	not”	(OECD	2000:3),	is	based	on	
the	deterministic	assumption	 that	mere	access	will	 automatically	 lead	 to	a	 full	of	 ICT,	
regardless	 of	 the	 various	 social	 and	 cultural	 contexts	 in	 which	 are	 embedded.	 Put	
differently,	 the	 notion	 tends	 to	 imply	 a	 singular	 demarcation	 between	 the	 digitally	
engaged	and	the	digitally	disengaged.	With	this	definition	in	mind,	numerous	policies	and	



academic	researches	have	focused	on	disparities	in	physical	and	material	access	with	the	
idea	that	socio-economic	status	was	the	sole	predictor	of	internet	use.		
As	more	 people	 gained	 access	 to	 digital	 technologies,	 observers	 started	 noticing	 that	
certain	kinds	of	people	(whites,	males,	wealthy….)	were	more	likely	to	use	the	internet	
than	 others.	 The	 strong	 differences	 among	people	with	 formal	 access	 to	 the	 internet	
encouraged	researchers	and	policy	makers	to	shift	the	debate	towards	understanding	the	
patterns	of	inequalities	brought	to	light	and	exacerbated	by	digital	technologies.	Indeed,	
the	significant	in	the	forms	of	information	and	the	ways	it	was	accessed	by	people	showed	
the	oversimplifying	nature	of	the	concept	that	too	easily	forecloses	discussion	about	what	
is	at	stake	for	the	unwired	side	of	the	divide	(Ginsburg	2005).		
	

1.2. 	THE	CURRENT	RESEARCH		
This	 article	 thus	 inscribes	 itself	 in	 the	 continuity	of	 researches	on	digital	 inequalities.	
Indeed,	 recent	 studies	 show	 that	 socio-economic	 background	 is	 no	 longer	 the	 sole	
predictor	of	digital	exclusion	(Mariën	et	al.,	2013;	Van	Deursen&	Van	Dijk	2013…);	as	a	
result,	groups	at	risk	of	being	digitally	excluded	become	even	more	difficult	to	identify.	
However,	despite	several	exercises	aimed	at	developing	more	comprehensive	typologies	
(Rogers	 2003;	 Rogers	 2003;	 Livingstone	 &	 Helsper	 2007),	 limitations	 in	 digital	
inequalities	research	 -	such	as	 the	 lack	of	 theoretical	 framework,	 the	overemphasis	of	
problems	that	are	social	by	nature	(Mariën&	Prodnik	2014)	–	have	soften	the	 input	 if	
these	 valuable	 contributions.	 In	 this	 regard,	 individual	 characteristics	 have	 often	 bee	
taken	as	the	start	and	end	point	of	the	analysis	in	trying	to	understand	the	processes	that	
drive	the	adoption	of	digital	media	in	the	everyday	life.	Yet,	this	approach	is	often	set	out	
whitout	clear	theorization	of	how	individuals	influence	each	other	or	how	social	group	
practices	affect	the	digital	engagement	of	individuals.		
	

As	such,	this	article	furthers	the	debate	by	exploring	the	ambiguities	and	contradictions	
as	well	 as	 the	 relationships	wrought,	 shaped,	 altered	 and	 challenged	 by	 and	 through	
digital	media.	Most	if	the	digital	divide	research	has	been	focused	on	the	who	–	who	has	
access	 and	who	doesn’t	 –	when	we	 should	 be	paying	 attention	 to	 the	how	–	how	are	
individuals	making	sense	of	digital	technologies	in	their	daily	lives?		

	

	

2. METHODOLOGY	
	

Since	 it	 is	 essential	 to	 study	 digital	 inequalities	 and	 digital	 inclusion	 from	 a	 broader	
contextual	perspective,	a	life	course	approach	allows	to	look	at	people’s	life	progress	and	
the	 consequences	 of	 digital	 differentiation	 according	 to	 the	 evolution	 of	 both	
circumstantial	 and	 structural	 aspects	 that	 define	 people’s	 various	 needs,	 wants	 and	
constraints.		

The	 life	 course	 perspective	 refers	 to	 a	 sequence	 of	 activities	 or	 events	 embedded	 in	
individual	lives	and	aims	at	mapping,	explaining	and	describing	change	in	social	positions	
over	time	(Elder	1994;	Meyer	2009;).	Hence,	the	aim	of	such	an	approach	is	to	uncover	
specific	moments	or	turning	points	in	life	that	triggered	or	halted	the	use	of	digital	media	



to	see	if	 live	events	have	had	or	still	are	still	an	influence	on	the	current	use	of	digital	
media.	In	this	way,	tackling	the	issue	of	digital	exclusion	and	inclusion	form	a	life	course	
perspective	is	an	innovative	theoretical	and	empirical	research	insofar	as	it	enables	an		

in-depth	 and	 dynamic	 understanding	 of	 the	 meaning	 of	 individual’s	 uses	 and	 their	
societal	outcomes	according	to	tehir	particular	life	events	and	social	roles	across	life.		

	

In	this	framework,	this	article	is	built	upon	interviews	amongst	90	respondents	equally	
distributed	across	the	three	following	life	stages:	

	

• The	 first	 life	 stage	 (18-30)	which	 is	 the	 period	 in	which	 young	 people	 are	
building	 autonomy	 in	 all	 domains	 of	 the	 social	 life	 (employment,	
relationships…)	 and	 steadily	 increasing	 their	 social,	 economic	 and	 political	
participation	in	society.	

• The	 second	 life	 stage	 (31-50)	 is	 a	 period	 in	 which	 which	 individuals	 are	
assumed	 to	 have	 developed	 autonomy	 and	 participate	 fully	 in	 society;	
however,	the	challenge	at	this	stage	is	to	maintain	this	this	autonomy	and	full	
participation	while	at	the	same	time	managing	work,	family	and	life	hazards.		

• The	third	life	stage	(51-70)	can	be	characterized	by	the	desire	to	remain	active	
participants	of	society	and	to	remain	independent	while	ageing	is	considered	
an	increasingly	important	policy	challenge		

Hence,	the	life	course	perspective	is	valuable	insofar	as	it	(1)-	recognizes	that	different	
period	of	life	influence	status	social	identity,	roles	and	rights	in	society;	(2)-	emphasizes	
the	fact	the	developmental	changes	are	continuous	processes	experienced	through	life	
and	not	just	through	particular	episodes	of	narrow	life	phases.		

	

	

3. RESULTS		
Throughout	this	study	we	have	aimed	at	looking	at	the	manners	in	which	digital	media	
shape	 social	 practices	 as	well	 as	 paying	 attention	 to	 the	ways	 in	which	 interpersonal	
medium	 of	 communication	 have	 come	 to	 increasingly	 play	 a	 role	 in	 facilitating	 the	
logistics	of	the	everyday	life	(Haddon	2000).		

It	thus	emerges	from	our	research	that	there	is	no	longer	a	single	aspect	of	the	everyday	
life	in	which	digital	media	are	not	involved.	Indeed,	from	managing	a	business	to	planning	
family	holidays,	it	appears	that	digital	media	have	become	an	integral	part	of	the	conduct	
of	 the	 everyday	 life.	 	 Following	 this	 observation,	 our	 research	 uncovered	 three	main	
categories	that	 illustrate	whre,	how	and	why	digital	media	have	become	so	 integrated	
into	the	fabric	of	daily	life.		

	
3.1. GEOMETRIES	OF	THE	INTIMATE	
Looking	closely	at	the	family	levels	and	at	the	interactions	and	digital	uses	of	the	familial	
environment,	 our	 findings	 suggest	 that	 digital	 technologies	 play	 a	 major	 role	 in	 the	
household,	on	the	one	hand	by	creating	new	forms	of	intimacies	within	the	household.	



Indeed,	 as	 digital	 media	 steadily	 fill	 in	 every	 domains	 of	 life,	 it	 appears	 that	 digital	
applications	 (emails,	 instant	 messaging	 apps…)	 and	 especially	 social	 networking	
platforms	(Facebook,	WhatsApp….)	are	gradually	becoming	the	mainstays	of	most	social	
interactions	within	 the	 family	 (Lomanowska	2016).	 In	 fact,	 regardless	of	 age,	 and/	or	
educational	and	social	background,	almost	all	the	respondents	across	the	three	life	stages	
possess	 or	 are	 involved	 in	 group	 chats	 (on	 WhatsApp	 and	 Messenger	 generally)	
dedicated	to	intense	communication	with	the	family.	These	groups	chat	thus	reconfigure	
the	way	people	relate	to	each	other	by	expending	the	opportunity	for	daily	meaningful	
contacts,	 especially	 between	 family	members	 locked	 in	 different	 space-time	 routines,	
whether	because	of	work,	school	or	business	trips.	It	is	what	Jamieson	(2013)	concurs	
when	 looking	at	 intimacy	and	personal	relationships	 in	 the	digital	age:	“for	both	those	
living	 together	 but	 spending	 more	 time	 apart	 (living	 together	 apart)	 and	 families	 and	
relationships	 that	 think	 of	 themselves	 as	 a	 unit	 despite	 separation	 over	 distance	 (living	
apart	 together),	 such	 technologies	assist	 intimacy	by	providing	new	ways	of	dong	 ‘older	
things’	(2013:9).	
One	of	the	ways	in	which	these	new	forms	of	intimacies	are	wrought	within	the	household	
is	through	the	organization	of	daily,	seemingly	mundane	life	activities:		

I	communicate	a	lot	with	my	sister	via	Facebook	Messenger	or	via	SMS	or	WhatsApp	
and	we	have	something	like	that	because	we	also	go	babysitting	once	at	my	mother’s	
niece	and	that	just	such	an	easy	way	to	communication,	if	something	is	happening	
with	 the	 kids,	 or	 if	 something	 needs	 to	 be	 done	 once	 we	 arrive	 there…	 So	 yes,	
WhatsApp	is	important.	(Female,	1st	life	category)	

In	this	sense,	digital	media	do	not	replace	existing	means	of	communication,	nor	do	they	
render	 social	 contact	 obsolete;	 rather,	 they	 add	 a	 new	 layer	 of	 intimacy	 to	 existing	
relations	 and	 networks.	 This	 point	 is	 thus	 important	 to	 understand	 the	 notion	 of	
(dis)empowerment	in	the	context	of	increasing	digitization.	Being	able	to	keep	in	touch	
with	one’s	network	means	being	able	to	reach	out	for	help	when	needed;	it	helps	people	
cultivates	and	garner	resources	through	their	social	networks.	
On	the	other	hand,	these	new	cartographies	of	the	intimate	were	experienced	by	some	
participants	as	alienating,	especially	when	related	to	social	media.	In	fact,	some	of	our	
respondents,	the	increasing	reliance	on	social	media	within	the	confine	of	the	household	
was	felt	as	particularly	disheartening:			

The	peaceful	idea	of	the	family	does	not	exist	anymore….	How	would	I	say	that?...	It’s	
just	that,	if…	when	I	am	at	home	fro	example	my	wife	is	on	Twitter	or	Facebook	and	
my	children	there	are	connected	continually	with	god	knows	who	and	if	you	are	the	
only	one	that	consciously	tries	to	keep	away	from	all	that,	then	sometimes	you	may	
feel	like	quite	a	lonely	soul.	(Male,	2nd	life	category)	

In	 this	 light,	 new	 forms	 of	 intimacy	 mediated	 by	 digital	 technologies	 might	 actually	
challenge	social	 interactions	and	communication	within	the	household	and	change	the	
quality	of	family	relations.		

	
3.2. REACHING	OUT	FOR	HELP:	THE	IMPORTANCE	OF	SOCIAL	SUPPORT		
Our	focus	in	the	household	and	the	changing	practices	within	the	family	unity	led	us	to	
look	beyond	the	micro-level	to	direct	our	attention	on	how	larger	networks	of	contacts	–	
whether	remote	or	face	to	face	–	influence	digital	engagement	and	the	formation	of	digital	



autonomy.	 Indeed,	with	the	 increasing	digitization	of	service,	having	access	to	a	social	
support	is	more	and	more	important	(DiMaggio&Hargittai	2010).	
It	appears	from	our	research	that	most	of	the	time,	family	and	friend’s	networks	greatly	
influenced	 how	 our	 participants	 adopted	 digital	 media,	 whether	 by	 increasing	 our	
participants’	motivations	 to	use	digital	 technologies	or	by	helping	 them	develop	 their	
digital	 skills.	 For	 one	 of	 our	 participants,	 downloading	 applications	 was	 a	 complete	
mystery	before	she	learned,	by	watching	a	close	friend	play	a	game	on	her	smartphone,	
that	not	only	 these	apps	were	 free	but	 that	she	could	download	 them	as	much	as	she	
wanted.	For	another	of	our	participants,	the	support	of	her	daughters	has	been	crucial	in	
the	 development	 of	 her	 digital	 skills	 and	 the	 formation	 of	 her	 digitally	 autonomy,	
especially	regarding	services	such	as	Instagram	or	Facebook.	

Henceforth,	the	amount	of	social	support	to	which	a	user	has	access	is	thus	proving	to	be	
instrumental	in	the	uptake	and	further	usage	of	digital	tools.	Indeed,	in	many	cases,	the	
social	 environment	provides	a	 form	of	 vicarious	experience	 (Bandura	1977)	whereby	
participants,	seeing	their	close	relatives	engaging	in	digital	activities,	can	be	motivated	
into	investing	efforts	in	learning	and	using	digital	technologies:		

At	some	point,	my	interest	my	interest	in	trying	and	experimenting	Photoshop	came	
from	a	friend.	I	never	followed	any	particular	class,	just	trials	and	errors.	(Male,	1st	
life	category)	

However,	our	 findings	also	suggest	 the	presence	of	strong	social	support	can,	 in	some	
cases,	hinder	digital	engagement.	It	is	often	the	case	in	couples	where	one	spouse	is	more	
digitally	skilled	than	his/her	partner	and	takes	up	the	all	the	tasks	necessitating	the	use	
of	digital	media,	from	online	banking	to	printing	a	travel	itinerary.		

(talking	about	digital	media)	It	is	a	bit	regrettable	that	my	wife	is	much	better	at	
that	 than	myself.	 She	also	came	 into	contact	with	 it	 very	quickly	 so	 she	has	been	
ahead	of	me	for	quite	some	years	now,	and	she	is	just	better	at	it	anyway(..)	It	has	
advantages	but	it	has	its	drawbacks	(laughter).	If,	so	to	speak	she	decides	that	she	
will	 take	 care	of	 something	 tomorrow,	 then	 I	am	almost…	 I	am	helpless	 in	many	
cases.	(Male,	2nd	life	category)	

In	this	way,	our	findings	confirm	the	research	conducted	by	Eynon	and	Geniets	(2015)	
who	found	that	“in	some	cases	(…)	peers	seem	to	actually	stymie	the	skill	development	of	
our	participants	by	doing	tasks	on	their	behalf”			

	
3.3. SOMETIMES	LIFE	GETS	IN	THE	WAY…:	TURNING	POINTS	IN	DIGITAL	

ENGAGEMENT		
	This	last	part	puts	an	emphasis	on	the	contexts	in	which	digital	media	are	used	and	their	
implementation	according	to	circumstances	and	life	events.	Indeed	our	research	shows	
that	events	such	as	the	birth	of	a	child,	retirement,	starting	higher	education	or	a	new	job,	
can	enhance	or	 constrain	digital	 engagement	 in	very	different	ways	 for	very	different	
people.	It	thus	emerges	from	our	findings	that	nearly	all	the	transformations	in	digital	
practices	and	engagement	were	triggered	by	life	events.		
I	am	in	my	forties	and	I	have	had	two	small	children	quite	late	so	my	world	now	is	getting	
up	 in	 the	 morning,	 school,	 football,	 music	 school,	 going	 to	 work,	 coming	 back	 home,	
sprinting,	driving	around…Then	 there	 is	not	much	 time	 left	at	11	o’clock	 to	 think	about	
anything	else	expect	putting	yourself	in	a	comfortable	sofa.so	that	is	just	a	very	busy	phase	



in	a	mother’s	life	where	there	is	actually	little	room	to	actively	engage	or	follow-up	all	with	
digital	technologies.	(Female,	3rd	life	category)	

Now	that	I	am	retired	I	have	ore	time	than	before	which	means	more	time	to	go	and	look	
for	things	online.	I	know	more	about	the	world	than	five	years	ago,	because	I	am	going	to	
look	a	a	lot	more	things	up	online.	In	the	time,	when	I	was	working,	I	had	much	less	time	for	
such	things	and	less	energy,	when	you	come	back	in	the	evening	usually	you	have	no	more	
energy	for	anything	else.	(Male,	3rd	life	category)	

Henceforth,	what	is	important	to	note	is	that	our	findings	show	that	digital	engagement	
cannot	be	simplistically	defined	in	terms	of	use	and	non-use.	It	is	rather	more	accurate	to	
say	that	people	engage	and	adopt	digital	media	in	a	series	of	‘stop-pause-repeat	process’,	
often	dictated	by	life	events	such	as	the	birth	of	a	child	or	the	death	of	a	spouse.	As	such,	
the	meaning	that	people	attribute	to	digital	medias	as	well	as	their	use	thereof	shift	over	
time.		

4. DISCUSSION:	RETHKING	ACCESS	FROM	PLATFORMS	TO	
SERVICES		

	

The	basic	assumption	of	most	research	on	the	digital	divide	is	that	once	people	get	access	
to	the	internet,	they	will	instantly	begin	to	use	and	consequently	catch	up	with	the	rest	of	
connected	side	of	the	population.	As	such,	it	reflects	one	of	the	shortcomings	of	the	digital	
divide	research	which	is	failing	to	see	access	through	a	spectrum	approach	ranging	from	
the	ability	to	benefit	from	this	access	to	the	inability	to	seize	the	opportunities	provided	
online.		

Hence,	the	increasing	digitization	of	services	forces	to	rethink	access	in	social	as	well	as	
technological	terms:	the	question	is	no	longer	who	has	a	network	connection	at	home,	
but	rather	what	benefits	are	people	able	draw	offline	from	their	digital	engagements?		It	
is	thus	our	perception	that	rethinking	access	opens	up	a	broader	understanding	of	the	
term	 ‘access’	 no	 longer	 in	 reference	 primarily	 to	 infrastructures	 and	 systems,	 but	 to	
services.	Indeed,	our	findings	suggest	that	for	most	of	our	participants,	access	to	digital	
technologies	ceases	to	be	solely	about	the	platform	and	but	concerns	the	services	they	
wish	to	have	access	to	achieve	specific	purposes.	Put	differently,	rethinking	access	from	
platforms	 to	 digital	 services	 does	 not	 mean	 that	 traditional	 equipment	 such	 as	 the	
computer	or	the	smartphone	are	now	on	the	verge	of	becoming	obsolete;	rather,	we	argue	
that	they	are	secondary	to	our	participants’	priorities.	Therefore,	this	article	contributes	
to	the	research	on	digital	inequalities	by	highlighting	the	fact	that	having	access	to	digital	
technologies	is	no	longer	matter	of	being	connected;	instead	it	implies	the	ability	for	each	
individual	to	achieve	their	specific	communicative	purposes.			
As	access	shifts	from	platforms	to	services,	our	study	comes	with	a	cautionary	tale	as	our	
findings	suggest	the	deepening	digital	precarity	of	individuals	unable	or	unwilling	to	keep	
up	with	the	digital.	Such	citizens	are	becoming	steadily	penalized	by	not	being	able	to	
share	and	receive	information	necessary	for	their	inclusion	and	participation	in	society.	
As	predicted	by	Van	Dijk	 (1999:236),	 “advancements	 in	 technology	create	 situations	 in	
which	those	who	are	limited	to	a	very	basic	set	of	skills	now	will	be	outpaced	by	those	who	
are	ahead	in	their	ability	to	select	and	process	information”.		

This	risk	of	exclusion	is	not	merely	limited	to	exclusion	from	specific	benefits	provided	
by	digital	media	–	such	as	access	to	e-commerce	or	e-governments-	but	this	growing	risk	



of	exclusion	is	disquieting	because	it	also	insinuates	being	left	out	from	societal	and	social	
systems	that	are	increasingly	reliant	on	digital	technologies	(Mason&Hacker	2003).	
	

	
	

	

CONCLUSION		
	
It	is	by	now	undeniable	the	production	and	use	of	digital	media	have	become	integrated	
into	every	spheres	of	the	everyday	life.	Far	from	being	a	revolution,	they	constitute	an	
evolution	 of	 older	 modes	 of	 communication	 and	 interaction,	 facilitating	 social	
reproduction,	 cultivation	 social	 interactions	 and	 establishing	 collective	 interests.	
However,	despite	such	achievements	the	digital	age	still	betrays	a	structural	myopia	built	
on	the	deepening	of	exclusion	for	certain	groups	in	society;	the	concern	here	is	that	“terms	
like	the	digital	divide	too	easily	foreclose	discussion	about	what	is	at	stake	for	those	who	are	
out	of	power	(Ginsburg	2008:9)	
This	empirical	contribution	has	made	clear	that	crucial	issues	of	digital	inclusion	are	not	
just	technological	–	that	is	to	say	that	they	should	not	be	viewed	solely	from	the	lens	of	
physical	access	to	digital	media	–	but	have	to	apprehended	at	the	social	and	cultural	level.	
Indeed,	the	issue	of	inclusion	and	exclusion	is	social	insofar	as	it	entails	the	diversity	of	
formal	and	informal	support	networks	that	have	a	great	influenced	on	the	adoption	or	
rejection	of	digital	media;	studying	issues	of	digital	in/exclusion	also	means	looking	at	
cultural	 components	 such	 as	 the	 values	 and	 expectations	 that	 enhance	 or	 constraint	
access	and	use	of	digital	technologies.		
It	is	our	belief	that	digital	divide	research	as	well	as	digital	inclusion	policies	do	not	pay	
enough	attention	to	soft	skills	and	de	social	environment	of	users	as	having	a	tremendous	
impact	on	the	development	of	digital	autonomy	and	empowerment.	As	perfectly	captured	
by	one	of	our	participants:	“I	often	wonder,	with	all	this	digital,	how	are	things	going	to	
evolve?	It	is	becoming	an	essential	thing	is	society,	a	right	almost	as	important	as	electricity	
or	heating.	It	is	no	longer	enough	to	have	a	connection	but	you	need	to	have	minimal	skills	
to	be	able	to	take	part	in	all	of	it”;	yet,	what	happens	then	to	our	society	when	access	and	
minimal	skills	are	no	longer	enough?			
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