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Abstract: The ICTs are simultaneously an important tool and subject in teacher training. It, therefore,
follows that digital competence is fundamental and constitutes a significant educational challenge,
particularly the digital divide or gap by gender. The aim is to identify and analyze self-perceptions
of digital skills, and the possible relationship of these to gender, in first-year university students
taking a degree in primary education teacher training at a Spanish faculty of education. This is a
descriptive study using ex-post-facto method and collecting data from a questionnaire administered
for four consecutive years to the above-mentioned subjects. The results revealed gender differences
in the students’ reported perceptions. Men were more likely to perceive themselves as competent in
the use of ICTs, reporting better information management and online collaboration skills using
digital media. Besides, they made more use of computers as their sole device for browsing,
downloading, and streaming and felt more confident about solving problems with devices. In contrast,
women reported making more use of mobile phones and were more familiar with social media and
aspects related to image and text processing and graphic design.
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1. Introduction

In initial teacher training, ICTs are simultaneously a tool and an important knowledge [1–3]
because they promote universal education and meaningful learning and contribute to professional
performance and development and the management and organisation of educational resources [4].

Unless teachers possess digital skills, there is little chance that they may help their students to
master this core competence. Yet, as future citizens with full rights and duties, it is a skill they need,
since ICTs are a key element in social change [5,6]. In this respect, [7] indicated that the benefits of these
technologies depend on the use made of them, but they nevertheless have the potential to facilitate
communication, reduce the barriers of space and time, improve quality of life, be a valuable resource
for learning [8] and provide equitable access to information and communication.

Ultimately, what is meant by digital competence? It can be defined as the ability to use technology
effectively to optimise our daily lives [3,9–11].

Numerous studies have been conducted on digital competence in teacher training
students [2,3,12–20], showing a strong interest in it. However, one of the most extensive and important
studies of digital competence in the context of the Spanish education system was conducted by [21] with
a sample of more than 2000 young people aged between 14 and 19 years old. To perform their study,
they developed a questionnaire, the COTASEBA (high school students’ technological competence
questionnaire), which they administered in several autonomous regions. This same instrument has
been employed in subsequent studies [13,22–25]. Besides the COTASEBA, other instruments have been
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developed to assess digital skills, such as the one designed by [2], but the COTASEBA has undoubtedly
been one of the most influential in Spain.

Previous studies have reported that students make frequent use of ICTs [25,26], spend more
than 15 h a week performing tasks that involve use of these technologies [27], perceive themselves as
competent and consider that their ability to search for information on the internet, analyse it, manage it,
organise it, criticise it and assess it is very good [28,29] and can apply technology to design materials
in learning contexts [30]. However, young people primarily use ICTs for social and communicative
purposes and may encounter difficulties when applying them to learning contexts because they do not
possess sufficient skills to perform creative or complex tasks such as programming or those related to
safety and problem-solving.

Age, gender, and educational level were frequently reported as significant to digital skills [31,32].
Young adults, ages 18–26, were the most connected age group, also, those with higher levels of
education [33], but that did not mean their Internet uses were homogeneous. In this sense, most authors
do not consider that the youngsters actually have the digital capabilities that they consider they
have [34].

The lack or paucity of digital competence, termed the second digital divide or digital gap [20,35],
is one of the variables frequently correlated with gender [12,24,28–30,36–42]. Previous studies suggested
that the higher level of use of a variety of websites by men increased their knowledge of the web,
which in turn caused them to use this new technology more often than women. Therefore, as women
expand their use of different types of websites, their knowledge and use of the web should expand [43]).

Women seem to be less competent both in ICTs in general and in access and use of the
internet [35]. This also includes female teachers [37]. Nevertheless, not all studies have found these
differences in digital competence when analysing the variable of gender [18,20,44], even with teachers
in training [45,46]. In this sense, [47] found that men and women do not differ much in their online
skills. However, they found that the self-rated ability of women is significantly lower than that of men.
Perhaps one of the most serious challenges is the nomophobia, behavioural disorder about digital
technologies, usually smartphones; this issue has more women than men affected [48].

Thus, the research has yielded contradictory results, which underlines the need for new
studies that analyse the digital competence of young people, in order to establish differences
between their perceptions. Furthermore, in response to the complexity of analysing digital
competence, several explanatory models have been proposed. Of these, the DIGCOMP model
(European Digital Competence Framework) as applied to citizens’ digital competence has been
adopted within the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) and formed the basis of the present
study [9–11,49]. DIGCOMP breaks digital competence down into multiple competencies that are
grouped into five areas or dimensions: information, communication and collaboration, digital content
creation, safety and problem-solving. Although we employed this model in our study, it is important
to note the existence of other proposals using a diversity of concepts, such as the holistic concept
developed by [50].

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Research Questions

In the light of the general objective of this study and by the review of the literature on the use
of technology by young people, we selected a single instrument, the COTAEDU digital competence
questionnaire, which we developed based on the COTASEBA questionnaire (high school students
questionnaire of technological competence) [21]. Therefore, to determine whether gender influences
the self-perceptions of digital skills in first-year university students of primary school teacher training,
we investigate students’ competencies in five areas or dimensions: information, communication and
collaboration, creation of digital content, security and troubleshooting. Our aim is to identify the
digital gap inside the DIGCOMP framework.
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Our research question was as follows:

• What are the gender differences in self-perception of teachers in training about digital competence
in a Spanish education faculty?

2.2. Sample

Our sample was recruited from a study population consisting of 492 first-year students taking a
degree in primary education teacher training at a Spanish faculty over four consecutive years (every
year with new starter students). The sample consisted of 329 students, of whom 69.9% were women and
30.1% men. The study obtained a level of confidence of 99%, with an error rate of 4.09%. Selection of
first year students had been made for avoiding other influences, like subjects taken. Sample rate of
women and men are very similar to the study population.

2.3. Research Instrument and Procedure

Given the large size of the sample, we used a single instrument, the COTAEDU digital competence
questionnaire, which we developed based on the COTASEBA questionnaire [21]. We conducted
comprehensive measurements of the items as regards both their formulation and their content,
although many of them already appear in the COTASEBA, which presents excellent reliability and
validity [21]. We included 58 items from the latter questionnaire, three of which concern identification
while the rest explore digital competencies.

Thus, expanding on the pre-existing questionnaire, we developed the first version of our own
instrument containing 125 items. This was validated by a group of experts consisting of five university
professionals who assessed each item for clarity, pertinence and relevance, and suggested amendments.
Subsequently, in line with the experts’ observations, we eliminated all items that had not obtained a
score of 3 from at least three of the five experts for clarity, pertinence or relevance. The final digital
competence questionnaire consisted of 98 items distributed over the five dimensions of the DIGCOMP
framework. Additional items, a total of 40, are mainly about copyright and frequency of use.

Quantitative items can be viewed online, divided into the five dimensions mentioned (see Annex I);
also, we included nine qualitative dimensions: (1) Gender; (2) Do you have a computer at home?;
(3) Do you have internet at home?; (67) Indicate the social media software you are familiar with;
(72) Do you think it is dangerous to upload photos onto social media sites?; (73) What device do you
use to access the internet?; (74) What influence does the internet exert on your life?; (75) How much
do you think the internet has impacted on today’s society?; and (76) Write down what you know
about Creative Commons licences. Have you used these licences for your own work? Have you used
material protected by these licences?

We obtained good results for the internal consistency reliability of the instrument, with a Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficient of 0.959 and a split halves result of 0.964 for the first part and 0.872 for the second.
The quantitative items were measured using an 11-point scale from 0 to 10 (see Table 1).

As with [21], in our analysis, we considered values between 5 and 10 as positive and values from 0
to 4 as negative. The questionnaire was administered to students via a link to Google Forms, and data
were subsequently analysed to obtain descriptive statistics, using SPSS version 24.0.

Descriptive statistics have been used for statistical analysis, test Kolmogorov–Smirnov (normality),
Mann–Whitney U (nonparametric) and ANOVA (to deepen the results).
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Table 1. Item response options in the COTAEDU.

Items Response Options

4–57 and 71
0 5 10

I am completely ineffective I am moderately proficient I am completely proficient

55–66
0 5 10

Strongly disagree I agree in certain very specific situations Strongly agree

68–70
0 5 10

I don’t use them I am sufficiently competent I use them every day

77–98

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I’ve never
heard of them

Never, but I’ve
heard of then

Once or
twice

Once every
few months

Once a
month

Two or three
times a month

Once a
week

Two or three
times a week

Almost every
day of the week Every day A couple of

times a day
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3. Results

As noted earlier, the questionnaire contained both qualitative and quantitative items; consequently,
we performed different tests depending on the type of variable. We used contingency tables to analyse
qualitative items, taking correlation coefficients as a reference to determine the significance of the
relationship between variables.

For quantitative items, it was important to determine whether to use parametric or non-parametric
tests in order to identify differences related to gender. We performed a Kolmogorov–Smirnov test
to assess goodness of fit, i.e., if the sample presented a normal distribution. We found that all
items presented a non-normal distribution, indicating the need to use non-parametric tests. Even so,
the non-normal distribution did not present a severe problem for the ANOVA test, which is fairly
robust in the event of non-normal distribution.

Nonetheless, we initially attempted to identify differences using non-parametric tests such as the
Mann–Whitney U test. Besides, to further investigate our data we performed an ANOVA to conduct a
more in-depth analysis (using Scheffe’s test).

Items which obtained a significance level lower than 0.005 in the ANOVA and non-parametric
test were highlighted; those which did not meet the two conditions were considered less statistically
robust. Thus, we only considered those results that performed satisfactorily in both statistical tests.
For qualitative variables, we only found a relationship between gender and the devices used to access
the internet (0.023 significance).

Our results showed that women made greater use than men of mobile devices, in computer and
mobile device use (78.7% vs. 64.6%) (see Table 2). In contrast, 32.3% of men reported only using a
computer, compared with 18.7% of women.

Table 2. Gender and devices.

Contingency Table
Item 1 Gender/Item 73 What Device Do You

Use to Access the Internet?

(73) What Device Do You Use to Access the Internet?

Total
Computer Mobile Device (e.g.,

Smartphone, Tablet)
Computer and
Mobile Device

Women

Number 43 6 181 230

% in (1) Gender 18.7% 2.6% 78.7% 100.0%

% in (73) What device do you
use to access the internet? 57.3% 66.7% 73.9% 69.9%

% of total 13.1% 1.8% 55.0% 69.9%

Men

Number 32 3 64 99

% in (1) Gender 32.3% 3.0% 64.6% 100.0%

% in (73) What device do you
use to access the internet? 42.7% 33.3% 26.1% 30.1%

% of total 9.7% 0.9% 19.5% 30.1%

Total

Number 75 9 245 329

% in (1) Gender 22.8% 2.7% 74.5% 100.0%

% in (73) What device do you
use to access the internet? 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

% of total 22.8% 2.7% 74.5% 100.0%

Concerning scale variables, 38 of the 89 COTAEDU items distributed across the dimensions
correlated with the variable of gender, excluding three items (28, 31 and 90) that it should be considered
questionable since they were significant according to the non-parametric but not the ANOVA test (see
Table 3).
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Table 3. Items related to the variable of gender.

Item Mann-Whitney U Test ANOVA

7. Problems with configuration and maintenance 0.010 0.000
9. Install and uninstall 0.044 0.025
10. Change formats 0.037 0.023
12. Intermediate text processing 0.007 0.003
14. Search engine queries 0.029 0.018
21. Scientific calculators 0.001 0.010
22. Images and graphics 0.040 0.040
23. Audio clips 0.014 0.011
26. Graphic design 0.011 0.012
28. Browsing; use of links 0.047 0.058
30. Web design: links 0.035 0.018
31. Download from the internet 0.401 0.075
32. Collaborative software 0.000 0.000
33. Coordinate activity 0.007 0.003
37. FTP (File Transfer Protocol) 0.023 0.023
42. Organise work using databases or spreadsheets 0.026 0.042
43. Graphic organisers 0.030 0.043
44. Online help manuals 0.001 0.001
45. Share information online 0.000 0.000
46. Share resources online 0.001 0.000
47. Automate processes 0.002 0.001
50. Information on computers 0.001 0.000
51. Hardware and software 0.000 0.000
52. Assess multimedia 0.022 0.011
53. Emails with viruses, trash or spam 0.000 0.000
56. Manage and communicate information 0.250 0.019
59. Intellectual property: music 0.009 0.007
60. Non-compliance with intellectual property: films 0.006 0.008
61. Copies 0.000 0.000
62. Non-compliance with intellectual property: graphic novels 0.000 0.000
63. Non-compliance with intellectual property: streaming videos 0.000 0.000
65. Non-compliance with intellectual property: video games 0.000 0.000
66. Non-compliance with intellectual property: software 0.000 0.000
68. Familiarity with social media sites 0.070 0.029
70. Familiarity with cloud storage 0.006 0.002
77. Frequency of use: image editors 0.014 0.018
78. Frequency of use: sound recording/editing 0.005 0.005
82. Frequency of use: collaborative tools 0.011 0.008
88. Frequency of use: virtual worlds 0.000 0.000
90. Frequency of use: wikis 0.015 1.220
98. Frequency of use: discussion forums 0.000 0.000

For significant items, we conducted a comparison of means obtained from the ANOVA for the
variable of gender to obtain measures of central tendency (means and standard deviations) (see Table 4)
and found that men usually scored higher than women.
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Table 4. Comparison of means by gender.

Item Mean Standard
Deviation

Difference between
Means

(Absolute Value)

Difference between
Std. Dev.

(Absolute Value)

(7) I know how to solve computer or internet problems such as email
configuration, antivirus configuration or hard drive defragmentation.

Women 5.21 2.388
1.00 0.12Men 6.21 2.269

Total 5.51 2.394

(9) I know how to install and uninstall software on a computer.
Women 7.05 2.244

0.59 0.28Men 7.64 1.961
Total 7.23 2.177

(10) I know how to change file formats (convert a file from one format to another).
Women 5.90 2.428

0.66 0.18Men 6.56 2.246
Total 6.10 2.390

(12) I know how to write a document with a word processor (e.g., MS Word,
Open Office Writer), using advanced techniques to create a header, change letter
size and font, use bold, underline, etc.

Women 8.15 1.691
0.64 0.38Men 7.51 2.072

Total 7.95 1.835

(14) I know how to search for databases developed by others.
Women 4.19 2.427

0.68 0.15Men 4.87 2.280
Total 4.39 2.401

(21) I know how to use scientific calculators which include operating systems to
solve numerical problems.

Women 4.34 2.478
1.01 0.36Men 5.35 2.837

Total 4.65 2.628

(22) I know how to create images and graphics using software.
Women 4.47 2.507

0.62 0.06Men 5.09 2.568
Total 4.65 2.538

(23) I know how to create audio clips using software.
Women 4.32 2.657

0.82 0.06Men 5.14 2.718
Total 4.57 2.698

(26) I know how to edit images using graphic design software (e.g., CorelDraw,
Photoshop, Gimp).

Women 5.80 2.571
0.78 0.06Men 5.02 2.511

Total 5.56 2.574

(30) I know how to design web pages using software, including links within the
document itself or to others.

Women 2.84 2.450
0.73 0.29Men 3.57 2.737

Total 3.06 2.558
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Table 4. Cont.

Item Mean Standard
Deviation

Difference between
Means

(Absolute Value)

Difference between
Std. Dev.

(Absolute Value)

(32) I know how to use collaborative software.
Women 3.61 2.383

1.16 0.12Men 4.77 2.502
Total 3.96 2.473

(33) I know how to coordinate an online group activity such as an online forum.
Women 3.51 2.306

0.84 0.18Men 4.35 2.488
Total 3.76 2.390

(37) I know how to send files from one computer to another over the internet via
FTP (File Transfer Protocol).

Women 3.21 2.798
0.78 0.08Men 3.99 2.880

Total 3.45 2.841

(42) I know how to organise information using tools such as databases,
spreadsheets and similar programs.

Women 4.75 2.271
0.54 0.19Men 5.29 2.081

Total 4.91 2.227

(43) I know how to use graphic organisers such as mind maps, diagrams or
schematics to depict relationships between ideas or concepts.

Women 4.25 2.577
0.60 0.41Men 4.85 2.164

Total 4.43 2.472

(44) I know how to use online help manuals.
Women 4.48 2.511

0.98 0.10Men 5.46 2.409
Total 4.78 2.518

(45) I know how to use software to share information online with my peers.
Women 4.92 2.679

1.37 0.45Men 6.29 2.233
Total 5.33 2.627

(46) I know how to use operating system tools to share resources online or in the
classroom (e.g., folders, drives, peripherals).

Women 5.02 2.377
0.98 0.22Men 6.00 2.157

Total 5.31 2.353

(47) I know when it would be useful to develop groups of instructions and
automate frequently employed processes by using macros, control procedures and
formulas, etc.

Women 2.90 2.303
0.93 0.08Men 3.83 2.382

Total 3.18 2.362

(50) I know how to explain the advantages and limitations of computers as
regards storing, organising, retrieving and selecting information.

Women 4.45 2.244
0.98 0.06Men 5.43 2.309

Total 4.75 2.305
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Table 4. Cont.

Item Mean Standard
Deviation

Difference
between Means

(Absolute Value)

Difference
between Std. Dev.
(Absolute Value)

(51) I understand the compatibility problems encountered between hardware and software.
Women 3.73 2.415

1.45 0.04Men 5.18 2.451
Total 4.16 2.513

(52) I consider myself competent to make and assess contributions aimed at improving
multimedia productions made by my peers.

Women 4.25 2.280
0.68 0.18Men 4.93 2.096

Total 4.45 2.245

(53) I consider myself competent, in most cases, to detect email with viruses, trash or spam.
Women 5.34 2.530

1.14 0.31Men 6.48 2.224
Total 5.68 2.495

(56) I know how to use technology tools and resources to manage and communicate
personal and/or professional information.

Women 5.39 2.025
0.57 0.05Men 5.96 1.974

Total 5.56 2.023

(59) I comply with intellectual property rights for the music.
Women 4.63 2.841

0.91 0.13Men 3.72 2.711
Total 4.35 2.829

(60) I download films without checking if it is legal.
Women 5.91 3.183

1.00 0.19Men 6.91 2.993
Total 6.21 3.156

(61) I make copies for my friends of music, films, video games, etc.
Women 4.66 3.405

1.52 0.14Men 6.18 3.265
Total 5.12 3.431

(62) I download graphic novels illegally.
Women .80 1.977

1.87 1.44Men 2.67 3.414
Total 1.36 2.635

(63) I use pirate streaming services to watch films or football matches.
Women 3.78 3.552

3.32 0.49Men 7.10 3.059
Total 4.78 3.732

(65) I download video games illegally.
Women 1.82 2.964

2.78 0.76Men 4.60 3.728
Total 2.66 3.451
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Table 4. Cont.

Item Mean Standard
Deviation

Difference
between Means

(Absolute Value)

Difference
between Std. Dev.
(Absolute Value)

(66) I download software illegally.
Women 4.24 3.333

1.93 0.04Men 6.17 3.378
Total 4.82 3.457

(68) Indicate (0–10) how familiar you are with these tools (social media sites).
Women 8.38 2.011

0.53 0.05Men 7.85 2.062
Total 8.22 2.038

(70) Indicate how familiar you are with cloud storage (e.g., Dropbox, Megaupload).
Women 4.42 2.842

1.02 0.19Men 5.44 2.654
Total 4.73 2.822

(77) Do you use an image editor (e.g., Photoshop)?
Women 4.14 2.280

0.66 0.03Men 3.485 2.246
Total 3.939 2.286

(78) Do you use a sound recorder/editor (e.g., Audacity)?
Women 2.25 2.029

0.71 0.28Men 2.96 2.308
Total 2.46 2.138

(82) Collaborative tools (e.g., Google Drive).
Women 2.67 2.238

0.74 0.29Men 3.41 2.527
Total 2.89 2.350

(88) Do you participate in virtual worlds (e.g., Second Life, World of Warcraft)?
Women 1.40 1.907

1.20 0.76Men 2.60 2.668
Total 1.76 2.230

(98) Do you participate in discussion forums (RSS feed)?
Women 2.15 2.256

1.10 0.41Men 3.25 2.666
Total 2.48 2.436
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In general, men scored higher than women except for items 12, 26, 59, 68 and 77 (advanced use of
word processors, image editing, compliance with intellectual property rights for music, familiarity with
social media sites, frequency of use of image editors), where women scored higher.

Of note, among the items for which men scored higher were streaming (item 63),
downloading video games (item 65), downloading software (item 66) and downloading graphic
novels (item 62); they also made copies for their friends (item 61).

Meanwhile, women obtained higher mean values for compliance with intellectual property rights
for music (item 59), competence in graphic design (item 26), frequent use of image editors (item 77),
competence in presentation and formatting using word processors (item 12) and familiarity with social
media sites (item 68).

An analysis of item scores by dimension and subdimension indicated that men obtained much
higher scores than women for seven of the 25 items in the information dimension, whereas women did
not obtain higher scores than men for any of the items in this dimension. For the second dimension,
communication, men again obtained higher scores for six of the 18 items, while women obtained a higher
score for familiarity with social media sites. Within the dimension content creation, men scored higher
than women for ten of the 32 items, six of which were related to licences and rights, whereas women
only scored higher in three items, one related to music and the other two to creating and editing content.
Of particular note is the finding that men downloaded various file formats regardless of intellectual
property rights, whereas women tended to comply more with such rights in the case of music. In the
fourth dimension, safety, it is striking that men scored higher than women for three of the four items
in this dimension, whereas women obtained a higher score for one item related to data and digital
identity protection. Regarding the fifth and last dimension, problem-solving, men scored higher than
women for six of the ten items.

Thus, their responses indicated that men had better information management and online
collaboration skills using digital media; employed downloading and streaming sites more frequently
and felt more competent solving problems with devices. In contrast, women reported being more
familiar with social media and aspects related to image and text processing and graphic design.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

The aim of the present study was to analyse gender differences in teacher trainees’ self-perceptions
of digital competence. The subject of gender and digital competence has been examined in several
studies, but without reaching consensus [12,24,28–30,36–38,40–42,44,45].

Nevertheless, most studies have found significant differences in digital competence between men
and women, for example, women seem to be less competent [35], but some researchers do not find
differences [20,44–47].

According to the results obtained, the variable of gender affects many of the items in the COTAEDU,
divided into the five DIGCOMP dimensions (information, communication, content creation, safety and
problem-solving). Our results show that men reported having better information management and
online collaboration skills using digital media. In addition, they made more use of computers as their
sole device for browsing, downloading and streaming and felt more confident about solving problems
with devices. In contrast, women reported making more use of mobile phones and were more familiar
with social media and aspects related to image and text processing and graphic design. These findings
suggest that women use technologies for social purposes while men use them more for technical or
training purposes.

Gender differences also emerged as regards interest in digital content, such as video games.
Various authors have highlighted the potential utility of these to promote digital literacy and have
reported that they are primarily used by men [51–55]. This could be related to the differences in digital
competence observed between men and women.

Concerning the limitations of the present study, this was conducted in a single faculty using a single
instrument, which hinders generalisation of the results; however, this limitation is offset by the large
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size of the sample analysed. Another limitation is that the object of analysis is self-perception about own
skills; real unobserved digital competence does not have to be equal to own self-perception [33,43,47].

This and other analyses of digital competence and the second digital divide in society,
especially about future teachers, provide an important point of departure for meeting the challenges of
initial teacher training and serve as a foundation to promote significant changes in teacher training as
a key pillar of education, giving an answer to the difficulties that they have to face during this stage of
their professional development, including some material-technological issues [56].

Some ideas about how to solve these differences on digital competence of future teachers are
trying to measure real digital competence, and providing initial ICT courses (before university),
more subjects focused on educational technology and increasing relevance of ICT in their initial
formation and therefore.

To sum up, digital competence of teachers (and teachers in training) is key for ICT implementation
in the classrooms, and gender seems to be related (at least with self-perception).

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Writing—original draft, M.G.-d.-P.; Data curation, Formal analysis,
R.C.; Methodology, Writing—review and editing, S.G.-M.; Supervision, I.C. All authors have read and agreed to
the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Cabero, J.; Barroso, J. Nuevos Retos en Tecnología Educativa; Editorial Síntesis: Madrid, Spain, 2015.
2. Gutiérrez-Castillo, J.J.; Cabero-Almenara, J.; Estrada-Vidal, L.I. Diseño y validación de un instrumento de

evaluación de la competencia digital del estudiante universitario. Rev. Espac. 2017, 38, 1–27. Available online:
http://bit.ly/2KttUf5 (accessed on 19 November 2020).

3. Rodríguez-García, A.; Raso Sánchez, F.; Ruiz-Palmero, J. Competencia digital, educación superior y formación
del profesorado: Un estudio de meta-análisis en la web of science. Píxel-Bit. Rev. Medios Educ. 2019, 54, 65–82.
[CrossRef]

4. Tirado, P.; Roque, M. TIC y contextos educativos: Frecuencia de uso y función por universitarios. Index 2019,
67, 31–47. [CrossRef]

5. Pérez-Escoda, A.; Castro-Zubizarreta, A.; Fandos, M. Digital Skills in the Z Generation: Key Questions for
a Curricular Introduction in Primary School. [La competencia digital de la Generación Z: Claves para su
introducción curricular en la Educación Primaria]. Comunicar 2016, 49, 71–79. [CrossRef]

6. Colas-Bravo, P.; De Pablos-Pons, J.; Ballesta-Pagan, J. Incidencia de las TIC en la enseñanza en el sistema
educativo español: Una revisión de la investigación. RED Rev. Educ. Distancia 2018, 56. [CrossRef]

7. Juarez, D.; Mengual, A.; Vercher, M.; Peydró, M. Las TIC en la formación online. RiuNet 2013, 2, 1–14.
8. García-Martín, S.; Cantón-Mayo, I. Use of technologies and academic performance in adolescent students.

[Uso de tecnologías y rendimiento académico en estudiantes adolescentes]. Comunicar 2019, 59, 73–81.
[CrossRef]

9. Ferrari, A. DIGCOMP: A Framework for Developing and Understanding Digital Competence in Europe; Publications
Office of the European Union: Luxembourg, 2013. Available online: http://bit.ly/2Wlstq9 (accessed on
19 November 2020).

10. INTEF. Marco Común de COMPETENCIA DIGITAL DOCENTE. Borrador con propuesta de descriptores v.1.0;
Ministerio de Educación, Cultura y Deporte: Madrid, Spain, 2013. Available online: https://bit.ly/3nAVZ4j
(accessed on 19 November 2020).

11. INTEF. Marco Común de COMPETENCIA DIGITAL DOCENTE V 2.0; Ministerio de Educación, Cultura y
Deporte: Madrid, Spain, 2017. Available online: http://bit.ly/2EVdVCG (accessed on 19 November 2020).

12. Rokenes, F.; Krumsvik, R.J. Development of Student Teachers’ Digital Competence in Teacher Education—A
Literature Review. Nord. J. Digit. Lit. 2014, 4, 250–280. Available online: http://goo.gl/lIqOkR (accessed on
19 November 2020).

http://bit.ly/2KttUf5
http://dx.doi.org/10.12795/pixelbit.2019.i54.04
http://dx.doi.org/10.21556/edutec.2019.67.1135
http://dx.doi.org/10.3916/C49-2016-07
http://dx.doi.org/10.6018/red/56/2
http://dx.doi.org/10.3916/C59-2019-07
http://bit.ly/2Wlstq9
https://bit.ly/3nAVZ4j
http://bit.ly/2EVdVCG
http://goo.gl/lIqOkR


Future Internet 2020, 12, 204 13 of 15

13. Gutiérrez-Castillo, J.J.; Cabero-Almenara, J. Estudio de caso sobre la autopercepción de la competencia
digital del estudiante universitario de las titulaciones de grado de educación infantil y primaria. Profesorado.
Rev. Currículum Form. Profr. 2016, 20, 180–199. Available online: http://bit.ly/2QJdjVq (accessed on
19 November 2020).

14. Cantón, I.; Cañón, R.; Grande, M. La comunicación como subdimensión de la competencia digital en futuros
maestros de Educación Primaria. Pixel-Bit Rev. Medios Educ. 2017, 48, 33–47. [CrossRef]

15. Chan, B.S.K.; Churchill, D.; Chiu, T.K.F. Digital Literacy Learning In Higher Education through Digital
Storytelling Approach. J. Int. Educ. Res. 2017, 13, 1–16. [CrossRef]

16. Gabarda, V.; Rodríguez, A.; Moreno, M.D. La competencia digital en estudiantes de magisterio. Análisis
competencial y percepción personal del futuro maestro. Educ. Siglo XXI 2017, 35, 253–274. [CrossRef]

17. Moreno Rodríguez, M.; Gabarda Méndez, V.; Rodríguez Martín, A. Alfabetización informacional y
competencia digital en estudiantes de Magisterio. Profr. Rev. Currículum Form. Profr. 2018, 22, 253–270.
[CrossRef]

18. Hernández, V.; San Nicolás, M. Percepción del alumnado universitario sobre su grado de competencia digital.
Hamut’ay 2019, 6, 7–18. [CrossRef]

19. López-Gil, M.; Bernal-Bravo, C. El perfil del profesorado en la Sociedad Red: Reflexiones sobre las
competencias digitales de los y las estudiantes en Educación de la Universidad de Cádiz. Int. J. Educ.
Res. Innov. 2019, 11, 83–100. Available online: http://bit.ly/2HWiKxG (accessed on 19 November 2020).

20. Palomares-Ruiz, A.; Cebrián, A.; López-Parra, E.; García-Toledano, E. ICT Integration into Science Education
and Its Relationship to the Digital Gender Gap. Sustainability 2020, 12, 5286. [CrossRef]

21. Cabero, J.; Llorente, M.C. La Rosa de los Vientos. Dominios Tecnológicos de las TIC por los Estudiantes; GID:
Sevilla, Spain, 2006.

22. Pons, B.; Salinas, J. Competències Tecnològiques dels Alumnes i Professors de les Illes Balears. Anuari de L’educació
de les Illes Balears; Universitat de les Illes Balears: Mallorca, Spain, 2008.

23. Bullon, P.; Cabero Almenara, J.; Llorente Cejudo, M.D.C.; Machuca Portillo, M.D.C.; Machuca-Portillo, G.;
Marín Díaz, V.; Pérez Díez de los Ríos, J.L.; Pérez García, R. Competencias Tecnológicas del Profesorado de la
Facultad de Odontología de la Universidad de Sevilla; Universidad de Sevilla, Facultad de Odontología: Sevilla,
Spain, 2009.

24. Fernández, C.; Cebreiro, B.; Fernández, C. Competencias para el aprendizaje en red de los alumnos de
educación secundaria en Galicia. Pixel-Bit Rev. Medios Educ. 2011, 38, 7–21.

25. García-Martín, J.; García-Sánchez, J.N. Patterns of Web 2.0 tool use among young Spanish. Comput. Educ.
2013, 67, 105–120. [CrossRef]

26. García-Martín, J.; García-Sánchez, J.N. Pre-service teachers’ perceptions of the competence dimensions of
digital literacy and of psychological and educational measures. Comput. Educ. 2017, 107, 54–67. [CrossRef]

27. Espuny, C.; González, J.; Gisbert, M. ¿Empezamos a navegar? La competencia digital profesional en los
futuros maestros. In Alfabetización Mediática y Culturas Digitales; Universidad de Sevilla: Sevilla, Spain, 2014;
Volume 4.

28. Roig, R.; Pascual, A.M. Las competencias digitales de los futuros docentes. Un análisis con estudiantes de
Magisterio de Educación Infantil de la Universidad de Alicante. @tic. Rev. D’innovació Educ. 2012, 9, 53–60.
Available online: http://bit.ly/2KpKaxu (accessed on 19 November 2020).

29. Pérez, F.; Vilchez, J.E. El uso de los videojuegos y redes sociales como predictores de la integración
curricular de las TIC en estudiantes de Magisterio. Sphera Pública 2012, 12, 199–215. Available online:
http://bit.ly/2QMNrIz (accessed on 19 November 2020).

30. Cabezas, M.; Casillas, S.; Pinto, A.M. Percepción de los alumnos de Educación Primaria de la Universidad de
Salamanca sobre su competencia digital. EDUTEC Rev. Electrónica Tecnol. Educ. 2014, 48, 275. Available online:
http://bit.ly/2QMLkV9 (accessed on 19 November 2020).

31. Helsper, E. Why location-based studies offer new opportunities for a better understanding of socio-digital
inequalities? In Desigualdades Digitais no Espaco Urbano: Um Estudo Sobre o Acesso e o Uso da Internet na
Cidade de São Paulo; Núcleo de Informação e Coordenação do Ponto BR: São Paulo, Brazil, 2019; pp. 19–44.
Available online: http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/102262/ (accessed on 19 November 2020).

32. van Laar, E.; van Deursen, A.J.A.M.; van Dijk, J.A.G.M.; de Haan, J. Determinants of 21st-Century Skills
and 21st-Century Digital Skills for Workers: A Systematic Literature Review. SAGE Open 2020, 10, 1–14.
[CrossRef]

http://bit.ly/2QJdjVq
http://dx.doi.org/10.12795/pixelbit.2017.i50.02
http://dx.doi.org/10.19030/jier.v13i1.9907
http://dx.doi.org/10.6018/j/298601
http://dx.doi.org/10.30827/profesorado.v22i3.8001
http://dx.doi.org/10.21503/hamu.v6i1.1571
http://bit.ly/2HWiKxG
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12135286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2013.03.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.12.010
http://bit.ly/2KpKaxu
http://bit.ly/2QMNrIz
http://bit.ly/2QMLkV9
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/102262/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2158244019900176


Future Internet 2020, 12, 204 14 of 15

33. Hargittai, E.; Hinnant, A. Digital Inequality: Differences in Young Adults’ Use of the Internet. Commun. Res.
2008, 35, 602–621. [CrossRef]

34. Sánchez-Caballé, A.; Gisbert-Cervera, M.; Esteve-Mon, F. The digital competence of university students:
A systematic literature review. Aloma Rev. Psicol. Ciències l’Educació l’Esport 2020, 38, 63–74. Available online:
http://www.revistaaloma.net/index.php/aloma/article/view/388/200200230 (accessed on 19 November 2020).

35. Castaño, C. La Segunda Brecha Digital; Ediciones Cátedra: Madrid, Spain, 2008.
36. Burnett, C. Preservice teachers’ digital literacy practices: Exploring contingency in identity and digital

literacy in and out of educational contexts. Lang. Educ. 2011, 25, 433–449. [CrossRef]
37. Roig Villa, R.; Mengual Andrés, S.; Quinto Medrano, P. Conocimientos tecnológicos, pedagógicos y

disciplinares del profesorado de Primaria. Comun. Rev. Cient. Comun. Educ. 2015, 23, 151–159. [CrossRef]
38. Duncan-Howell, J. Digital mismatch: Expectations and realities of Digital Competence amongst pre-service

education students. Australas. J. Educ. Technol. 2012, 28, 827–840. Available online: http://bit.ly/2XnJnki
(accessed on 19 November 2020). [CrossRef]

39. Vázquez-Cano, E.; López Meneses, E.; García-Garzón, E. Differences in basic digital competences between
male and female university students of Social Sciences in Spain. Int. J. Educ. Technol. High. Educ. 2017, 14, 27.
[CrossRef]

40. Nielsen, M.; Rohman, I.; Lopes, N. Empirical Analysis of the Current Digital Divides Since 2010. In Proceedings
of the 11th International Conference on Theory and Practice of Electronic Governance, Galway, Ireland,
4–6 April 2018; pp. 616–625.

41. Ahmad, S.; Rafiq, M.; Ahmad, S. Gender disparities in the use of internet among graduate students of
a developing society: A case of Pakistani universities. Glob. Knowl. Mem. Commun. 2018, 67, 226–243.
[CrossRef]

42. Joshi, A.; Malhotra, B.; Amadi, C.; Loomba, M.; Misra, A.; Sharma, S.; Amatya, J. Gender and the Digital
Divide Across Urban Slums of New Delhi, India: Cross-Sectional Study. J. Med. Internet Res. 2020, 22, e14714.
[CrossRef]

43. Wasserman, I.M.; Richmond-Abbott, M. Gender and the Internet: Causes of Variation in Access, Level,
and Scope of Use. Soc. Sci. Q. 2005, 86, 252–270. [CrossRef]

44. Aguaded, I.; Marín-Gutiérrez, I.; Díaz-Parejo, E. La alfabetización mediática entre estudiantes de primaria y
secundaria en Andalucía (España). RIED. Rev. Iberoam. Educ. Distancia 2015, 18, 275–298. [CrossRef]

45. Bikos, K.; Stamovlasis, D.; Tzifopoulos, M. Dimensions of digital divide and relationships with social
factors: A study of Greek pre-service teachers. Themes eLearning 2018, 11, 23–34. Available online:
http://earthlab.uoi.gr/tel (accessed on 19 November 2020).

46. Ruíz-Cabezas, A.; Medina, M.C.; Pérez, E. University teachers’ training: The Digital Competence. Pixel-Bit
Rev. Medios Educ. 2020, 58, 181–215. [CrossRef]

47. Hargittai, E.; Shafer, S. Differences in Actual and Perceived Online Skills: The Role of Gender. Soc. Sci. Q.
2006, 87, 432–448. [CrossRef]

48. Moreno-Guerrero, A.-J.; Aznar-Díaz, I.; Cáceres-Reche, P.; Rodríguez-García, A.-M. Do Age, Gender and
Poor Diet Influence the Higher Prevalence of Nomophobia among Young People? Int. J. Environ. Res.
Public Health 2020, 17, 3697. [CrossRef]

49. Carretero, S.; Vuorikari, R.; Punie, Y. DigComp 2.1: The Digital Competence Framework for Citizens with Eight
Proficiency Levels and Examples of Use; No. JRC106281; Joint Research Centre (Seville Site): Sevilla, Spain, 2017;
Available online: http://bit.ly/2MvcMrZ (accessed on 19 November 2020).

50. Castañeda, L.; Esteve-Mon, F.M.; Adell Segura, J. Cómo generar un marco holístico de competencia docente
para el mundo digital. In Actas XXV Jornadas Universitarias de Tecnología Educativa (JUTE 2017); Abella, V.,
Ausín, V., Delgado, V., Eds.; University of Burgos: Burgos, Spain, 2017; pp. 174–181. Available online:
http://bit.ly/2wChglw (accessed on 19 November 2020).

51. Díez, E.J.D. La Diferencia Sexual en el Análisis de los Videojuegos; CIDE-Instituto de la Mujer: Madrid, Spain, 2004.
52. Díez, E.J. Video games and gender-based violence. Procedia-Soc. Behav. Sci. 2014, 132, 58–64. [CrossRef]
53. Gros, B. Pantallas, Juegos y Alfabetización Digital; Desclée de Brouwer: Bilbao, Spain, 2004.
54. Gros, B. Digital Games in Education: The Design of Games-Based Learning Enviroments. J. Res. Technol.

Educ. 2007, 40, 23–38. Available online: https://bit.ly/2XSW86P (accessed on 19 November 2020). [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0093650208321782
http://www.revistaaloma.net/index.php/aloma/article/view/388/200200230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2011.584347
http://dx.doi.org/10.3916/C45-2015-16
http://bit.ly/2XnJnki
http://dx.doi.org/10.14742/ajet.819
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s41239-017-0065-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-11-2017-0092
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/14714
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.0038-4941.2005.00301.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.5944/ried.18.2.13407
http://earthlab.uoi.gr/tel
http://dx.doi.org/10.12795/pixelbit.74676
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2006.00389.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17103697
http://bit.ly/2MvcMrZ
http://bit.ly/2wChglw
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.04.278
https://bit.ly/2XSW86P
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2007.10782494


Future Internet 2020, 12, 204 15 of 15

55. Cárdenas, J. El videojuego, competencia tecnológica al alcance de todos. Rev. Comun. Pedagog. 2005, 208,
1–10. Available online: https://bit.ly/2Xey9BZ (accessed on 19 November 2020).

56. Cañón, R.; Cantón, I.; Arias, A.; Baelo, R. Initiation into teaching from the perspective of primary school
teachers: Differences between newly qualified and experienced teachers. NAER J. New Approaches Educ. Res.
2017, 6, 103–111. [CrossRef]

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

https://bit.ly/2Xey9BZ
http://dx.doi.org/10.7821/naer.2017.7.202
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Research Questions 
	Sample 
	Research Instrument and Procedure 

	Results 
	Discussion and Conclusions 
	References

