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ABSTRACT

This paper conducts quantitative research on the assessment made by university professors of the 
didactic use of virtual reality technologies according to the level of technological development 
and digitization of their country. For this purpose, a survey was used, the responses to which were 
statistically analyzed, and the level of digitalization was differentiated through the country’s global 
innovation index. The results show that the valuations of virtual reality as a teaching tool are high, but 
the competence for its use of university professors is intermediate. On the other hand, it was found 
that the higher the country’s level of digital development, the more pronounced the gender gap in 
this study. Similarly, the higher the country’s level of digital development, the smaller the age gap.
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INTRODUCTION

The outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 forced governments and administrations around the 
world to adopt restrictions on physical contact and mobility that particularly affected the education 
sector and, specifically, higher education (Sabu, 2020). Thus, a significant proportion of university 
students had to give up participation in face-to-face training activities and their professors had to 
look for methodological strategies and resources suited to a non-face-to-face teaching scenario 
(Vital-López, 2022).
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In this situation, professors had to suddenly strengthen the presence of digital learning 
environments and technologies that would allow students to develop the appropriate competences 
and keep alive the motivation and involvement of students with learning activities (Tejedor et al., 
2020). In this sense, virtual reality (VR) technologies are among the tools that have proven to provide 
the best results (Nesenbergs, 2021). Indeed, these technologies allow immersion in simulated but 
realistic environments that help to visualize possibly complex three-dimensional objects –such as 
those presented, for example, in medical (Barteit et al., 2021), art, or architecture classrooms (Özgen 
et al., 2021)– and interact with them, thus virtually simulating laboratory activities –which is of great 
interest in science and engineering education (Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 2021).

VR technologies have proven to be well adapted to the academic requirements of different 
areas of knowledge and to the demands of non-face-to-face education (Lamb et al., 2019). However, 
they pose important limitations, such as technological infrastructure needs (Luo et al., 2021; Marks 
& Thomas, 2022), digital competence and faculty training (Cabero-Almenara et al., 2021), or the 
adaptation of professors to this type of environment (Antón-Sancho, Vergara, & Fernández-Arias, 
2022). These limitations give rise to numerous gaps in the use and perception of VR technologies for 
various reasons, including cultural, gender or age (Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 2021). Due to the 
growing trend for the virtualization of educational environments and, in general, for the educational 
metaverse (Antón-Sancho & Sánchez-Calvo, 2022; Vergara-Rodríguez et al., 2022), the literature 
reflects the current interest in exploring the opinions of professors and students about the didactic 
use of these technologies –identifying the factors influencing these opinions –, because this can 
provide keys to improve faculty training in this regard (Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 2021; Vergara, 
Fernández-Arias et al., 2022).

Given the interest of this line of work, this study focuses on the perceptions about the didactic use 
of VR technologies of university professors, analyzing for this purpose a sample of 1234 professors 
from the Latin American and Caribbean region. Specifically, the influence of the level of technological 
and digital development of the country on the perceptions expressed is analyzed quantitatively. 
This level of development has been measured through the Global Innovation Index (WIPO, 2021). 
Specifically, conclusions are drawn about the behavior of gender and age gaps in perceptions of VR 
as a function of the level of digital development and some recommendations and lines of research 
are suggested based on the results.

LITERATURE REVIEW

VR Technologies in Higher Education
VR consists of a set of computational technologies that allow the user to immerse in a three-
dimensional virtual environment in a realistic way and interact with it (Ospina-Bohórquez et al., 
2022). Consequently, there are some characteristics that specifically define VR technologies and 
differentiate them from other computerized technologies (Slater, 2009; Sundar et al., 2010): (i) 
immersive character –i.e., the ability to generate the stimuli of the simulated environment–; (ii) 3D 
design –i.e., the sensation of three-dimensionality of that environment–; (iii) ability to generate sensory 
experiences; (iv) realism; and (v) interactivity –i.e., allowing the user to interact with the simulated 
environment–. Because of the above characteristics, VR has been abundantly applied to very different 
areas of knowledge in which three-dimensional representation and the ability to interact with those 
representations is crucial, including construction industry (Safikhani et al., 2022); arts (Kim & Lee, 
2022); architecture (Gao & Li, 2022); history (Allal-Chérif, 2022); or medicine (Bruno et al., 2022).

The application of VR technologies in higher education, hereinafter referred to as the didactic 
use of VR, not only requires the professor to have sufficient technical knowledge and adequate 
access to the necessary equipment, but also the development of a series of specific digital 
competencies, of a techno-pedagogical nature, aimed at the professor being able to integrate the 
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technological resource of VR in an adequate manner in the didactic situations he/she designs in 
order to achieve the desired didactic objectives (Antón-Sancho & Sánchez-Calvo, 2022). The 
literature shows that this didactic use of VR, as of any other computer application, requires a 
didactic perspective that puts the needs and interests of the students at the center and a faculty 
training that is specifically aimed at designing didactic situations that employ VR as a didactic 
tool within the specific area of knowledge in which it is being used (Antón-Sancho, Vergara, 
Fernández-Arias et al., 2022; Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 2022).

VR has been used as a didactic tool in different areas of knowledge and at all educational levels, 
especially in higher education (Radianti, 2020). In this sense, the literature recognizes the existence 
of three main taxonomies of reality-virtuality technologies when applied to education (Motejlek & 
Alpay, 2021). The most classical one, that of Migram & Kishino (1994), classifies the different VR 
technologies on an increasing continuum of virtuality experience from real phenomenon experience 
to fully virtual experience depending on the type of imaging device used. The most modern 
classification, by Vergara et al. (2017), has as its main distinguishing criterion the immersive nature of 
VR technologies, so that non-immersive VR –which generate a sense of virtuality from conventional 
peripherals or special devices– corresponds to the lowest degree of immersion, and immersive VR 
–which employ head-mountain display (HMD) technologies or room-scale CAVE, i.e., projectors 
which display synchronised images on the walls of a room– corresponds to the highest degree of 
immersion. The degree of immersion of the different VR technologies is a criterion of distinction 
frequently used by authors (Kyriakou et al., 2017).

VR allows the design of three-dimensional simulations that have proven to be effective in the 
training of different types of professionals, due to the immersive nature of the experiences that can 
be generated (Antón-Sancho, Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 2022). It follows that the use of VR in 
higher education increases the academic performance of students, in general, even when compared 
to the use of other types of computational applications (Mäkinen et al., 2022). The greatest strengths 
of VR from a didactic point of view lie in its technical and usability characteristics in lectures: (i) 
the realism of the simulations that can be designed, which allows a better adaptation to the didactic 
objectives than traditional methodologies (Touloudi et al., 2022); (ii) the immersion (Touloudi et al., 
2022) and interaction (Vergara et al., 2017) characteristics of these technologies; and (iii) the user 
experience, which acts as a source of motivation towards learning (Mäkinen et al., 2022).

The literature also finds limitations in the didactic use of VR. Specifically, there are two limitations 
that are frequently reported in the literature (i) the technical and techno-pedagogical training needs 
of professors, which entails a strong development of their digital skills (Noghabaei et al., 2020); 
and (ii) the economic costs involved in incorporating the necessary equipment for the integration 
of VR technologies (Antón-Sancho, Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 2022). The lack of appropriate 
digital skills for the use of VR is indicated by professors as a persistent limitation of VR, regardless 
of the area of knowledge, being so that the intensification of faculty training in digital matters is a 
common suggestion in the specialized literature (Antón-Sancho, Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 
2022; Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 2022). In terms of costs, the main limitation refers to the initial 
outlay required to install the appropriate equipment, because, once this is done, the didactic use of 
VR technologies has proven to be economically effective, due to the savings in costs, especially about 
the use of laboratories and the development of other content of a practical nature (Chang et al., 2022; 
Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 2022).

The specialized literature reveals that the number of scientific publications regarding the didactic 
use of VR is growing every year, at least, in the last twenty years (Vergara et al., 2017; Vergara, Antón-
Sancho et al., 2021), which demonstrates the interest of these technologies in the design of training 
tools for use in learning environments, both digital and face-to-face. In this sense, the applications 
of VR in higher education presented in the literature are usually based on describing experiences 
with certain application domains and learning content, and the presentation of new design elements 
(Vergara et al., 2019; Radianti et al., 2020).
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Factors Influencing VR Assessment
The literature identifies three types of variables that can influence the assessment that professors and 
students make of the didactic use of VR in higher education (Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 2021; 
Antón-Sancho, Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 2022): (i) sociological, such as gender or age; (ii) 
academic, such as area of knowledge, teaching experience, or digital competence; and (iii) geographic, 
such as country of origin.

The geographic region where the university is located influences the possibilities of access to 
digital technologies, the training of professors in digital competence (Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 
2021) and the pace of local development in digitization, which decisively affects university teaching 
activity (Murphy & Farley, 2017). For that reason, it also influences professors’ perceptions of VR 
technologies. This causes the literature to present diverse results regarding the influence of different 
sociological and academic variables on the valuation of VR according to the geographical area 
in which they are measured (Durão et al., 2019). However, no work is found in the literature that 
identifies the underlying sociodemographic or technological development factors that explain this 
dependence on geographic origin.

In the Latin American and Caribbean region, which is the area of interest in this study, the 
literature recognizes the existence of a marked gender gap in favor of males in terms of access, training 
and use of digital learning technologies (Gray et al., 2017; Ancheta-Arrabal, 2021). This gender 
gap translates into a gap in terms of VR assessments in some countries such as Colombia, where, 
in general, female university professors in any area of knowledge express higher assessments than 
males, despite acknowledging that they have less training in digital skills. This result is analogous to 
what the literature presents contextualized, for example, in Saudi Arabia (Dayarathna et al., 2020). 
However, if the study area is extended to a broader region of South America, studies are found in 
which the gender gap behaves similarly (Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 2022) and others in which no 
significant gender gaps are found in areas such as Health Sciences and Engineering (Vergara, Antón-
Sancho et al., 2021). Therefore, the gender gap is influenced by other academic or sociodemographic 
variables that the literature has not yet studied in depth.

The digital competence of professors and the training received in digital skills are recognized 
by the literature as determinants of the use and assessment of any digital learning technology and, in 
turn, is conditioned by geographic origin (Zhao, Pinto-Llorente et al., 2021). In general, professors’ 
digital competence is intermediate or low, with a certain dependence on other variables, mainly age, 
area of knowledge and training received in digital skills (Cabero-Almenara et al., 2021). Usually, 
professors’ digital competence and, consequently, their ability to implement new digital technologies, 
is diminished with age (Portillo et al., 2020; Zhao, Sánchez-Gómez et al., 2021), which also increases 
the dispersion of these levels of digital competence (Guillén-Gámez et al., 2021). In addition, the use 
of digital tools is strongly influenced by the training that professors have received on the pedagogical 
use of these technologies (Amhag et al., 2019) and contextual circumstances, such as the ease of 
access they have to different technologies (Spante et al., 2018) and the technological development in 
the local context (Amhag et al., 2019).

The Global Innovation Index
Among the objectives of this work is to study the influence of the level of technological and digital 
development of the area on the perceptions of university professors about the didactic use of VR. 
To quantify this level of development, the Global Innovation Index (GII), published annually by 
Cornell University, Institut Européen d’Administration des Affaires (INSEAD), and World Intellectual 
Property Organization (WIPO), has been used. This Index analyzes 131 countries around the world 
with respect to a large number of factors related to the innovative nature of their economies, with 
technological and digital development as the main criteria (WIPO, 2021). As a result of this analysis, a 
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numerical index, between 0 and 100, is attributed to each country, indicating its level of technological 
development, innovation and digitalization. The GII has been used by the specialized literature as a 
discriminating variable for certain professional competencies of university teachers, including digital 
competence (Antón-Sancho et al., 2021; Antón-Sancho, Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 2022), and 
has been shown to condition teachers’ perception of the use of digital technologies in the classroom 
(Lamas-Álvarez et al., 2021).

The GII groups the countries it analyzes into geographic regions that have an approximately 
homogeneous index. Thus, a total of seven regions are distinguished (WIPO, 2021), one of which is 
Latin America and the Caribbean. For the year 2021, Table 1 shows the indexes of the countries in 
this region that are analyzed by the GII.

The mean GII of the region is 28.8222, with a standard deviation of 4.3665. Based on 
these data, three different zones are defined within the Latin America and the Caribbean 
region, which will henceforth be referred to as digitization zones (Figure 1): (i) zone with low 
GII, which is formed by the countries whose GII is lower than the region’s mean minus the 
standard deviation –Honduras, Bolivia, and Guatemala–; (ii) intermediate GII zone, composed 
of countries whose GII varies between the mean GII minus the deviation and the mean GII plus 
the deviation –Trinidad and Tobago, El Salvador, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Paraguay, 
Panama, Jamaica, Argentina, Peru, Colombia, and Uruguay–; and (iii) high GII zone, composed 
of countries whose GII is greater than the mean GII plus the standard deviation –Brazil, Costa 
Rica, Mexico, and Chile.

Table 1. GII of the different countries in the Latin America and Caribbean region

Country GII (2021)

Chile 36.1

Mexico 34.5

Costa Rica 34.5

Brazil 34.2

Uruguay 32.2

Colombia 31.7

Peru 31.2

Argentina 29.8

Jamaica 29.6

Panama 28.0

Paraguay 26.4

Ecuador 25.4

Dominican Republic 25.1

El Salvador 25.0

Trinidad and Tobago 24.8

Guatemala 24.1

Bolivia 23.4

Honduras 22.8
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METHODOLOGY

Participants
The inclusion criteria for the study were to be an active university professor and to teach at a university 
in one of the countries analyzed by the GII in the Latin American and Caribbean region. Finally, 1234 
university professors responded to the survey used as an instrument, who were contacted through 
a non-probabilistic convenience sampling process because they participated in one of the training 
talks on the use of teaching VR given every two weeks by the authors between January and June 
2022. All participants responded voluntarily, freely, and anonymously and all responses obtained 
were validated. Participants came from all the countries in the Latin American and Caribbean region 
that are members of the GII, except Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago. 11.99% of the participants 
come from the low digitization zone, 53.48% come from the intermediate digitization zone and 
34.52% come from the high digitization zone. Although the distribution in digitization regions is 
not homogeneous (chi-square = 319.44, df = 2, p-value < 0.0001), the representation of each region 
is sufficiently significant.

Around 53.48% of the participants are females and 46.52% are males, so there is a weak but 
statistically significant majority of females (chi-square = 5.9935, df = 1, p-value = 0.0144). The 
zones with high or intermediate levels of digitization have the highest presence of females among 
the participants (Figure 2), so that the gender distribution depends significantly on the digitization 
zone (chi-square = 4.8615, df = 2, p-value = 0.0880). The least frequent age range is those over 
65 years old (5.34%), followed by the youngest professors (12.00%) and those between 55 and 64 
years old (18.48%). The most frequent are middle-aged participants (28.53% are between 35 and 44 
years old, and 35.66% are between 45 and 54 years old). The goodness-of-fit test confirms that the 
age distribution is not homogeneous (chi-square = 995.4, df = 6, p-value < 0.0001). However, this 
distribution is independent of the digitization zone (Figure 3), as it can be observed from Pearson’s 
test of independence statistics (chi-square = 23.004, df = 12, p-value = 0.0277).

Figure 1. Countries belonging to each of the three digitization zones within the Latin America and Caribbean region
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Objectives, Variables, and Hypothesis
The main objective of this research is to analyze the influence of the level of digitalization of the 
countries in the Latin American and Caribbean region on the perception of university professors about 
the didactic use of VR technologies. In particular, it seeks to satisfy the following objectives: (i) to 
study the competence for the use of VR of the participating professors and their assessment of the 
technical and didactic dimensions and disadvantages of the use of VR in the classroom; (ii) to identify 
whether there are significant differences in the above assessments according to the digitization zone; 
and (iii) to analyze whether there are gender or age gaps in each of the digitization zones described for 
the perceptions studied. In other words, this paper seeks to answer the following research questions: (i) 
what is the self-concept of university professors about their digital skills for the didactic use of VR?; 
(ii) do professors’ perceptions about the didactic use of VR change according to the digitalization 
zone in which they are located?; and (iii) do gender and age influence the professors’ assessments 
of the use of VR in their lectures?

The main independent variable of the study is the participants’ digitization zone, and the 
secondary independent variables are their gender and age. The digitization zone is a trichotomous 
variable, whose values are the three regions –with high, intermediate, or low GII– that have been 
defined. Gender is a dichotomous variable and age is defined as a polytomous variable with 5 possible 
values, since the ages have been grouped in 10-year ranges, as specified in Figure 4. Four dependent 
variables are also considered: (i) digital competence for the didactic use of VR in higher education; 
(ii) technical aspects of VR; (iii) didactic aspects of VR; and (iv) disadvantages of VR. Las variables 
dependientes son cuantitativas ordinales y se han medido en una escala de 1 (mínima valoración) a 
5 (máxima valoración).

The hypothesis tested throughout the research is that differences in the assessments of VR by 
gender and age depend on the digitization zone of the professors’ country of origin.

Figure 2. Distribution of participants by gender, within each digitalization zone

Figure 3. Distribution of participants by age, within each digitalization zone
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Instrument
A survey adapted by the authors for this research was used, based on analogous VR assessment 
instruments (Antón-Sancho, Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 2022; Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 
2021; Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 2022). The survey consists of 18 questions that ask for a rating 
of the aspect of VR posed by each one, on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 (where 1 means very low 
rating and 5 means very high rating). The questions are distributed in four families (Table 2), which 
correspond to the four dependent variables defined. The first family (questions 1 and 2) measures 

Figure 4. Dependent and independent variables of the study

Table 2. Questions of the survey

Family Number Question

Competence on the use of VR
1 Digital skills for the use of VR

2 VR knowledge

Technical aspects of VR

3 3D Design

4 User experience

5 Usability

6 Immersion

7 Interaction

8 Realism

9 Classroom employability

Didactic aspects of VR

10 Acceptance by the students

11 Dynamization of the classess

12 Motivation

13 Academic performance

Disadvantages of the didactic use of VR

14 Costs

15 Space required

16 Faculty competence

17 Obsolescence of equipment

18 Technical resources required
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the participants’ perceived competence to use VR; the second family (questions 3 to 9) measures 
the assessment of the technical aspects of VR; the third family (questions 10 to 13) measures the 
assessment of the didactic benefits of VR; and the fourth family (questions 14 to 18) measures the 
assessment of the different disadvantages that VR may present. In this last family, a high rating means 
that the participant understands that the VR presents the corresponding disadvantage to a high degree.

From the factor weights resulting from the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) carried out on 
the responses (Table 3), it can be deduced that the theoretical model that explains them results from 
distinguishing four latent factors within the survey, which correspond to the four families of questions 
defined and to the four dependent variables considered. This theoretical model explains 53% of the 
total variance (Table 4). The parameters of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) confirm the 
theoretical model defined (Schmitt, 2011), since the incremental fit indices are optimal (AGFI = 
0.8831; NFI = 0.8964; TLI = 0.9063; CFI = 0.9085; IFI = 0.9087) and the absolute fit indices are 
also good (GFI = 0.9118; RMSEA = 0.0434; chi-square/df = 7.6297). Finally, the instrument has a 
high level of internal consistency (Steiner, 2003), since all Cronbach alphas and composite reliability 

Table 3. Factorial weights of the Exploratory Factor Analysis

Factor 1 
Competence

Factor 2 
Technical

Factor 3 
Didactic

Factor 4 
Disadvantages

Digital skills 0.640

VR knowledge 0.817

3D Design 0.728

User experience 0.618

Usability 0.651

Immersion 0.804

Interaction 0.638

Realism 0.730

Classroom employability 0.596

Acceptance by the students 0.461

Dynamization of the classess 0.744

Motivation 0.831

Academic performance 0.802

Costs 0.624

Space required 0.559

Faculty competence 0.689

Obsolescence of equipment 0.620

Technical resources required 0.814

Table 4. Cumulative proportions of the explained variance

Competence Technical Didactic Disadvantages

Proportion Variance 0.134 0.199 0.131 0.067

Cumulative Variance 0.134 0.333 0.464 0.530
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(CR) parameters are above 0.70, and the convergent validation may be assumed, since average variance 
extracted (AVE) values are above 0.50 (Table 5).

Analysis of Responses
This article develops a descriptive quantitative research based on the answers obtained from the survey. 
Descriptive statistics have been obtained and it has been proved, by means of the Lilliefors normality 
test and Bartlett’s test of variance comparison, that the answers of none of the four families of questions 
are normal, but all of them are homogeneously distributed when differentiated by the digitization 
area. Consequently, we have chosen to use nonparametric tests for hypothesis testing. Specifically, 
the Kruskal-Wallis test was used to test whether there are significant differences by digitization zone, 
or by age, within each area, and the Wilcoxon test for independent samples to test whether there are 
gender gaps in each digitization area. All tests were performed at the 0.05 significance level.

RESULTS

The participating professors expressed having an intermediate knowledge of VR technologies but 
gave high ratings to their technical and didactic dimensions, although they found an intermediate-high 
level of disadvantages for their use (Table 6). The valuations of the technical and didactic aspects are 
the least dispersed, and, therefore, those with the highest agreement. All the response distributions 
show moderate negative skewness, and the Lilliefors normality test statistics show that it is not 
possible to assume that they are normally distributed. However, the responses are distributed with 
homoscedasticity when differentiating by digitization zone, as follows from Bartlett’s test (Table 6).

The level of training in the use of VR hardly changes with the level of digitization (Figure 5) and, 
in any case, these changes are not significant (chi-square = 0.0706, p-value = 0.9653). The ratings 
of the technical dimensions increase when the level of digitization of the area increases and those of 
the didactic dimensions decrease, but neither of these variations is statistically significant (chi-square 
= 2.9245, p-value = 0.2317 for the technical aspects; chi-square = 2.3585, p-value = 0.3075 for the 
didactic aspects). Participants in the area with low digitization find a slightly higher mean level of 

Table 5. Cronbach alphas, CR and AVE parameters

Cronbach alpha CR AVE

Competence 0.7807 0.7765 0.6280

Technical 0.8829 0.8627 0.6851

Didactic 0.8273 0.8031 0.6524

Disadvantages 0.8028 0.7892 0.6368

Table 6. Descriptive statistics (SD means standard deviation), Lilliefors normality test (D) and Bartlett test of comparison of 
variances with 2 degrees of freedom (K-squared) of the different digitalization zones

Mean SD Skew D p-value K-sq. p-value

Competence 3.22 1.07 –0.3050 0.1912 <0.0001 1.5338 0.4601

Technical 4.24 0.89 –1.1340 0.2819 <0.0001 1.4289 0.4895

Didactic 4.05 0.96 –1.0050 0.2423 <0.0001 1.5668 0.4569

Disadvantages 3.87 1.15 –0.7648 0.2230 <0.0001 4.7997 0.1230
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inconvenience than those in the more digitized areas, but again this is a weak and non-significant 
difference (chi-square = 1.3270, p-value = 0.5151).

In the VR knowledge variable, females go from slightly outperforming males in the low 
digitization zone to being below them in the intermediate and high digitization zones (Figure 6). The 
gender gap identified in these zones is statistically significant (Table 7). Within these gender gaps, in 
the zone with intermediate level of digitization the gap is larger in the question on digital skills for 
handling VR (3.08 out of 5 for females and 3.36 out of 5 for males) than in the question on knowledge 
of VR (2.66 out of 5 for females and 2. 74 out of 5 for males), while, in the highly digitized area, the 
gap is higher in the knowledge question (2.48 out of 5 for females and 3.79 out of 5 for males) than 
in the digital skills question (3.14 out of 5 for females and 3.37 out of 5 for males).

The differences by gender are not statistically significant in the rest of the variables (Table 7), 
but there is a tendency for males to value technical aspects more than females and didactic aspects 
less as the country’s level of digitalization increases (Figure 6). Males also perceive a higher level 
of disadvantages in the didactic use of VR than females in general, especially in the area with high 
GII (Figure 6).

The obtained results reveal that there is a strong age gap in the region with low digitization 
(Figure 7). In fact, both the level of knowledge about VR and the assessment of its technical aspects 
and disadvantages decreases with age, while the highest assessment of its didactic aspects corresponds 
to middle-aged professors (35 to 54 years old). These gaps are statistically significant (Table 8). The 
differences shown by age decrease in the regions with a higher level of digitization, except for the 
variable of knowledge about VR, to the point that in the area with a high level of digitization no 
significant differences are found by age in the evaluations of VR, only in terms of competence for 
its use (Table 8).

In the three digitization zones, the largest gap by age, within the variable of competence for the 
use of VR, is in the question on digital skills (with a difference of 0.73 out of 5 between the average 
responses of the youngest and oldest professors in the low digitization zone; of 0.43 out of 5 in the 
intermediate digitization zone and of 0.88 in the high digitization zone). In the assessment of technical 
aspects, in the low digitization zone, the greatest distance between young and old is in interaction 
(difference of 1.07 out of 5) and the smallest is in usability (distance of 0.42 out of 5), while, in the 
intermediate digitization zone, the greatest distance is in user experience (0.58 out of 5), followed by 
interaction (0.54 out of 5), and the smallest is in realism (0.16 out of 5) and 3D design (0.17 out of 

Figure 5. Responses differentiated by the digitalization zone
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5). As for the disadvantages, both in the low digitization region and in the intermediate digitization 
region, the greatest distance between young and old is in the valuation of space (1.25 out of 5 in 
low digitization region and 0.75 out of 5 in intermediate digitization region). Those that achieve the 
greatest consensus among participants of different ages are teacher training in the low digitization 
region (difference of 0.40 out of 5) and equipment obsolescence in the intermediate digitization 
region (distance of 0.21 out of 5).

Table 7. Wilcoxon test statistics (independent samples, bilateral contrast) for each variable within each digitalization zone 
when the participants are differentiated by their gender

Low GII Intermediate GII High GII

W p-value W p-value W p-value

Competence 2830 0.7126 46608 0.0015* 19546 0.0481*

Technical 2980 0.3195 50728 0.1046 21510 0.5825

Didactic 2468 0.2682 54870 0.8408 21320 0.4895

Disadvantages 2770 0.8986 50940 0.1321 23710 0.1905

*p<0.05

Figure 6. Mean scores (out of 5) for each of the variables within each digitization zone, differentiated by the gender of the participants
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Figure 7. Mean scores (out of 5) for each of the variables within each digitization zone, differentiated by the age of the participants

Table 8. Kruskal-Wallis test statistics (with 4 degrees of freedom) for each variable within each digitalization zone when the 
participants are differentiated by age

Low GII Intermediate GII High GII

Chi-sq. p-value Chi-sq. p-value Chi-sq. p-value

Competence 17.1640 0.0018* 9.5127 0.0495* 24.1390 0.0001*

Technical 19.9630 0.0005* 14.1340 0.0069* 2.7978 0.5922

Didactic 15.0030 0.0047* 1.7350 0.7844 8.3306 0.0802

Disadvantages 14.1540 0.0068* 11.1600 0.0248* 4.8605 0.3019

*p<0.05
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DISCUSSION

Professors’ Digital Skills
The participating professors express having an intermediate level of digital skills for the use of VR in 
the classroom. In this sense, they find more limitation in their digital competence than in the specific 
knowledge of VR, which shows that there is a problem of formation of professors’ digital teaching 
skills. These results are in line with the levels of digital competence expressed by university professors 
in the area, as indicated by the specialized literature (Antón-Sancho et al., 2021; Vergara, Antón-
Sancho et al., 2022). However, the valuations made of the VR technologies are, at the average level, 
very high, mainly in terms of didactic effectiveness aspects, which is also in line with the preceding 
literature (Antón-Sancho, Vergara, Fernández-Arias et al., 2022; Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 2022).

Influence of Digitalization Level of the Country on VR Assessment
The level of digitization did not prove to be a significantly discriminative variable of the mean VR 
ratings of the participating professors. However, this level, measured from the GII, significantly 
conditions the way in which gender and age differences occur in the ratings analyzed. Thus, it has been 
shown that the higher the level of digitalization of the country, the greater the gender gap in terms of 
knowledge and ability to use VR (Figure 6 and Table 7), to the detriment of female professors. This 
result deepens the findings of numerous previous studies that had found gender gaps in the access 
and use of digital technologies among university faculty (Gray et al., 2017; Ancheta-Arrabal, 2021; 
Vergara, Antón-Sancho et al., 2022), as it identifies that the level of technological development and 
digitization in the country is occurring unequally among faculty of the two genders. It is therefore 
suggested that universities encourage, mainly among their female faculty, the use of virtual learning 
tools, especially VR, through specific training sessions in this regard.

Likewise, the GII has a decisive influence on the age gap in the assessments analyzed. Specifically, 
the higher the country’s level of digitalization, the smaller the age gap (Figure 7 and Table 8). This 
means that the technological development of the region helps to balance the digital divide affecting 
the elderly, at least among university faculty. These results provide a better understanding of how 
the age gap in the use of certain digital technologies develops (Portillo et al., 2020; Zhao, Sánchez-
Gómez et al., 2021; Guillén-Gámez et al., 2021). In addition, it is suggested to continue working on the 
digitization of countries with lower GII, particularly in the financing, equipment, and infrastructure of 
universities, to technologically develop their economies (Katz & Callorda, 2018) and, thus, contribute 
to the dissolution of the digital age gaps.

Future Lines of Research
Based on these results, different lines of research are opened in the line of deepening the analysis 
carried out: (i) carry out an analogous quantitative analysis, but focused on other regions, so that 
the results can be compared and locate, if necessary, new socio-demographic discriminating factors 
of VR assessments; (ii) extend the study to other digital teaching tools and analyze whether the 
results obtained here are generalizable to other digital tools; and (iii) complement these results with 
a qualitative research, based on an appropriate instrument.

CONCLUSION

Throughout the research it has been found that there are gender and age gaps in the valuations of VR 
expressed by university professors. Specifically, there is a gender gap in terms of digital skills for the 
use of VR that penalizes female professors and an age gap that affects the valuation of all dimensions 
of VR and that penalizes older professors. The level of technological development and digitalization of 
the participants’ country of origin significantly influences the way in which the above two gaps occur. 
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Thus, the gender gap widens as the digital level of the country increases, but the age gaps decrease as 
this level of digitalization increases. In any case, the ability to use VR technologies is intermediate, 
but professors give very high ratings to VR, both in its technical aspects linked to the achievement of 
learning objectives and in its didactic aspects. They also recognize that the implementation of VR is 
limited, mainly due to the technological requirements it poses and the need for specific training for 
professors. It is suggested that universities increase training sessions on digital skills for professors 
and that these are specifically focused on developing techno-pedagogical skills, that is, the didactic 
application of specific computational resources such as VR. According to the results obtained in this 
article, it is expected that this increase in faculty training will help reduce the digital gender and age 
gaps and encourage the educational use of VR among professors.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

The authors of this publication declare there is no conflict of interest.

FUNDING AGENCY

This research received no specific grant from any funding agency in the public, commercial, or not-
for-profit sectors.



International Journal of Online Pedagogy and Course Design
Volume 13 • Issue 1

16

REFERENCES

Allal-Chérif, O. (2022). Intelligent cathedrals: Using augmented reality, virtual reality, and artificial intelligence 
to provide an intense cultural, historical, and religious visitor experience. Technological Forecasting and Social 
Change, 178, 121604. doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121604

Amhag, L., Hellström, L., & Stigmar, M. (2019). Teacher educators’ use of digital tools and needs for digital 
competence in higher education. Journal of Digital Learning in Teacher Education, 35(4), 203–220. doi:10.1
080/21532974.2019.1646169

Ancheta-Arrabal, A., Pulido-Montes, C., & Carvajal-Mardones, V. (2021). Gender digital divide and education 
in Latin America: A literature review. Education Sciences, 11(12), 804. doi:10.3390/educsci11120804

Antón-Sancho, Á., & Sánchez-Calvo, M. (2022). Influence of knowledge area on the use of digital tools during 
the COVID-19 pandemic among Latin American professors. Education Sciences, 12(9), 635. doi:10.3390/
educsci12090635

Antón-Sancho, Á., Vergara, D., & Fernández-Arias, P. (2021). Self-assessment of soft skills of university 
teachers from countries with a low level of digital competence. Electronics (Basel), 10(20), 2532. doi:10.3390/
electronics10202532

Antón-Sancho, Á., Vergara, D., & Fernández-Arias, P. (2022). Influence of country digitization level on digital 
pandemic stress. Behavioral Sciences (Basel, Switzerland), 12(7), 203. doi:10.3390/bs12070203 PMID:35877273

Antón-Sancho, Á., Vergara, D., Fernández-Arias, P., & Ariza-Echeverri, E. A. (2022). Didactic use of virtual 
reality in Colombian universities: Professors’ perspective. Multimodal Technologies and Interaction, 6(5), 38. 
doi:10.3390/mti6050038

Barteit, S., Lanfermann, L., Bärnighausen, T., Neuhann, F., & Beiersmann, C. (2021). Augmented, mixed, and 
virtual reality-based head-mounted devices for medical education: Systematic review. JMIR Serious Games, 
9(3), e29080. doi:10.2196/29080 PMID:34255668

Bruno, R. R., Bruining, N., Jung, C., Kelm, M., Wolff, G., & Wernly, B. (2022). Virtual reality in intensive 
care. Intensive Care Medicine, 48(9), 1227–1229. Advance online publication. doi:10.1007/s00134-022-06792-0 
PMID:35816236

Cabero-Almenara, J., Guillén-Gámez, F. D., Ruiz-Palmero, J., & Palacios-Rodríguez, A. (2021). Digital 
competence of higher education professor according to DigCompEdu. Statistical research methods with ANOVA 
between fields of knowledge in different age ranges. Education and Information Technologies, 26(4), 4691–4708. 
doi:10.1007/s10639-021-10476-5 PMID:33758572

Chang, C.-Y., Sung, H.-Y., Guo, J.-L., Chang, B.-Y., & Kuo, F.-R. (2022). Effects of spherical video-based 
virtual reality on nursing students’ learning performance in childbirth education training. Interactive Learning 
Environments, 30(3), 400–416. doi:10.1080/10494820.2019.1661854

Dayarathna, V.L., Karam, S., Jaradat, R., Hamilton, M.A., Nagahi, M., & Joshi, S., MaJunfeng, J., Ashour, 
O., & Driouche, B. (2020). Assessment of the efficacy and effectiveness of virtual reality teaching module: A 
gender‐based comparison. International Journal of Engineering Education, 36(6), 1938–1955.

Durão, N., Moreira, F., Ferreira, M. J., Pereira, C. S., & Annamalai, N. (2019). A comparative study about 
mobile learning with gamification and augmented reality in high education institutions across South Europe, 
South America, and Asia countries. In Proceedings of 14th Iberian Conference on Information Systems and 
Technologies (pp. 1–6). IEEE. doi:10.23919/CISTI.2019.8760854

Gao, G., & Li, W. (2022). Architecture of visual design creation system based on 5G virtual reality. International 
Journal of Communication Systems, 35(5), e4750. doi:10.1002/dac.4750

Gray, T. J., Gainous, J., & Wagner, K. M. (2017). Gender and the digital divide in Latin America. Social Science 
Quarterly, 98(1), 326–340. doi:10.1111/ssqu.12270

Guillén-Gámez, F. D., Cabero-Almenara, J., Llorente-Cejudo, C., & Palacios-Rodríguez, A. (2021). Differential 
analysis of the years of experience of higher education teachers, their digital competence and use of digital 
resources: Comparative research methods. Technology, Knowledge and Learning., doi:10.1007/s10758-021-
09531-4

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2022.121604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21532974.2019.1646169
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/21532974.2019.1646169
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/educsci11120804
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/educsci12090635
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/educsci12090635
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/electronics10202532
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/electronics10202532
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/bs12070203
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35877273
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/mti6050038
http://dx.doi.org/10.2196/29080
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34255668
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00134-022-06792-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35816236
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10476-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33758572
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1661854
http://dx.doi.org/10.23919/CISTI.2019.8760854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/dac.4750
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09531-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10758-021-09531-4


International Journal of Online Pedagogy and Course Design
Volume 13 • Issue 1

17

Katz, R., & Callorda, F. (2018). Accelerating the development of Latin American digital ecosystem and 
implications for broadband policy. Telecommunications Policy, 42(9), 661–681. doi:10.1016/j.telpol.2017.11.002

Kim, Y., & Lee, H. (2022). Falling in love with virtual reality art: A new perspective on 3D immersive virtual 
reality for future sustaining art consumption. International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction, 38(4), 
371–382. doi:10.1080/10447318.2021.1944534

Lamas-Álvarez, V. E., Antón-Sancho, Á., Vergara-Rodríguez, D., Gómez-Vallecillo, A. I., Fernández-Arias, P., 
& Nieto-Sobrino, M. (2021). Using digital teaching materials in university education. In Proceedings of the XI 
International Conference on Virtual Campus (pp. 1–3). IEEE. doi:10.1109/JICV53222.2021.9600432

Lamb, R. L., Etopio, E., Hand, B., & Yoon, S. Y. (2019). Virtual reality simulation: Effects on academic 
performance within two domains of writing in science. Journal of Science Education and Technology, 28(4), 
371–381. doi:10.1007/s10956-019-09774-y

Luo, H., Li, G., Feng, Q., Yang, Y., & Zuo, M. (2021). Virtual reality in K-12 and higher education: A systematic 
review of the literature from 2000 to 2019. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 37(3), 887–901. doi:10.1111/
jcal.12538

Mäkinen, H., Haavisto, E., Havola, S., & Koivisto, J.-M. (2022). User experiences of virtual reality technologies 
for healthcare in learning: An integrative review. Behaviour & Information Technology, 41(1), 1–17. doi:10.1
080/0144929X.2020.1788162

Marks, B., & Thomas, J. (2022). Adoption of virtual reality technology in higher education: An evaluation 
of five teaching semesters in a purpose-designed laboratory. Education and Information Technologies, 27(1), 
1287–1305. doi:10.1007/s10639-021-10653-6 PMID:34257511

Merchant, Z., Goetz, E. T., Cifuentes, L., Keeney-Kennicutt, W., & Davis, T. J. (2014). Effectiveness of virtual 
reality-based instruction on students’ learning outcomes in K-12 and higher education: A meta-analysis. Computers 
& Education, 70, 29–40. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2013.07.033

Milgram, P., & Kishino, F. (1994). A taxonomy of mixed reality visual displays. IEICE Transactions on 
Information and Systems, E77-D(12), 1321–1329.

Motejlek, J., & Alpay, E. (2021). Taxonomy of Virtual and Augmented Reality Applications in Education. IEEE 
Transactions on Learning Technologies, 14(3), 415–429. doi:10.1109/TLT.2021.3092964

Murphy, A., & Farley, H. (2017). Introduction: Supporting the sustainable implementation of mobile learning 
for higher education in the Asia-Pacific region. In A. Murphy, H. Farley, L. Dyson, & H. Jones (Eds.), Mobile 
learning in higher education in the Asia-Pacific region. Education in the Asia-Pacific region: Issues, concerns 
and prospects (pp. 3–23). Springer. doi:10.1007/978-981-10-4944-6_1

Nesenbergs, K., Abolins, V., Ormanis, J., & Mednis, A. (2021). Use of augmented and virtual reality in remote 
higher education: A systematic umbrella review. Education Sciences, 11(1), 8. doi:10.3390/educsci11010008

Noghabaei, M., Heydarian, A., Balali, V., & Han, K. (2020). Trend analysis on adoption of virtual and augmented 
reality in the architecture, engineering, and construction industry. Data, 5(1), 26. doi:10.3390/data5010026

Ospina-Bohórquez, A., Rodríguez-González, S., & Vergara-Rodríguez, D. (2022). A review on multi-agent 
systems and virtual reality. In K. Matsui, S. Omatu, T. Yigitcanlar, & S.R. González (Eds.), Distributed 
computing and artificial intelligence, Volume 1: 18th International Conference. DCAI 2021 (pp. 32–42). Springer. 
doi:10.1007/978-3-030-86261-9_4

Özgen, D. S., Afacan, Y., & Sürer, E. (2021). Usability of virtual reality for basic design education: A comparative 
study with paper-based design. International Journal of Technology and Design Education, 31(2), 357–377. 
doi:10.1007/s10798-019-09554-0

Radianti, J., Majchrzak, T. A., Fromm, J., & Wohlgenannt, I. (2020). A systematic review of immersive virtual 
reality applications for higher education: Design elements, lessons learned, and research agenda. Computers & 
Education, 147, 103778. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103778

Safikhani, S., Keller, S., Schweiger, G., & Pirker, J. (2022). Immersive virtual reality for extending the potential 
of building information modeling in architecture, engineering, and construction sector: Systematic review. 
International Journal of Digital Earth, 15(1), 503–526. doi:10.1080/17538947.2022.2038291

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.telpol.2017.11.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2021.1944534
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/JICV53222.2021.9600432
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10956-019-09774-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2020.1788162
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2020.1788162
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10653-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34257511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2013.07.033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TLT.2021.3092964
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-4944-6_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/educsci11010008
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/data5010026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-86261-9_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10798-019-09554-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103778
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17538947.2022.2038291


International Journal of Online Pedagogy and Course Design
Volume 13 • Issue 1

18

Sahu, P. (2020). Closure of universities due to coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19): Impact on education and 
mental health of students and academic staff. Cureus, 12(4), e7541. doi:10.7759/cureus.7541 PMID:32377489

Schmitt, T. A. (2011). Current methodological considerations in exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. 
Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 29(4), 304–321. doi:10.1177/0734282911406653

Slater, M. (2009). Place illusion and plausibility can lead to realistic behaviour in immersive virtual environments. 
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series B, Biological Sciences, 364(1535), 3549–3557. 
doi:10.1098/rstb.2009.0138 PMID:19884149

Spante, M., Sofkova-Hashemi, S., Lundin, M., Algers, A., & Wang, S. (2018). Digital competence and digital 
literacy in higher education research: Systematic review of concept use. Cogent Education, 5(1). doi:10.1080/
2331186X.2018.1519143

Streiner, D. L. (2003). Starting at the beginning: An introduction to coefficient alpha and internal consistency. 
Journal of Personality Assessment, 80(1), 99–103. doi:10.1207/S15327752JPA8001_18 PMID:12584072

Sundar, S. S., Xu, Q., & Bellur, S. (2010). Designing interactivity in media interfaces: a communications 
perspective. In Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (pp. 2247–2256). 
Association for Computing Machinery. doi:10.1145/1753326.1753666

Tejedor, S., Cervi, L., Pérez-Escoda, A., & Jumbo, F. T. (2020). Digital literacy and higher education during 
COVID-19 lockdown: Spain, Italy, and Ecuador. Publications, 8(4), 48. doi:10.3390/publications8040048

Touloudi, E., Hassandra, M., Galanis, E., Goudas, M., & Theodorakis, Y. (2022). Applicability of an immersive 
virtual reality exercise training system for office workers during working hours. Sports (Basel, Switzerland), 
10(7), 104. doi:10.3390/sports10070104 PMID:35878115

Vergara, D., Antón-Sancho, Á., Dávila, L. P., & Fernández-Arias, P. (2022). Virtual reality as a didactic resource 
from the perspective of engineering teachers. Computer Applications in Engineering Education, 30(4), 1086–1101. 
doi:10.1002/cae.22504

Vergara, D., Antón-Sancho, Á., Extremera, J., & Fernández-Arias, P. (2021). Assessment of virtual reality as a 
didactic resource in higher education. Sustainability, 13(22), 12730. doi:10.3390/su132212730

Vergara, D., Extremera, J., Rubio, M. P., & Dávila, L. P. (2019). Meaningful learning through virtual reality 
learning environments: A case study in materials engineering. Applied Sciences (Basel, Switzerland), 9(21), 
4625. doi:10.3390/app9214625

Vergara, D., Fernández-Arias, P., Extremera, J., & Antón-Sancho, Á. (2022). Virtualization of Laboratories: 
Student and Professor Opinions. In A. Correia & V. Viegas (Eds.), Methodologies and Use Cases on Extended 
Reality for Training and Education (pp. 215–241). IGI Global. doi:10.4018/978-1-6684-3398-0.ch009

Vergara, D., Fernández-Arias, P., Extremera, J., Dávila, L. P., & Rubio, M. P. (2021). Educational trends post 
COVID-19 in engineering: Virtual laboratories. Materials Today: Proceedings, 49(1), 155–160. doi:10.1016/j.
matpr.2021.07.494 PMID:35018286

Vergara, D., Rubio, M. P., & Lorenzo, M. (2017). On the design of virtual reality learning environments in 
engineering. Multimodal Technologies and Interaction, 1(2), 11. doi:10.3390/mti1020011

Vergara-Rodríguez, D., Fernández-Arias, P., Santos-Iglesia, C., & Antón-Sancho, Á. (2022). The virtual reality: 
A sustainable technology. Dyna, 97(5), 556–560. doi:10.6036/10482

Vital-López, L., García-García, R., Rodríguez-Reséndíz, J., Paredes-García, W. J., Zamora-Antuñano, M. A., Oluyomi-
Elufisan, T., Rodríguez-Reséndiz, H., Álvarez-Sánchez, A. R., & Cruz-Pérez, M. A. (2022). The impacts of COVID-19 
on technological and Polytechnic University teachers. Sustainability, 14(8), 4593. doi:10.3390/su14084593

WIPO. (2021). The Global Innovation Index 2021: Tracking Innovation through the COVID-19 Crisis. https://
www.wipo.int/edocs/pubdocs/en/wipo_pub_gii_2021.pdf

Zhao, Y., Pinto-Llorente, A.-M., & Sánchez-Gómez, M.-C. (2021). Digital competence in higher education research: 
A systematic literature review. Computers & Education, 168, 104212. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104212

Zhao, Y., Sánchez-Gómez, M. C., Pinto-Llorente, A. M., & Zhao, L. (2021). Digital competence in higher 
education: Students’ perception and personal factors. Sustainability, 13(21), 12184. doi:10.3390/su132112184

http://dx.doi.org/10.7759/cureus.7541
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32377489
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0734282911406653
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2009.0138
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19884149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2018.1519143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2018.1519143
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S15327752JPA8001_18
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12584072
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/1753326.1753666
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/publications8040048
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/sports10070104
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35878115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cae.22504
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su132212730
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/app9214625
http://dx.doi.org/10.4018/978-1-6684-3398-0.ch009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2021.07.494
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2021.07.494
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35018286
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/mti1020011
http://dx.doi.org/10.6036/10482
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su14084593
https://www.wipo.int/edocs/pubdocs/en/wipo_pub_gii_2021.pdf
https://www.wipo.int/edocs/pubdocs/en/wipo_pub_gii_2021.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104212
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su132112184


International Journal of Online Pedagogy and Course Design
Volume 13 • Issue 1

19

Álvaro Antón-Sancho holds a degree in Mathematics from the University of Valladolid (Spain), specializing in 
algebra and geometry, a Master’s degree in Mathematical Research and a PhD in Mathematical Sciences from 
the Complutense University of Madrid (Spain). He has held several predoctoral fellowships at the Institute of 
Mathematics and Fundamental Physics of the Spanish National Research Council and has been Visiting Professor 
at the TATA Institute of Fundamental Research (India) and the Universidad Técnica Particular de Loja (Ecuador). 
At present, he is Teacher and Researcher at the University School of Education Fray Luis de León (Valladolid, 
Spain) and the Catholic University of Avila (Avila, Spain). He is the author of several research articles, conference 
contributions and books in the fields of algebraic geometry, educational technologies and didactic methodologies.

Diego Vergara holds both a degree in Civil Engineering and a degree in Materials Engineering from the University 
of Salamanca, USAL (Spain). In addition, he completed his Ph.D. studies -related to Mechanical and Materials 
Engineering- at the USAL, where he worked as an assistant professor for almost a decade. He has held several 
postdoctoral fellowships at the Polytechnic Institute of Bragança (Portugal). At present, he is an Assistant Professor 
and a Researcher at the Catholic University of Avila (UCAV, Spain). He is the author of two hundred research 
papers, conference contributions and books in the fields of both materials engineering and engineering education.

Pablo Fernández-Arias holds a degree in Industrial Engineering from the University of Salamanca and Industrial 
Engineering from the University Alfonso X el Sabio. He later obtained his PhD degree from the University of 
Salamanca, in the PhD program in Social Studies of Science and Technology. He has more than 10 years of 
professional experience in the energy sector. He has had different professional profiles, including Nuclear Power 
Plant Operation Instructor, Technological Development and Innovation Manager and Technological Leader. Expert 
in new educational environments, disruptive technologies for training and active learning methodologies. Since 
2019, he has been working as a Teacher and Researcher at the Catholic University of Avila (Spain).


