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Abstract

In recent years co-education has become a necessary pillar in forming a fair and equal
society. Teachers are key agents for the development of gender equality and it is therefore
considered necessary that they have the appropriate competences to do so. University edu-
cation should be the basis of the gender knowledge that teachers will transmit in the future.
The aim was to analyse whether future teachers were being trained in gender mainstream-
ing during their time at university and how committed they are to their studies.

The sample consisted of 442 participants from the Degrees in Childhood Education, Primary
Education or Masters related to Education in Spanish universities. A socio-demographic
questionnaire was administered with ad hoc questions to study age, gender and studies
undertaken and some questions relating to their previous training in coeducation. The Sen-
sitive Assessment for Gender Equality scale and the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale were
also applied to analyse their commitment to their studies.

The results show that the participating students have not received training in coeducation
before entering university. However, the majority, both boys and girls, are interested in
receiving training in gender issues during their university studies and demand greater in-
clusion of this subject in their study plans. Likewise, the data indicate that satisfaction with
their studies is proportional to their commitment to them.

Keywords: training, teachers, coeducation, university, studies.

Resumen

En los dltimos afios la coeducacion se ha convertido en un pilar necesario para formar
una sociedad justa e igualitaria. El profesorado es un agente clave para el desarrollo de la
igualdad de género, por lo que se considera necesario que disponga de las competencias
oportunas para ello. El objetivo fue analizar si el futuro profesorado estaba siendo formado
en perspectiva de género durante su etapa universitaria y cual es su compromiso con los
estudios.

El disefio del estudio es descriptivo, transversal, ex post facto con una medicién en un tnico
grupo. La muestra estuvo compuesta por 442 participantes de los Grados de Educacion
Infantil, Primaria o Masteres relacionados con la Educacién en universidades espafiolas. Se
aplicé un cuestionario sociodemogréfico con preguntas ad hoc para estudiar la edad, géne-
roy estudios cursados y algunas cuestiones relativas a su formacién previa en coeducacion.
También se aplicd la Escala de Evaluacion Sensible a la Formacion en Igualdad del Género
y la Escala Utrecht Work Engagement Scale para analizar el compromiso con sus estudios.

Los resultados muestran que el alumnado participante no ha recibido formacién en coedu-
cacion antes de entrar a la universidad. Sin embargo, la mayoria, tanto chicos como chicas,
sienten interés por recibir formacién en materia de género durante su etapa universitaria
y demandan mayor inclusién de la misma en sus planes de estudio. Asimismo, los datos
indican que la satisfaccion con los estudios es proporcional al compromiso con los mismos.

Palabras clave: formacion, profesorado, coeducacion, universidad, estudios.
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AHHOTaUMSA

B nocnegHue rogbl COBMECTHOE 0byUeHMe CTano HeobX0AMMON OMOPOWA Al MOCTPOEHUS
CrpaBejMBOro U paBHOMPABHOrO 06LLECTBA. YUNTENS ABNSAIOTCS KIHOUEBbLIM areHToM pas-
BUTWS reHAEPHOro paBeHCTBa, NO3TOMY CUMTaeTCs HeObXOAMMbIM, UTObbLI OHW obnaganu
COOTBETCTBYHOLMMU KOMMETEHLMAMMN ANS 3TOr0. YHUBEpCUTETCKOe 0bpa3oBaHue JOKHO
CTaTb OCHOBOW FreHAEpPHbIX 3HaHWI, KOTOPble yunTens byayT nepeaasaTb B byayLiem. Lle-
Nbl0 NCCNe0BaHNS bbI0 NPOAHaNU3MPOBaTh, MPOXOAAT N byAyLLMe yUnTeNs NOArOTOBKY
Mo reHjepHoii NpobnemaTke BO BpeMs y4ebbl B YH/IBEpCUTETE N HACKOIbKO OHU 3anHTe-
pecoBaHbl B CBOEM 06y4eHnH.

Bbibopka cocTosina u3 442 yyacTHKOB, NOMyYatoLWmMX cTeneHb bakanaspa B 061acTi BOC-
NUTaHWs eTell MNajLLIero Bo3pacta, HayaabHOro 06pa3oBaHMs UK CTeneHb MarucrTpa
B 06/1aCTV 06pa30BaHMA B NCMAHCKMX yHUBepcuTeTax. bbina 3amosHeHa coumanbHo-Ae-
Morpaduyeckas aHkeTa Co creLuanbHbIMKY BONPOCaMM AN U3yYeHWs BO3pacTa, nona u
NpoviZeHHOro 0byyeHws, a Takke HeKOTopble BOMPOChI, CBSI3aHHbIE C UX NPeAblayLLeli noa-
roTOBKOV B 061aCTN COBMECTHOro 06yyeHus. LLikana oLeHKy YyBCTBUTEIbLHOCTI 06yYeHus
K reHZepHOMY paBeHCTBY 1 YTpexTckas Lukana TPyAOBOI akKTUBHOCTU TakKe NPUMeHSNNCh
AN aHanm3a 1x 3aMHTepecoBaHHOCTY B 06yUeHNN.

Pe3synbTaThl MOKa3bIBAlOT, UTO YYaCTBYHOLLME B UCCNEL0BAHNN CTYAEHTHI He MPOXOAVN
TPEHWHT MO COBMECTHOMY 06YYeHWH 10 NOCTYNAeHNs B yHMBepcuTeT. OfHaKo 60NbLINH-
CTBO M3 HWX, KaK OHOLLW, TaK 1 AEBYLLKW, 3aUHTEPECOBaHbI B MOAYYEHUN TPEHWUHTOB MO
reHZepHbIM BOMpocaM Bo BpeMsi 06yUeHUsl B YHUBEPCUTETE U TPe6YIOT X 6o/ee LMPOKO-
ro BK/OYEHNs B y4ebHble NMporpaMmbl. [laHHble Takke MOKasbliBatoT, UTO YAOBNETBOPEH-
HOCTb y4eb0i1 NPONOPLMOHaNbHA UX CTPEMEHIIO K HElA.

Kntoyessle c108a: 06y4eHve, NpenojaBaTen, COBMECTHOE 06yUeHUe, YHUBEPCUTET, UCCie-
[l0BaHMS.

Introduction

The quest to achieve gender parity is an essential right and, as such, is included in the
17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) presented by the UN in its 2030 Agenda
(UNESCO, 2015). Especially goal 5 “Gender equality”, mentions the need to achieve
gender equity, empowering women and girls (Sanabrias-Moreno & Sanchez-Zafra,
2021).

The search for real equality between men and women has become a social and politi-
cal concern in recent years, but despite the social changes that have taken place, deal-
ing with the concept of gender in the family and academic environment still involves
great ignorance and concern. Beliefs about male and female roles have their origin
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in the baggage of each person, depending on their sex, within the family, school or
other social environments that are key in the preservation of sexist stereotypes (San-
chez-Torrején & Barea-Villalba, 2019).

The family is the first educational agent and its contribution to uproot stereotypes
from childhood is indispensable. Families in the 21st century are facing a reality that
differs from that of previous years, as it is now understood that it is logical for women
to work for pay. However, in the past, women also worked, but mostly in the domestic
sphere, taking care of the home and the children, without receiving any economic
incentive and practically without recognition, since it was assumed that this was their
mission because they were born women. The family must defend the fact that there is
no work that belongs to men or women, but that in the bosom of the family everyone
must collaborate. Likewise, the family as the main educational agent must be aware
of the need to transmit to their descendants that the colors, toys, clothing or studies
to be pursued, have no direct attribution to the biological sex with which one is born
(Sanz-Gémez, 2019).

Likewise, the educational field is another of the main educational agents. Nowadays,
education isimmersed in a social context that presents constant changes and innova-
tions, which requires that teachers have the relevant tools to train students capable
of reflecting and critically analyzing their environment and the interactions that take
place in it. Faced with these new challenges and social demands, teacher training is es-
sential, understood as the processes and competencies through which teachers learn
to analyze, understand and reflect on their professional and social work in their daily
work in the classroom (Hortiglela et al., 2016; Hernandez-Abenza, 2011).

In this regard, attention should be paid to the university institution as the one respon-
sible for the gender training received by future teachers. It should be borne in mind
that the university training period is a crucial stage for students who will have to face
new situations and problems to which they may not be accustomed (Chacén-Cuberos
et al., 2020). Training from this perspective is still a pending issue in many educa-
tional institutions, which means that stereotypes are often transmitted unconsciously
through the hidden curriculum. This is why the role of teachers plays an essential role
in promoting an education rich in values that is committed to coeducation as a way to
put an end to differential behaviors, educating in an equitable manner at all levels and
in all subjects (Otero-Gutiérrez et al., 2022).

From a pedagogical perspective, co-education refers to any educational process that
consciously eliminates any inequality or discriminatory attitude based on sex, gender
identity or gender, ethnicity, family or sexual diversity... always seeking to promote the
integral development of students without any type of limitation or condition (Fernan-
dez et al., 2022). Coeducation is not limited to offering students a mixed education, an
enunciative curricular content or using inclusive language out of commitment, which
could remain a banal intention, but its work goes much further as it requires training
and interest in promoting a curriculum adapted to current demands (Hernandez-Pra-
dos et al., 2022). Coeducation addresses different aspects of the psychological dimen-
sion, such as the development of self-concept, peaceful coexistence between sexes or
interpersonal communication. Teaching from the coeducational perspective does not
therefore imply a theoretical content to be learned, but refers to attitudes and social
structures as a key way for human development (Valdivia-Moral et al., 2015).
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Being a teacher implies knowing that one educates by transmitting knowledge, but
also values that must go towards global change in the face of discriminatory attitudes
based on gender (Galé et al., 2019).

Faced with this need for change, Spanish educational legislation has been modified
according to the challenges that society demands. It was not until 1990 with the entry
into force of the Organic Ley for the General Organization of the Educational System
(Ley Organica de Ordenacién General del Sistema Educativa, LOGSE) when the term
“coeducation” appeared for the first time defined as a tool to seek equality between
boys and girls in the educational center (Sanchez et al., 2021). Nowadays, the educa-
tional law currently in force, Organic Law 3/2020 amending Organic Law 2/2006 of
May 3 (Ley Organica de Modificacion de la LOE, LOMLOE), further qualifies the impor-
tance of this approach and indicates that gender equality should be promoted through
coeducation at all educational levels in order to promote equality between men and
women, the prevention of gender violence and affective-sexual education (Instituto
Asturiano de la Mujer, n.d.). In this sense, it should be added that RD 861/2010 of July
2, 2010, which improves and modifies RD 1393/2007 of October 29, 2007, indicates
that university degrees related to education should include training content on gender
equality and prevention of violence. However, this is still not contemplated in many
of the teaching guides of the university subjects taught in the degrees that prepare
future teachers (Sanchez-Torrején & Barea-Villalba, 2019).

Several studies have already been interested in checking the degree of involvement
of the gender perspective (GP) in the curricula of future teachers and the results have
not been very encouraging. A study carried out in the Faculty of Education of Alicante
found that only 1/3 of the teachers involved in education degrees and master’s de-
grees were involved in the incorporation of the GP and 78% highlighted the lack of
preparation to incorporate these issues in their teaching work (Cardona-Molté & Mi-
ralles-Cardona, 2022). Interestingly, another research conducted in 2019 determined
that 53.6% of teachers who were active in educational centers considered it necessary
to train students in gender in Childhood Education (CE) and Primary Education (PE),
compared to 37.1% of university teachers who did not consider it so relevant (San-
gustin & Moyano, 2019). This low training capacity, the insufficient interest in integrat-
ing coeducation in teaching and the little integration of gender in the curricula, keeps
GP in a kind of teaching limbo that is left to the personal decision of each professional,
with women being those who usually present higher rates of involvement in this re-
gard (Ballarin-Domingo, 2017).

The commitment of teachers in their teaching work is adequately justified if we pay
attention to the need to co-educate in order to form an egalitarian society free of ste-
reotypes. But at the same time, it is equally important to pay attention to the individual
commitment (predisposition and satisfaction) that future teachers present with their
study plans and their future professional performance (Cachdn-Zagalaz et al., 2018).
Generally, determining what studies they want to pursue is usually a difficult and im-
portant decision to be made at an early age. Such a decision may be determined by
family factors, economic factors, self-interest (vocation) or the influence of the media
(Bravo-Torres, 2018).

Again with regard to GP and the choice of one degree or another, it should be noted
that in recent years there has been a proliferation of research related to the represen-
tation of women in careers related to science, technology, engineering or mathemat-
ics, known as “STEM” subjects (science, technology, engineering and mathematics).
The results show that women are underrepresented in such fields that are especially
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considered masculine and that those who choose STEM-related positions often face
negative experiences related to stereotypes that favor men (Casad et al., 2019). The
gender gap in STEM fields is yet another reason why co-education is needed to elimi-
nate the clichés associated with gender.

For years it has been believed that this difference in the representation of men and
women in different fields of knowledge is due to the assumption that there are certain
gaps in the innate abilities and skills with which men and women are born. However,
studies carried out in recent years have confirmed that these are not biological issues,
but that it would be the social construction and differentiated behavioral models that
have been acquired over the years that lead to the choice of some studies or others
depending on gender (Martin-Rodrigo, 2018). For example, professional stereotypes
tend to represent women as social beings who care, please and interact, which can be
reflected in the profile of students, mostly women, who generally study CE and PE de-
grees (Sanabrias-Moreno et al., 2020). However, boys are considered to be more agile
minds for calculus, computing or management (Reinking & Martin, 2018).

Schools are a direct reflection of the society that originates them, so education should
focus on the detection, critical analysis and eradication of structural inequality be-
tween boys and girls, since the roots of inequalities are the origin of a multitude of
manifestations that end in violence, fear, silence and submission (Otero-Gutiérrez et
al., 2022).

It follows from the above that the educational institution, with special relevance in this
case to the university institution, is a key pillar to end gender stereotypes, offering stu-
dents a broad, open and rich in diversity imaginary to promote the breaking of gender
barriers that still persist in many areas of the social sphere. As a consequence of the
above, it is proposed that future teachers are currently being trained in coeducation
at the university stage.

Objective

The aim is to analyze whether the future teachers of Childhood Education (CE), Primary
Education (PE) and Masters related to education (MAS), are being trained in gender
equality during their university studies, as well as to study their level of commitment
to these studies. On the other hand, the aim is to compare both variables according to
the degree taken and the sex of the participating sample.

Methods

Participants

The study presented is a descriptive, cross-sectional, ex post facto study with a single
group measurement. The sample of this study consisted of 442 university students
(308 females and 134 males) selected by convenience. All of them were studying for a
Degree in Childhood Education (n = 92), a Degree in Primary Education (n = 263) or a
Master's Degree related to education (n = 87). Among the students in the Childhood
Education Degree, 7 males (7.6%) and 85 females (92.4%) participated; in the Prima-
ry Education Degree 101 males (38.4%) and 162 females (61.6%) and in the Master's
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Degree 26 students (29.9%) and 61 female students (70.1%). The mean age of the
participants was 21.72 years (+3.77).

Instruments

+ Sociodemographic questionnaire: To analyze the sex, studies and age of the
participants. In addition, several ad hoc questions related to gender training
were posed with different answer options: “Have you received training in coed-
ucation at any educational level before entering university?”, “Does your family
environment contribute to eradicating gender-associated stereotypes?”, “Do you
know if in your university there is any plan aimed at addressing gender equality?”
and “Are you in favor of teaching coeducation in the educational environment?”

+ Scale of “Evaluacion Sensible a la Formacion en Igualdad del Género” (ES-
FIG), elaborated by Miralles-Cardona et al. (2020). It consists of 16 items that are
grouped into three dimensions: incorporation of GP in curricula (items 3, 4, 5, 6,
9, 10 and 11), institutional sensitivity to the application of gender equality policy
in the centers (items 1, 2, 7, 8 and 12) and awareness of gender-related inequal-
ities in instructional processes (items 13, 14, 15 and 16). An example item is “The
faculty of education has adopted a proactive approach to gender equality”. The
response scale is Likert-type with 6 response options, where 0 is “Strongly dis-
agree” and 5 is “Strongly agree” It has been decided to eliminate item 4 for hav-
ing too high a kurtosis (Curt > 4.00). The reliability of the scale and of the factors
after the elimination of this item was .813 for the total scale, .891 for the factor
Gender in the Curricula, .772 for the factor Institutional Sensitivity and .859 for
the factor Awareness of Gender Inequalities.

+ Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES-S), originally created by Schaufeli et
al. (2002), of which there is a validation in Spanish by Belando et al. (2012). The
revalidation of the latter by Cach6n-Zagalaz et al. (2018) has been used, as it is
oriented to university education students in Spain. This latest version consists of
15 items that are divided into two factors: willingness to study (items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
7,10 and 11) and study satisfaction (items 1, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14 and 15). An example
of an item is “I am persistent in my studies”. A 5-point Likert-type scale is used,
where 0 is “Strongly disagree” and 4 is “Strongly agree”. The reliability of the total
scale is .902, that of the Predisposition factor is .863 and that of the Satisfaction
factor is .837.

Procedure

First, a questionnaire was developed in Google Forms linking the instruments men-
tioned above (sociodemographic questions and ESFIG). The link to this questionnaire
was sent to professors, subject coordinators, undergraduate and postgraduate coor-
dinators of different Spanish universities, together with a document explaining the
purpose of the research and the indications for completing the questionnaire. At the
beginning of the survey, the objective of the study was explained and the anonymity
of the responses of all participants was guaranteed.

The research complied with the ethical requirements of the Declaration of Helsinki,
developed by the World Medical Association (WMA, 1964), adopted by the 71st WMA
General Assembly (online), Cordoba, Spain, October 2020.
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Data analysis

Data analysis was performed using the SPSS 24.0 statistical program (IBM corps., Ar-
monk, NY, USA). The descriptive values, central tendency and dispersion were calcu-
lated and the reliability of the factors was checked using Cronbach’s alpha in order
to verify whether the scale can be used successfully in the selected sample. On the
other hand, for data analysis, cross tables, independent samples T-test, correlations
and ANOVA were used. For the latter analysis, the post hoc test (Bonferroni) was also
used to determine intergroup differences.

In the ESFIG scale, as regards skewness and kurtosis, the range +2.00 and +4.00 re-
spectively (Schmider et al., 2010) was used as valid, all the items presented an ac-
ceptable distribution except item 4, which was eliminated because it showed a high
kurtosis. The corrected homogeneity index (IHc) also presented acceptable values, all
being above .200 (Kline, 1995).

Table 1
Descriptive statistics of the ESFIG

M SD Asym Kurt CHI

1. The faculty of education has taken a 361 927 -987 2125 394
proactive approach to gender equality.

2. The faculty applies the current equality  3.66 .869 -749 1.742 370
regulations.

3. Gender training is a necessary condition 434 .908 -1.715 3.600 .457
for learning to educate in equality.

4.Including a gender perspective inteach- 4.32 .955 -1.900 4.468 .514
er training is essential to combat sexism.

5. Gender issues are just as important 412 1.025 -1.541 2957 .557
to my training as those relating to other
differences.

6. Diversity of sexual identities should 398 1.114 -1.285 1.614 .563
receive greater attention in the curriculum.

7. My curriculum includes the development  3.53 1151 -752  .303 481
of competencies to educate in gender
equality.

8. The gender perspective receives suffi- 279 1304 -291 -436 .241
cient attention in the subjects.

9. Gender should be integrated into teach-  3.93 1.118 -1.410 2.387 .600
ing on a mandatory basis.

10. All subjects in the curriculum should be  3.69 1.236 -1.075 .951 .558
taught with a gender perspective.
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11. There should be at least one compul-
sory subject on gender equality in the
curriculum.

12. Teachers are sufficiently sensitized to
gender issues.

13. Teachers tend to have higher and more
demanding expectations of students than
of female students.

14. Students receive more attention from
faculty than female students.

15. The achievements of female students
are often downplayed.

16. Students’ achievements are attributed
more to their effort than to their ability.

3.82

3.01

1.83

1.51

2.05

2.46

1.264

1.217

1.501

1.446

1.542

1.633

-1.169 1.035
-386  -.283
.523 -.693
782 -.330
.248 -1.045
-060 -1.159

.540

.200

412

420

409

422

Note. M= Mean; SD= Standard desviation; Asym = Asymmetry; Kurt = Kurtosis; CHI = Corrected Homogeneity

Index

In the Commitment to Studies scale, as regards skewness and kurtosis, the range
+2.00 and +4.00 respectively (Schmider et al., 2010) was used as valid, all items pre-
senting an acceptable distribution. The corrected homogeneity index (CHI) also pres-

ents acceptable values, all being above .200 (Kline, 1995).

Table 2

Descriptive statistics of the Commitment to Studies scale

M SD Asym  Kurt CHI
1. My studies present new challenges. 324 791 -1.167 1.996 .555
2.Iam immersed and focused on my 294 891 -849 803 712
studies.
3.1am persistent in my studies. 3.06 .836 -835 .842 .667
4.1 can continue to work on my studies for  2.86 .945 -683 .004  .662
long periods of time.
5.When I get up in the morning I feel like ~ 2.05 1.087 -.174 -579 .538
going to school.
6. Even when things are not going well, I 270 1.023 -720 .008 @ .478
continue to study.
7.1am strong and energetic in my studies. 2.74 950 -517 .076  .690
8.Ilearn new and interesting thingsinmy  3.04 .852 -1.045 1.588 .566
studies.
9. My studies make sense. 313 .892 -1.131 1.308 .603

Publicaciones 52(2), 97-115. https://doi.org/10.30827/publicaciones.v52i2.26379
Sanabrias-Moreno, D. et al. (2022). Analysis of gender equality training...

105


http://doi.org/10.30827/publicaciones.v48i2.8331

10. When I am studying I forget everything 2.10 1.080 .066  -680 .518
that is going on around me.

11.1"get carried away” by my studies. 214 969 .012 -304 .576
12. My studies are stimulating and inspir- 264 936 -606 .283  .653
ing.

13.1am proud of my studies. 318 .849 -1.103 1.436 .620

14.When I am absorbed in my studiesIfeel 2.58 .994 -513 .062  .513

good.

15. Time flies when I'm working. 282 1.037 -732 -083 .496
Note. M= Mean; SD= Standard deviation; Asym = Asymmetry; Kurt = Kurtosis; CHI = Corrected Homogeneity
Index
Results

Table 3 shows the results of comparing the ad hoc questions with the sex and studies
of the participants. Regarding the first of the questions, 69% of the students (N = 305)
state that they did not receive training in coeducation before entering university, com-
pared to 31% (N = 137) who did. In the comparison by sex and studies, the results are
similar among all parties, although women and master’s students stand out slightly
for having received less training in coeducation before university. Regarding the sec-
ond question, 65.2% of the respondents (N = 288) agree with the idea that the family
environment contributes to eradicating gender stereotypes, these percentages being
similar when compared according to sex or studies. The third question indicates that
the majority of university students (67.2%, N = 297) do not know if there is a gender
equality plan at their university, with no major differences being found with respect
to sex, but with respect to studies, where CE students stand out for a greater lack of
knowledge (81.5%, N = 75). From the last question, the idea that most of the subjects
(84.4%, N= 84.4%) are in favor of teaching coeducation in the educational environ-
ment is extracted, this percentage being slightly higher in women than in men (86%
vs. 80.6%).

Table 3
Ad hoc questions compared by sex and studies

N (%) Male Female CE PE MAS
N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)

1. Have you No 305 (69%) 84 (62.7%) 221(71.8%) 59 (64.1%) 179 67 (77%)
received training (68.1%)
in coeducation at
any educational Yes 137 (31%) 50(37.3%) 87(28.2%)  33(35.9%) 84(31.9%) 20 (23%)
level prior
to entering
the school?

universidad?
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2. Does

your family
environment
contribute to
the eradication
of gender
stereotypes?

3. Do you know
if your university
has a plan to
address gender
equality?

4. Areyouin
favor of teaching
coeducation in
education?

Disagree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Agreed

Yes, there
is

Does not
exist

Ido not
know

No

Yes

ITam not
trained to
respond
at this
time

67 (15.2%)

87 (19.7%)

288 (65.2%)

141 (31.9%)

4(.9%)

297 (67.2%)

5(1.1%)
373 (84.4%)

64 (14.5%)

27 (19.4%)

25 (18.7%)

83 (61.9%)

43 (32.1%)

2(1.5%)

89 (66.4%)

3(2.2%)

108
(80.6%)

23 (17.2%)

41 (13.3%)

62 (20.1%)

205 (66.7%)

98 (31.8%)

2(.6%)

208 (67.5%)

2(.6%)
265 (86%)

41 (13.3%)

10(10.9%)

16 (17.4%)

66 (71.7%)

15(16.3%)

2(2.2%)

75 (81.5%)

2(2.2%)
76 (82.6%)

14 (15.2%)

46 (17.5%)

54 (20.5%)

163 (62%)

97 (36.9%)

1(.4%)

165
(62.7%)
3(1.1%)

221 (84%)

39 (14.8%)

11(12.6%)

17 (19.5%)

59 (67.8%)

29 (33.3%)

1(1.1%)

57 (65.5%)

0(0%)

76 (87.4%)

11(12.6%)

Note. CE: Childhood Education; PE: Primary Education; MAS: Masters

To analyze the relationship between gender and the results of the ESFIG and the Study
Commitment Scale, a Student's t-test was performed (Table 4). Statistically significant
differences were found in the Gender in Study Plans factor in favor of women [t(1, 440)
=4.903, p <.01], with a MD = .444. Similarly, statistically significant differences were
found in both factors of Commitment to Studies. With regard to Predisposition [t(1,
440) = 2.836, p < .01], females are the ones who score higher, with a MD =.202. In the
case of Satisfaction with studies [t(1, 440) = 2.759, p < .01], females are the ones who

again present higher values, with a MD = .183.
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Table 4
Differences in means according to sex

Levene's test  T-test for equality of means
for equality
of variances

M M F p t df p MD

Genderinthe 3.980 Male 3.670 Equal 2364 125 -4.903 440 .000* -.444
curriculum variances

are

assumed

Female 4.114 Equal -4.657 225977 .000 -444
variances
are not
assumed

Institutional 3319  Male 3.368 Equal 4100 .043 .845 440 399 .069
sensitivity variances

are

assumed

Female 3.298 Equal .877 276.388 .381 .069
variances
are not
assumed

Awareness 1.96 Male 1.966 Equal 5277 .022 .040 440 .968 .005
of gender variances
inequalities are

assumed

Female 1.961 Equal .038 225273 969  .005
variances
are not
assumed

Predisposition 2.572  Male 2431 Equal A32 717 -2.836 440 .005*  -.202
to study variances

are

assumed

Female 2.633 Equal -2.791  244.088 .006 -.202
variances
are not
assumed

Satisfaction 2,946  Male 2.818 Equal 847 358 -2.759 440 .006* -.183
study variances

are

assumed

Female 3.002 Equal -2.675 236.251 .008 -.183
variances
are not
assumed

Note. M = Mean; F = Statistic T- student test; p: significance; df = degree freedoms; MD = Mean differences

For the analysis of means according to the studies studied by the participants (CE, PE
and MAS), the analysis of variance test (ANOVA) and the Bonferroni post hoc multiple
comparisons test were used (Table 5). Statistically significant differences were found
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in the Institutional Sensitivity factor [F (2, 439) = 15.302, p < .01], with those in CE and
PE scoring higher with respect to those in MAS, with MD =.375 and .529 respectively.
Regarding commitment to studies, statistically significant differences were found in
the satisfaction factor [F(2, 439) = 7.284, p < .01], specifically between CE and PE with
a MD =.228 in favor of CE, and between CE and Master’s with a MD = .354, again in
favor of CE.

Table 5
Differences in means according to studies

N M SD ANOVA Prueba post hoc Bonferroni
df F P Studies MD P d

Gender in the CE 92 4.02 949 2.439 188 614 CE™ - PE@ .076" 1.000 .08
curriculum

PE 263 3.94 862 CE® - MAS® .018® 1.000 -.02

MAS 87 4.04 952 PE®@ -MAS® .094® 1.000 -1
Institutional CE 92 330 .881 2.439 15.302 .000*  CE™-PE@ .154@ .304 -.18
sensitivity

PE 263 345 730 CE® - MAS® 3750 .004* 45

MAS 87 292 785 PE® -MAS® .529@ .000* .69
Awareness CE 92 199 1205 2.439 314 731 CE® - PE@ .0070 1.000 .00
of gender
inequalities PE 263 198 1344 CEM-MAS®  .126® 1000 .05

MAS 87 1.86  1.182 PE@ -MAS® .119@ 1.000 .09
Predisposition  CE 92 259 728 2.439 271 763 CE® - PE@ .0200 1.000 .02
to study

PE 263 257 .689 CE® - MAS® .0730 1.000 .09

MAS 87 252  .692 PE? -MAS® .052@ 1.000 .07
Satisfaction CE 92 315 583 2.439 7.284 .001*  CE"W - PE@ .228M .010* .38
study

PE 263 292 610 CE® - MAS® .3540 .001* .52

MAS 87 279 765 PE®@ -MAS® 125@ 335 18

Note. CE=Childhood Education; PE=Primary Education; MAS=Master; M=Mean; SD= Standard desviation; df=
Degree freedoms; p= significance; MD= Mean differences; F= Statistic T-Student test

Table 6 shows the results of the bivariate analysis performed using Pearson’s correla-
tion test. Due to the size of the sample, only correlations higher than ,300 are high-
lighted. The factor Gender in the Study Plans correlates positively with Satisfaction
with the study (r = .320). Institutional Sensitivity correlates positively with Predisposi-
tion and Satisfaction with study (r =.340 and r = 3.90). The strongest correlation ob-
tained was between the factors Predisposition and Satisfaction with studies (r = .657).
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Table 6
Bivariate correlations between the studied factors and age

1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Gender in the curriculum 225%%  176%*  .281** .320**  -.056
2. Institutional sensitivity 1 A10%  .340%*% 390*%*  -133**
3. Awareness of gender inequalities 1 .063 .006 - 132%*
4. Willingness to study 1 .657** 062

5. Satisfaction study 1 .038

6. Age

Discussion

From the results obtained in the self-developed questions, it can be seen that most
of the participants have not been trained following a coeducational model. Data that
coincide with the study by Heras-Sevilla et al. (2021), who determined that only one in
three students has received training in coeducation. Sdnchez-Bello and Iglesias-Galdo
(2017) state that, despite the attempt to include coeducation in schools, coeducation is
still deeply rooted: boys and girls share the same classroom, study the same contents
and have the same opportunities to access university studies, but that some stereo-
types still exist that make them choose some optional subjects or certain university
degrees depending on the sex they are. Depending on the level of studies they are
pursuing, master’s degree students are the ones who report having been less educat-
ed following models based on gender equality. This idea can be understood because
the concept of coeducation is being implemented progressively in schools, being now
when more work is being done.

The second of the questions focused on the importance of families in eradicating gen-
der stereotypes. 65% of the subjects agree that it is a very important educational agent
to eradicate such inequalities. Bonelli (2019), in her work, reveals the importance of
the family in this aspect, stating that there are certain facts that are still present in
families today and that contribute to the continued presence of stereotypes, such as
the distribution of household chores or the raising of children.

When asked about the knowledge of the equality plans of the university in which
they have studied, the participants shed data on the lack of knowledge that they have
about these plans. Sixty-seven percent of the university students reported that they
did not know whether or not their university had equality plans. According to Organic
Law 372007, or the Equality Law, Spanish universities (as public administration institu-
tions) are obliged to develop gender equality plans, but the data obtained imply that
students are unaware of them, so their usefulness is limited.

Regarding the last of the questions, it stands out that most of the participants are in
favor of coeducation. There is only a small percentage of the subjects who did not
respond affirmatively to this question, the main cause being lack of knowledge about
this subject. Resa (2021) corroborates this idea, stating that teachers who do not iden-
tify the work of gender equality in the classroom as relevant are those who have not
received the necessary training on this issue.
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The percentages in all the sociodemographic questions did not show large differences
between the sexes, which shows that the differences are becoming smaller and small-
er. The idea emerges that both boys and girls are concerned about issues related to
gender equality. The Youth in Spain 2020 Report (Instituto de la Juventud, 2021, p. 257)
which analyzes youth attitudes towards gender equality shows that this is an issue that
concerns all youth, but to a greater extent young women. While about 60% of men
have a high degree of interest in this issue, the percentage of women is 80%.

With regard to the ESFIG scale, the results show that the dimension that obtained the
highest scores is the incorporation of GP in the curricula, which may indicate that they
need more work on this issue throughout their studies. The study by Sanabrias-More-
no et al. (2020) confirms this idea, highlighting that, of the 240 credits that make up
the PE degree at the University of Jaén, only 15.4% deal with gender or coeducation
issues. A similar percentage is found in the CE degree, with 12.5% of the credits. In
this same dimension, statistically significant differences have been found in favor of
girls, which implies that they are more concerned about the incorporation of GP work
in their study plans than boys. These data coincide with those obtained by Cardo-
na-Molté and Miralles-Cardona (2022).

The application of the scale of commitment to studies shows that women have a great-
er satisfaction and predisposition with their studies, in the same way as occurs in the
study by Cachdn-Zagalaz et al. (2018). Traditionally, studies related to the educational
field (as is the case of those mentioned in this work) have been mostly chosen by
the female sex (Sanabrias-Moreno et al. 2020), which may explain why they feel more
comfortable within this type of degrees.

The results show that CE and PE students score higher than master’s students on in-
stitutional sensitivity. This may be due to the fact that their studies last 4 years, while
the master’s degree usually lasts 1 year. During these 4 years of studies they can learn
more about university policies on gender equality or meet more teachers involved in
the teaching of coeducation, while the academic year of the master’s degree is divided
between classes in the faculty and internships in secondary schools, so they are only
attending the university for a few months.

When analyzing student satisfaction with their degrees according to the studies they
are pursuing, it stands out that CE students are the ones who show a higher rate of sat-
isfaction with their degrees. The study by Cant6n-Mayo et al. (2017) states that 98.4%
of CE teachers have chosen this profession as their first choice because they have a
clear teaching vocation.

When correlating the dimensions of the questionnaires used, it is found that there is
a positive relationship between the concern that students have for the inclusion of
gender in their curricula and the satisfaction they feel for the same. Similarly, when
analyzing institutional sensitivity, a positive correlation is also observed with the sat-
isfaction and predisposition of university students for their studies. This suggests that
the future teaching staff is concerned about the inclusion of GP in their study plans
and that they feel satisfied and predisposed to continue with their studies, because
they see that they are being provided with tools to work on this subject in their future
work. This data is important because their training in GP will be key for education in
equality to really reach the classroom, allowing society to evolve in a more egalitarian
way (Mina-Ballesteros, 2021). The strongest correlation found was between the di-
mensions predisposition and satisfaction with studies, as in the manuscript by Ardiles
et al. (2020). It makes sense to think that the more students are predisposed to their
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studies, going regularly to classes, participating in them and showing interest, the
more satisfied they will be with their studies.

As a main limitation, it is worth mentioning the difference between the number of
boys and girls, which is due to the fact that in Spain there are more females than males
interested in pursuing education-related degrees.

Conclusions

The sociodemographic questions conclude that the majority of the participating sam-
ple has not received training in coeducation prior to their university studies, although
they are in favor of teaching it at the different educational levels. Similarly, 65% of the
subjects agree that their family environment contributes to the eradication of gender
stereotypes. It is also concluded that most of them do not know if there is an Equality
Plan in their university.

With regard to the sensitive evaluation of gender equality training, it is determined
that women are the most concerned about the inclusion of GP in their study plans.
Likewise, they are the ones who show the greatest predisposition and satisfaction to-
wards them.

As for the results obtained according to the degree they are studying, it is affirmed
that CE and PE students show a greater knowledge of the inclusion or absence of GP
in the different subjects they are studying. Likewise, the study concluded that CE stu-
dents are the most satisfied with their university studies.

In addition, it should be noted that concern for the incorporation of the subject of
GP in the curricula of future teachers and its implementation in university reality cor-
relates positively with the predisposition and satisfaction shown by students with their
studies.

Training in gender equality is in continuous progress and the future teachers who
will train thesyoungest students seem to be committed to this cause. However, al-
though the university institution seems to be showing more concern than in previous
years, there are still issues that go unnoticed by students, such as the Equality Plans
proposed by many university institutions in order to train, detect and prevent gender
violence or sexist harassment.
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