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Abstract: The objective of this study is to identify the usage of ICT tools among social educators
within their professional activity. Technology among social educators is currently a very up-to-date
topic. This is a professional group with its own characteristics that are different from those of teachers
or other professionals in formal education. A mixed sequential two-phase method was proposed for
the study: both quantitative and qualitative. In the first phase, the EdSocEval_V2 questionnaire was
applied to a sample of 504 social educators from 17 autonomous communities. In the second phase,
four focus groups were formed. The results presented reduced and basic usage of ICT: in management
and administrative tasks and for communication with conventional tools. The COVID-19 pandemic
has likewise increased the need for the use of ICT in socio-educational interventions, although their
use for intervention among these groups is still very scarce. Training in and raising awareness of
ICT among professionals for social interventions are priorities, as is the construction of a referential
framework for professional training.

Keywords: social education; digital competence; non formal education

1. Introduction

The importance of Information and Communications Technology (ICT) and the trans-
formation that ICT has triggered in society over recent years is an undeniable contemporary
reality. The European Digital Competence Framework for Citizens (DigComp) was pub-
lished in the Union in 2013. It covers the meaning of digital competence with reference to
five areas of competence [1]. In the educational sector, we can find the European Framework
for the Digital Competence of Educators (DigCompEdu) (Colás-Bravo et al., 2019) and, in
Spain, the Marco Común de Competencia Digital Docente [The Common Framework for
Digital Competence in Teaching] [2] directed at the area of public education.

The landscape of the socio-educational area is quite different. On the one hand,
professional roles can be accessed with different educational backgrounds. Janer and
Úcar [3] compiled 45 degree courses related to the field of social pedagogy within different
countries and the professional development of their graduates with different initial profiles.
In the case of Spain, it is configured as a four-year university degree with clearly marked
indicators throughout its educational and pedagogical profile [4]. We find no common
reference to digital competence in this sector within the European Union, although we
can identify the Social Investment Packet (SIP), proposed by the European Commission
to promote social inclusion within the European Strategy 2020 [5]. The SIP urges member
States to invest in the modernization of systems of wellbeing, emphasizing social innovation
as the foundation for increased ICT-based opportunities [6].

1.1. Uses of ICT within Social Education

Some decades ago, the first studies appeared in which the use of ICT among pro-
fessional social educators was analyzed. Forés et al. [7] affirmed that practically all the
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professionals in the social field had not used ICT in their employment. According to the
same authors, the few who were using it did so with word processors for managerial tasks.
Along the same lines, Prats [8] covered some of the possibilities that ICT offers within
this field for contacting users. Castillo et al. [9] presented five practices for which ICT can
improve efficacy and quality in social action: access to information, training, dissemination
of messages, communication, and collaborative work.

Professionals in socio-educational action must “prepare social projects that use these
new electronic technologies to respond in the best way to the demands and the needs of
the population” [10] (p. 260).

The computer was practically indispensable as a tool for managerial tasks, but was
rarely used for user-related interventions [11]. They likewise reported an unequal devel-
opment of ICT in the different areas of intervention. Subsequently, Martínez-Rivera and
Forés [12] prepared practical proposals for the use of ICT in social-educational activities,
taking into account the possibilities that technology has to offer.

Santás García [13], centering on social services, identified a potential in ICT as a tool
for communication, collaboration, improved efficiency, and the broad dissemination of
entities and initiatives. Among the uses he identified at the time of the study, he highlighted
management systems, information processing, and their application to communication
and information.

For Sampedro [14], ICT in social education is a useful tool to facilitate the socializa-
tion of individuals. He identified it as an element for management and administration
and as a medium that can be integrated in learning and communication processes and
community interaction.

The use of ICT in social education from an integral and transversal perspective hinged
on access to ICT and appropriation of its use [15]. They divided the relation between social
education and ICT into three scenarios: for ICT, with ICT, and ICT as.

Internet in general, and social networks in particular, implies the existence of spaces
that can be created without excessive resources and costs, both for showcasing the activity
of social organizations and for mobilizing the population [16].

Martínez-Pérez and Lezcano Barbero [17] proposed the use of ICT in social education
around seven uses: interprofessional communication, management and administration,
time management, didactic tools, collaborative work, diffusion, and training.

Fernández de Castro et al. [18] pointed to the way in which professional practice
towards digitalization has been adapted within the socio-educational arena over recent
years, transforming working models. This fact, as the authors affirmed, has increased due
to the COVID-19 pandemic.

1.2. Experiences with ICT in Social Education

The use of ICT in social education must be understood as a complex and dynamic task,
consisting of multiple layers that interrelate people, locations, and other elements that must
be analyzed from within the context in which they take place [19]. The Documents for the
professionalization of social education [20] now contain references to competence in ICT.
Recent works on the skills profile of the social educator, such as Eslava-Suanes et al. [21],
also pointed to this competence. Cabezas González et al. [22] indicated high levels of self-
perceived digital competence among social educators in the knowledge dimension, average
in relation to the use of tools, and low in the dimension of skills with the use of devices. In
the knowledge dimension, they pointed out significant differences according to gender, and
indicated that socio-occupational factors, such as accumulated professional experience or
field, have predictive power in the three dimensions of digital competence studied. There
are numerous authors who have pointed to the digital divide [11,14,15,19,23] as one of the
difficulties that may be found in the field of social education. It is the older professionals
with longer careers who directly influence this gap in the field of social education [18].

Over the past few years, we have become familiar with some experiences within the
area that we are discussing. On the one hand, we have found dissemination and training
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projects in Spain, such as #HablemosEduso [24], Edusosfera [25], and the meetings of
bloggers [26]. We can point to direct experience of socio-educational intervention with ICT
in penitentiaries [27,28], with those with serious mental disorders [29], in phone help-lines,
with youth and homeless people, and targeting the public in general [12].

Broadening the outlook to the European Union, through the SIP program, an inventory
can be found with 63 social innovation projects with ICT in such areas as participation,
education, civil commitment, employability, social attention, and housing, among oth-
ers [30]. Some authors reported country-specific experiences, such as Koskinen [31] in
social services for attention in early childhood; Fan [32] on social isolation in the face of an
aging population; Madama et al. [33] with older people; Manzoor and Vimarlund [34] on
the inclusion of people with disability; and Hansen et al. [35] on social services directed at
the public in general.

Although we have been able to report some experiences, the specific literature on ICT
and social education is still very limited [18]. Even though the sector is being digitized,
there is still a lack of a common strategy [36], as well as the absence of a reference framework
for the development of ICT in social education, compared to in formal education [37]. This
reality is due to the wide variety of groups with which we work: young people, the elderly,
people with different types of disabilities, prostitution, rural areas, and others [21,38]. It
has been possible to provide publications on different groups and their difficulties with the
use of ICT [12,27,28,31–34], but few are available on different professional profiles.

We did find studies on social education students [39,40], but we believe that the high
diversity of professional profiles and the lack of access to the sample discourage researchers.

In this study, we seek responses to the following questions: What do social educators
use ICT for? Which programs/devices are the most widely used among those professionals?
Are there any social and employment-related aspects (gender, employment experience,
type of employer, and area of work) that influence the use of ICT? How does the use of ICT
influence socio-educative interventions?

The objective of this work is to ascertain the uses of ICT among social educators. That
objective is specified through the following sub-objectives: (1) to analyze why social educa-
tors use ICT; (2) to identify the main tools that social educators use in their professional
social work; and (3) to determine social and employment-related variables that influence
ICT use and tools among social educators.

2. Materials and Methods

A two-phase mixed sequential method was used for the development of the study:
first of all, a quantitative study and its analysis and, subsequently, a qualitative study. This
type of design is justified in that quantitative data allows us to obtain an overview of the
research problem that is complemented by qualitative research, which allows us to explain
the phenomena and relationships of the first stage [41].

2.1. Quantitative Phase
2.1.1. Research Tool

The EdSocEval_V2 questionnaire [42], created ad hoc, was used for the quantitative
phase. It was validated through the expert opinion technique [43], with a panel of five
professionals with broad experience in the field of social education, members of professional
colleges, and university teachers.

Subsequently, the validity of the tool was analyzed using Cronbach’s Alpha, factor
analysis, and Varimax factor rotation. Cronbach’s Alpha yielded a result for internal
consistency of 0.891, which is usually considered high [44].

Prior to the factor analysis, both the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin test (0.808) and Bartlett’s
sphericity test (significance 0.000) were performed, test results which indicate the viability
of the data for factor analysis. A total of eight factors were extracted using orthogonal
Varimax that explained 60.225% of the variance.
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The Cronbach’s Alpha of each factor of the questionnaire is shown in Table 1. The
results referring to factors 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 were used in this work.

Table 1. Cronbach’s Alpha of the EdSocEval_V2 questionnaire factors.

Factor Cronbach’s Alpha

(1) ICT Desktop software/devices 0.928
(2) ICT training 0.900

(3) Storage and tablet 0.888
(4) ICT use and employment satisfaction 0.828

(5) ICT assessment 0.586
(6) Traditional multimedia equipment 0.840

(7) Audiovisual equipment 0.771
(5) Handheld equipment 0.781

The entire process of creating and validating the questionnaire can be consulted in
depth in the following reference [42].

2.1.2. Sampling

In the quantitative phase, both convenience sampling and snowball sampling were
used. Collaboration was forthcoming from various Professional Colleges to distribute
the questionnaire among their members. It was also distributed through the Internet on
websites related to social education. The questionnaire was available online, throughout
2018, through GoogleForms. The study was approved by the Doctoral School of the
University of Burgos and all participants had signed/accepted the informed consent before
completing the questionnaire.

2.1.3. Sample

Once the form was completed, the inclusion criteria used to determine the sample were
as follows: (a) diploma in social education; (b) graduate in social education; (c) qualified
as an educator by a Professional Association of Social Education. The following exclusion
criteria were used to exclude participants: persons working in the social field but not
related to the socio-educational field.

The final sample for this phase comprised 504 social educators from 17 autonomous
communities of Spain and the autonomous city of Ceuta distributed, as indicated in Table 2.
The majority were women (n = 408; 81%) rather than men (n = 96; 14%). Age indicated a
minimum of 21 years and a maximum of 64. The average age was 37.3 years, the median
36, the mode 25, with a standard deviation of 9.47. With regard to employment, the
majority (n = 321; 63.7%) worked in urban environments defined as municipalities of over
20,000 inhabitants; followed by those working in rural environments (n =9 3; 18.5%); and
in both rural and urban environments (n = 83; 16.5%). 1.7% (n = 7) of the sample indicated
the option “Others” under this item.

Employment experience presented a minimum of one year and a maximum of 42 years.
The average was 10.6 years and the standard deviation was seven. As regards the type of
employment, the majority worked as employees within the private sector (51.4%), followed
by the public sector (40.1%), and solely 4.8% indicated that they were self-employed. 2.4%
of the sample were unemployed and 1.4% marked the option “Others” that includes
scholarships and other similar situations.
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Table 2. Sample of the quantitative phase distributed by Autonomous Community.

Autonomous Community N %

Andalucía 22 4.4
Aragón 8 1.6
Asturias 4 0.8
Baleares 74 14.7
Canarias 50 9.9
Cantabria 10 2
Castilla la Mancha 32 6.3
Castilla y León 46 9.1
Cataluña 95 18.8
Extremadura 22 4.4
Galicia 62 12.3
La Rioja 10 2
Madrid 24 4.8
Murcia 5 1
Navarra 5 1
País Vasco 21 4.2
Valencia 13 2.6
Ceuta 1 0.2
Total 504 100.00%

2.1.4. Data Analysis

The analysis of quantitative data was performed with the IBM SPSS program version
25 (Licensed to the University of Burgos). In the first place, the descriptive statistics were
obtained, and then relevant inferences were proposed. Through close observation and the
application of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, the tests were performed that led us to affirm
that the sample followed a normal distribution. The non-parametric Pearson Chi-squared
test was used to test the relations of inference, establishing the significance level at 0.05.

2.2. Qualitative Phase

In the second, qualitative phase, the procedure that was followed was the formation of
online discussion groups. Through this technique, the interaction between the participants
led to in-depth examination of the questionnaire results [45].

2.2.1. Qualitative Sample

The sampling was intentional, inviting representations from professionals within
different geographical areas, sectors, genders, and ages. The focus group technique was
chosen with three or four participants, following authors who have stressed that a reduction
in the number of online focus group members is necessary in comparison with traditional
focus group numbers [46]. The recommended number varied; Brüggen and Willens [47]
and Abrams and Gaiser [48], respectively, proposed groups of three to five and groups of
three to eight people.

The selected individuals were sent an email in which they were informed of the
objectives of the study and their participation was requested. Having accepted and after
having signed the informed consent form, they were then able to access the focus-group
sessions. The details of the participants are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Focus group participants.

Length Gender Area of Intervention Ref.

Focus 1: 86 min
Male Homeless people 1.1

Female Migration and refugees 1.2
Female Protection of minors 1.3

Focus 2: 65 min

Male Minors with judicial measures and professor 2.1
Female Protection of minors 2.2
Female Rural Development 2.3
Male Functional diversity and dependence. Professor 2.4

Focus 3: 93 min
Male Street education and university professor 3.1
Male Drug addiction and young people 3.2
Male Prison educator 3.3

Focus 4: 96 min
Female Ethnic minorities and social services 4.1
Male Social Educator in Secondary Highschool 4.2

Female Rural area. 4.3

2.2.2. Development of the Focus Group

Four focus groups were developed between April and June 2020 with an average
duration of 85 min (a minimum of 65 and a maximum of 96 min) (Table 3). The sessions
were taped for subsequent analysis.

2.2.3. Analysis of the Qualitative Data

The analysis of the qualitative data followed an inductive approach, in accordance
with the procedure proposed by Green et al. [49] in four steps: immersion in the data,
encoding, creation of categories, and identification of the topics. A literal transcription of
them all was prepared and, subsequently, the content was analyzed using the OpenCode
software for the analysis of qualitative data.

3. Results
3.1. Survey Results
3.1.1. Uses of ICT

Based on the seven uses of ICT that have been proposed, we found that ICT was
principally used as a management and administrative tool and for communication. The
least frequent use was as a time management tool. In Table 4, the different statistics for
each one are compiled.

Table 4. Uses of ICT in social education.

Communication Management
and Admin.

Didactic
Tool

Time
Management

Collaborative
Work Dissemination Training

Average score 3.96 3.96 3.26 2.88 3.34 3.27 3.44
Standard deviation 1.24 1.25 1.44 1.54 1.46 1.73 1.57
Variance 1.5 1.55 2.07 2.4 2.14 3 2.45
Minimum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Maximum 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

3.1.2. Usage of the Different ICT Tools

In Table 5, we cover the usage of the different ICT tools that were proposed. The printer
and the photocopier stand out, followed by the desktop computer and an Internet cable
connection. Other devices, such as the Tablet and the Interactive Digital Whiteboard (IDW),
presented much more discrete measures of usage. Storage systems, USB, and portable hard
drive devices were ahead of cloud storage alternatives.
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Table 5. Use of ICT tools in social education.

Average Score Standard Deviation Variance Minimum Maximum

Scanner 3.06 1.39 1.92 1 5
Printer 3.6 1.24 1.54 1 5
Wired con. 3.25 1.54 2.37 1 5
Wireless 2.7 1.5 2.3 1 5
Desktop 3.34 1.41 1.99 1 5
Laptop 2.32 1.46 2.15 1 5
Mobile work phone 2.35 1.57 2.46 1 5
Tablet 1.52 1.14 1.3 1 5
Cloud storage 2.4 1.5 2.24 1 5
Portable disk 2.65 1.44 2.07 1 5
Television 1.91 1.27 1.61 1 5
DVD/video player 1.78 1.15 1.33 1 5
Projector cannon 2.23 1.3 1.68 1 5
Sound system 2.12 1.29 1.66 1 5
Digital whiteboard 1.23 0.755 0.57 1 5

3.1.3. Differences as a Function of Gender, Experience, and Type of Employment Contract
of Participants

With respect to the use of ICT, we found no significant differences as a function of the
gender of the participants. In relation to employment experience, significant differences
were only found in reference to the use of ICT as a time management tool. Individuals with
more (>20 years) and less years (1–5 years) of accumulated experience had lower usage rates
than those with intermediate (6–10 and 11–20) values of accumulated experience. Taking
into account the type of employment contract, we found significant differences in three of
the uses: as a didactic tool and for professional interventions, as a tool for dissemination,
and as a training tool. As a teaching tool, public employees had higher levels of use
than private employees. In use as a tool for dissemination and training, employees of
private companies reported higher rates of use than public employees. Equally, three
significant differences were noted as a function of the workplace: as a didactic tool, as a
time-management tool, and as a training tool. The results are shown in Table 6. In all of
them, professionals who work in a combination of rural and urban environments report
higher usage rates than those who only work in one environment, whether rural or urban.

Table 6. Differences according to gender, experience, type of contract, and field in the use of ICTs.

Gender Cumulative Work
Experience Type of Contract Field of Work

Chi-Squared
Value p-Value Chi-Squared

Value p-Value Chi-Squared
Value p-Value Chi-Squared

Value p-Value

Communication 0.051 0.975 10.465 0.106 5.278 0.26 7.287 0.121
Management
and admin. 0.421 0.81 4.866 0.561 1.444 0.837 6.644 0.156

Didactic tool 0.573 0.751 12.313 0.55 18.583 0.001 * 15.9 0.003 *
Time

management 2.986 0.225 16.075 0.013 * 6.817 0.146 9.625 0.047 *
Collaborative

work 0.319 0.852 6.891 0.331 4.555 0.336 2.226 0.694
Dissemination 4.243 0.12 10.638 0.1 9.979 0.041 * 6.567 0.167

Training 1.187 0.552 6.737 0.346 12.418 0.015 * 11.84 0.019 *

Note: * p < 0.05.

Regarding the use of the tools, more significant differences were observed for accu-
mulated work experience, the type of contract, and the work location for nine out of the
14 tools under analysis. In terms of accumulated experience, the group with more expe-
rience claimed greater use of all the tools, except for the cell phone. In the latter, the rate
of high use was slightly higher in the group with between six and 10 years of experience
(30.8%) compared to the group with more experience (30.6%). Focusing on the type of
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employment, private employees, especially the self-employed, showed higher usage rates
for all the tools analyzed. The only exception was the use of printers and wired Internet
connection, where the highest rates were found among public employees. In relation to
gender, significant differences were observed for three out of all 14 tools. In all of them, men
had higher usage rates than women. There are also three significant differences depending
on the area of work. In this section, people who work in rural and urban areas combined
reported greater use of the tablet and cloud storage, while those who work in rural areas
use the portable storage disk. The results are presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Differences according to gender, experience, type of contract, and field in the use of tools.

Gender Cumulative Work
Experience Type of Contract Field of Work

Chi-Squared
Value p-Value Chi-Squared

Value p-Value Chi-Squared
Value p-Value Chi-Squared

Value p-Value

Scanner 5.192 0.075 38.036 0 * 4.067 0.397 8.183 0.85
Printer 2.747 0.253 38.222 0 * 11.835 0.019 * 3.413 0.491
Wired con. 6.9 0.032 * 43.677 0 * 26.517 0 * 5.978 0.201
Wireless 0.1243 0.537 12.653 0.049 * 16.388 0.003 * 8.788 0.067
Desktop 6.99 0.3 45.167 0 * 17.9 0.001 * 6.632 0.157
Laptop 4.414 0.11 5.044 0.538 17.326 0.002 * 7.766 0.1
Mobile work
phone 8.197 0.017 * 29.953 0 * 23.871 0 * 7.894 0.96

Tablet 1.107 0.575 25.919 0 * 8.314 0.81 27.35 0 *
Cloud storage 3.939 0.14 21.404 0.002 * 8.123 0.087 13.58 0.009 *
Portable disk 13.964 0.001 * 8.557 0.199 14.967 0.005 * 1.651 0.031 *
Television 1.985 0.371 15.487 0.017 * 9.169 0.01 * 5.96 0.202
DVD/video
player 1.8 0.407 2.09 0.911 3.758 0.153 5.579 0.233
Projector cannon 4.964 0.084 7.004 0.32 0.896 0.639 7.503 0.112
Sound system 3.261 0.196 6.558 0.364 8.879 0.012 * 1.402 0.844

Note: * p < 0.05.

3.2. Focus Group Results

The qualitative results were grouped around four emergent categories: types of use of
ICT, tools, difficulties and demands, and future proposals.

3.2.1. Types of ICT Usage

Uses for the purpose of management and administration stand out: “At the level
of the Foundation, we do use it (ICT), above all for management, team coordination”
(Interview 4). Communication tasks, principally between colleagues, were also among
the most frequently mentioned functions: “Yes, [...]we’ve been using the platforms more
as management and communication models, more so internally between ourselves and,
in a certain way, it’s helped us quite a lot at a professional level” (Interview 12). “At a
professional level, obviously email has been used for some time in teams and between
colleagues, when WhatsApp appeared . . . ” (Interview 1). We also found communication
with users and families: “I use WhatsApp above all in this field for direct communication
with users and families” (Interview 11). “And now we’re starting to use Telegram, we’re
using a unidirectional channel for informing and communicating with users” (Interview 2).

It is still surprising that the testimony that we collected points to a very reduced use
of ICT as either a didactic tool or as a means for socio-educational intervention: “But,
it’s true that as a resource for intervention, I don’t think so” (Interview 4). “We used it
among ourselves in the department and with the other departments of the organization”
(Interview 2). However, some cases of intervention using ICT did indeed emerge: “As a
social educator, above all as a street educator, the truth is that yes, that I’ve used social
networks more than anything else [ . . . ]. It was useful for following up the kids, in
other words, to be able to contact them. To have a way of reaching out to them. It gave
us that immediacy that is also very adolescent” (Interview 8). Nonetheless, this type
of intervention appears purely marginal: nobody, in a very technological world, makes
reference to the teaching/didactic/intervention-related uses of tools that are habitually
used in other teaching contexts.
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Other uses were to spread information on social education, to support it, and as
training and informative tools. “While I was at university, I found no social education
content of interest to me, I didn’t see any activity on social networks. I didn’t see that
visibility that I think was necessary and for that reason I decided to create an account on
Instagram, Facebook and, then, a website” (Interview 3). “The question of publications on
all areas of social education that there are on social networks appears to me to be super-
important. Being able to read what other people are doing in other places can help me with
what I do” (Interview 9). “For me, social networks were quite a discovery, at the time I
used them to get to know social educators” (Interview 6). “On the topic of professional
development, generation of networks. In this sense, as a member of Educablog; since then,
we have used both the blog and social networks” (Interview 8).

3.2.2. Most Frequently Used Tools

The most frequently used tools were, in their majority, basic. It was a matter of com-
monly used applications directed mainly at management and communication tasks covered
in the previous section. Thus, tools for collaborative work appeared: “Everything that the
Drive involved, sharing documents, was a discovery, because we could prepare documents
together: drafting, position statements, communications” (Interview 13). “We were work-
ing with SharePoint, and Office 365. We had a cloud of shared material” (Interview 1). We
also found different social networks and applications for communication: “We all worked
together very well, we usually made use of the Google platform at work. We organized
videoconferences or with Zoom or Google Meet, we worked with Hangout, WhatsApp,
Telegram. Never had any problems” (Interview 2). “We were always in contact through
email and the networks” (Interview 4). “I think that quite recently there has been or there
is, at least over these two months, a boom in the area of social education with so many
things. At least on Instagram, [ . . . ] the network that I’m using most of all” (Interview 9).
“Working the content on Facebook, to publicize the activities of the cooperative or to keep
the links with the communities that we were forming around the project” (Interview 1). “It
was a question of looking for short videos, on YouTube, that gave you loads of resources
and tutorials” (Interview 12).

Confinement during the pandemic (COVID 19) extended the use of communication
platforms for the production of videocalls, implying an obligatory advance: “Facing the
participants of the programs, yes, there’s been a before and an after with COVID. For
example, I’ve started to work with videoconferences with some of my clients, lads who’ve
installed Internet at home, now we do see each other in videoconferences” (Interview 1).

“It’s true that well . . . , at the level of ICT, yes, I do think that we’ve gained a lot”
(Interview 12). “I only knew about Skype and suddenly there’s Teams, Zoom, Google Duo
. . . ” (Interview 9). Usage for relations with public administrations were also noted: “When
registering public documents, reports, tenders, competitions . . . It’s all done electronically
now” (Interview 3).

3.2.3. Difficulties and Demands

The principal difficulties that were noted referred to four points: the digital divide be-
tween users; the lack of means and resources to work with ICT; data-protection regulations;
and the traditional face-to-face working presence within the sector.

With regard to the digital divide, we collected opinions referring to the diversity of the
group, which imply different needs and demands between some users and others and how
they make themselves felt, especially during confinement: “Then on the other hand, the
groups with which we were working, access to ICT today, or more like no access, is a form
of discrimination in the 21st C” (Interview 11). “We work for very diverse groups of people
and that has to be taken into account. Sometimes, social content is created on networks
that does not reach who it’s meant to reach” (Interview 3). “There is an obvious deficit
and there is a gap with regard to digitalization. A lot of very hard work has to be done,
the same as with conscientization of literacy, in the days of Freire” (Interview 1). “Yes, it’s
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true that it’s only now in these days of confinement when we really saw the digital divide,
when we saw that everyone was obliged to use the networks available to us much more”
(Interview 12).

Complaints about availability and quality were recorded in relation to equipment and
resources. “I don’t think that we had the best resources to rely on to carry out the work,
because the computer was old, the Internet’s slow . . . Then, in the end, we’ve got ICT but,
at times, using it isn’t easy for us” (Interview 3). “The economic aspect’s all right. There are
resources, but then they arrive late or we need the computer for the youngsters and we
don’t have enough to do the tasks” (Interview 4). “They’re social groups at risk of social
exclusion and they often don’t have either equipment or an Internet connection” (Interview
11). “I’m from a rural zone, the digital divide that we have in the villages with the little
coverage available to us. [ . . . ] We don’t have the same access” (Interview 13). Nevertheless,
some participants also highlighted the quality of the resources available to them: “In the
office, we all have computers, good connections, good computers” (Interview 2).

In third place, we found opinions relating to the difficulty that data protection implies
for the use of some ICT tools: “There’s the question of data protection. The fact that parents
give you permission” (Interview 8). “At first, we decided to use email, for privacy, and we
ended up buying a specific mobile phone to talk to the boys. [ . . . ] The Law was not as
strict or hard as it is now” (Interview 1). “The change with regard to communications and
video calls. The problem is as always data protection” (Interview 10). “We’ve had to pick
out, according to instructions from the data-protection officer, whoever wants to belong to
a school WhatsApp group at a provincial level and get them to sign a form” (Interview 13).

Finally, regarding the habitual face-to-face presence in the sector, opinions were col-
lected in relation to the use of ICT: “We have to adapt ourselves, it’s a reality that’s there.
But it’s true that we’re very used to being direct in social education, face-to-face, verbal
communication, direct contact with people and so on . . . Well logically, it’ll be a little more
difficult for us” (Interview 4). “They’ve often had that halo of reticence towards using
the technologies, above all for intervention. It’s something that the students also hang
on to, because, although they’re very skillful at managing social networks and the like,
when it comes to interventions . . . As there is resistance and they don’t want to. They
want a face-to-face presence, which also appears quite right to me, but there’s well a lot of
resistance in that sense” (Interview 8).

3.2.4. Future Proposals

The principal proposals for the future centered on responding to the digital divide
that emerged during the pandemic and accompaniment for the use of ICT: “The challenge
that we face for digitalization is the work of conscientization, the divide that before was
reading and writing is now digital. To be a citizen in your own right you have to have a
minimum level of skills for the use of technologies” (Interview 1). “As social educators,
we had abandoned our responsibility for social education on Internet. [ . . . ] That is the
digital divide, because that is also a responsibility of social education, in so far as we call
ourselves leaders of social integration. [ . . . ], the digital divide is a very important area in
modern society and we’re not paying enough attention to it. And, on the other hand, in
the accompaniment of our work. Not only the digital divide but, also making good use of
technology” (Interview 8).

Favorable opinions toward the integration of ICT in socio-educational actions were
also collected: “Don’t see the ICT as an enemy. In the end, I believe that’s fundamental.
Because it’s the future, come on!” (Interview 3). “All these changes over recent months and
all these technologies that we’re using have come or must have come to stay. We must take
advantage of this step forward so we don’t lose it and go backwards again, deepening this
digital divide” (Interview 12). “Social education will be digital or it won’t. [ . . . ] Social
education has to be in the context where things are happening. In the same way as our
approach to handing out needles or we approach or set up a bar to engage with prostitutes
in a neighborhood in France, well we have to be part of this digital context” (Interview 1).
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4. Discussion

In this study, ICT tools and their use among social educators have been analyzed,
a task that is still very contemporary. In our work we analyze the seven uses of ICTs
proposed by Martínez-Pérez and Lezcano-Barbero [17], highlighting the most traditional
ones. Forés et al. [7] and Planella and Martínez [11] proposed their principal use as tools for
management, while Prats [8] set out their possibilities for communication with users. Both
tasks were those that had the greatest use in our work, twenty years later. Castillo et al. [9]
reported new possibilities, such as training, collaborative work, and dissemination, all
of which did appear in our work, although with lower rates of use than the earlier ones.
Planella et al. [11] affirmed that, as a tool for intervention, it was still scarce, which was also
maintained in our results, in both the quantitative and the qualitative phases. Although
our work focuses on Spain, the results of Misouraca and Pasi [30] allow us to draw a
similar scenario in other countries: the United Kingdom is in the lead in social innovation
experiences in the European Union, followed by Italy, Spain, and France. We coincide with
Sampedro [14] and Santás García [13] in that ICT can be a great ally in socio-educational
interventions. In this respect, we found favorable opinions toward the use of ICT for
socio-educational intervention in our work, although this interest had no relation to the
socio-educational practices that we observed. We believe that this may be related to the
complexity of the sector, as suggested by Taylor [19]. Improved digital competence among
professionals and raising awareness of their own interests become necessary, for which
reason we consider that there is a need to implement training plans, through continuous
training [18], which respond to both the needs and the demands of professionals that
differ in accordance with the fields of intervention, and to other aspects such as extent
of professional experience, coinciding with the results of Cabezas González et al. [22]. In
addition, the special characteristics of the field of intervention in which we are active should
be taken into account, as listed by Taylor [19], and the specific conditions of social groups
at risk of exclusion with which socio-educational professionals work, such as the digital
divide, should be addressed [23]; these were repeatedly raised in the different focus groups
that were organized.

Digital competence is necessary among social educators [20,21] and programs that
imply social innovation through ICT, such as SIP, can help to develop this competence, to
recognize experiences and good practice and to encourage the use of ICT in social education.
Misuraca and Pasi [30] referred to over 600 experiences within the European Union in
different areas of socio-educational intervention. In addition, the social entities themselves
have tools on the network that can serve as loudspeakers to spread their messages and to
mobilize the population, as Carrasco-Polaino et al. [16] pointed out.

It would also be of interest to have some sort of referential framework for the socio-
educational context similar to those that exist in regulated education [50] or the DigComp [1].
Coordination between administrations is required for the implementation of ICT and digital
competence among social educators [36,37].

Finally, we must lend attention to the contractual conditions of professionals which,
together with professional experience, point to significant differences in the use of ICT. It
could be an interesting aspect to develop in subsequent investigations, because different
authors [38,51] have pointed to a progressive privatization in the social services sector that
might have some influence on this aspect.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, we consider the following points:
In relation to our first and second objectives:

1. The usage of ICT in social education, still at an incipient stage, is centered on manage-
ment and communication tasks.

2. The COVID-19 pandemic and lockdown have brought this reality to light and have
driven a small advance in the use of ICT that should be exploited for its
future development.
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3. Digital literacy and accompaniment in the use of ICT within the framework of non-
formal education should be a role for professional social educators. In present-day
society, the digital divide and the lack of access or competence in the use of ICT can
increase social exclusion.

4. The development of digital competence among professionals from the socio-educational
area is necessary through training and the dissemination of good ICT practice.

5. The design of a digital competence framework for social educators might be of interest
with different areas and performance levels.

6. In relation to our third objective, our work points to social and employment-related
differences that can influence the use of ICT. Aspects such as gender, employment
experience, the type of employer, and the workplace environment are aspects that
should be taken into account when implementing ICT activities and training actions
among social educational professionals. Adapting to the different needs, to the
available resources, and to the characteristics of the groups to which they provide
a service and environments within which they work will be fundamental, so that
the different ICT initiatives in the socio-educational sector are as successful as may
be expected.

7. Educational intervention in social contexts through ICT are at some distance from the
needs of their social groups. The “Technological Revolution” has still not arrived.

In summary, in response to the research questions, ICTs are still in an incipient process
of use among social education professionals. Professionals use them mainly as manage-
ment and communication tools. In addition, we observed differences in use according
to aspects such as gender, work experience, field, and type of employer. ICTs influence
socioeducational intervention and some professionals are still reluctant to introduce them
for direct intervention with users.

This is an initial work that may lead to future research. Among the limitations, we
found that it was not possible to carry out a random sampling to achieve representativeness.
Limitations include the need to adequately contextualize the research, since our work is
carried out in Spain.

In future studies, it will be interesting to focus the research on specific fields of work
in social education—minors, the elderly, groups with functional diversity, women—since
not all ICTs are used in the same way. It would also be useful to extend the work to other
countries to find out whether the situation is similar or different in those countries.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.M.-P., F.L.-B., R.C.-M. and R.Z.-G.; methodology, A.M.-P.
and F.L.-B., validation, A.M.-P., F.L.-B., R.C.-M. and R.Z.-G.; writing—original draft, A.M.-P., F.L.-B.,
R.C.-M. and R.Z.-G. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by the Doctorate Programme in Education Sciences of the
University of Burgos (UBU-Spain) on 05/17/2016.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author. The data are not publicly available because they are written in Spanish.

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

References
1. Cabero-Almenara, J.; Barragán-Sánez, R.; Palacios-Rodríguez, A. DigCompOrg: Marco de Referencia para la Transformación

Digital de los centros educativos andaluces. eCO Rev. Digit. Educ. Form. Profr. 2019. Available online: https://bit.ly/3iPcSaN
(accessed on 1 November 2022).

2. INTEF. Marco Común de la Competencia Digital Docene; INTEF: Madrid, Spain, 2017. Available online: https://bit.ly/3f2EF6x
(accessed on 15 November 2022).

3. Janer, À.; Úcar, X. An international comparison: Social pedagogy training. J. Soc. Work 2017, 19, 253–275. [CrossRef]

https://bit.ly/3iPcSaN
https://bit.ly/3f2EF6x
http://doi.org/10.1177/1468017318757398


Educ. Sci. 2023, 13, 231 13 of 14

4. Moreno-López, R.; Fernández-Montaño, P.; Moyano-Mangas, S. Educación Social, Trabajo Social conexiones y desconexiones.
RES Rev. Educ. Soc. 2018, 26, 87–103. Available online: https://bit.ly/3Xhgswj (accessed on 1 November 2022).

5. European Commission. Social Investment Package for Growth and Cohesion; Citizens’ Summar; European Commission: Brussels,
Belgium, 2013. Available online: https://bit.ly/3zzMGaK (accessed on 1 November 2022).

6. Misuraca, C.; Kucsera, G.; Lipparini, F.; Voigt, C.; Radescu, R. ICT-Enabled Social Innovation to Support the Implementation of the
Social Investment Package; JRC Science Hub (European Commission): Brussels, Belgium, 2016. [CrossRef]

7. Forés, A.; Hernández, T.; Planella, J.; Trinidad, C. ¿Agentes sociales “digitalizados”? Formación y acción en la sociedad red. Educ.
Soc. Rev. D’Intervenciò Socieducativa 2001, 19, 21–40. Available online: https://bit.ly/3rAERyR (accessed on 12 November 2022).

8. Prats, M.A. Límites y posibilidades de las TIC en el campo de la intervención socieducativa. Educ. Soc. Rev. D’Interveciò
Socieducativa 2001, 19, 10–20. Available online: https://bit.ly/3eXu5ha (accessed on 11 November 2022).

9. Castillo, N.; Flores, B.; Hernández, T. Recursos sociales desde la red: Las posibilidades de Internet para los agentes sociales. Educ.
Soc. Rev. D’Interveciò Socieducativa 2001, 19, 41–57. Available online: https://bit.ly/3iKVxQc (accessed on 11 November 2022).

10. López Meneses, E.; Esteban Ibañez, M. La educación social y las nuevas Tecnologías de la Información y la Comunicación:
Nuevos espacios en la construcción e intervención socioeducativa. Rev. Latinoam. Estud. Educ. 2008, 38, 255–287. Available online:
https://bit.ly/3zKUoiB (accessed on 12 November 2022).

11. Planella, J.; Martínez, O. Pedagogía y tecnología de la esperanza. La educación social y las nuevas formas tecnológicas de
acompañamiento. Rev. Educ. Soc. 2010. Available online: http://www.eduso.net/res/?b=14&c=129&n=380 (accessed on
12 November 2022).

12. Martínez-Rivera, O.; Forés, A. Acción Social 2.0. Para Crear, Aprender y Reinventa; Editorial Universitaria de Villa María: Córdoba,
Argentina, 2015.

13. Santás García, J.I. Proyecto de apropiación de las TIC en servicios sociales de atención social primaria del Ayuntamiento de
Madrid. Cuad. Trab. Soc. 2016, 29, 213–223. [CrossRef]

14. Sampedro, B.E. Las TIC y la educación social en el siglo XXI. Edmetic 2016, 5, 8–24. [CrossRef]
15. Hipólito Ruiz, N.; Fernández Ortega, S.; Gil Higuera, N. Las TIC para, cómo y con la Educación Social. La Gestión de la identidad

digital como competencia desde la Educación Social. Rev. Educ. Soc. 2017, 24, 571–578. Available online: https://bit.ly/372HIah
(accessed on 1 November 2022).

16. Carrasco-Polaino, R.; Villar-Cirujano, E.; Martín-Cárdaba, M. Artivismo y ONG: Relación entre imagen y «engagement» en
Instagram. Comunicar 2018, 57, 29–38. [CrossRef]

17. Martínez-Pérez, A.; Lezcano-Barbero, F. Posibilidades de las herramientas Web 2.0 para el trabajo de los educadores y educadoras
sociales. In Tecnologías Educativas y Estrategias Didácticas; Sánchez Rivas, E., Colomo Magaña, E., Ruíz Palmero, J., Sánchez
Rodríguez, J., Coords.; UMA Editorial: Málaga, Spain, 2020; pp. 986–995. Available online: https://hdl.handle.net/10630/20345
(accessed on 1 November 2022).

18. Fernández de Castro, P.; Bretones, E.; Solé, J.; Sampedro, V. Digital Social Education: An Exploration of the Training and Digital
Competencies of Social Education Professionals. Technol. Rev. 2022, 11, 13–27. [CrossRef]

19. Taylor, A. Social work and digitalisation: Bridging the knowledge gaps. Soc. Work. Educ. 2017, 36, 869–879. [CrossRef]
20. CGCEES. Documentos Profesionalizadores: Definición de Educación Social, Código Deontológico del Educador y la Educadora Social,

Catálogo de Funciones y Competencias del Educador y la Educadora Social; CGCEES: Barcelona, Spain, 2007; Available online:
https://bit.ly/3x6Hcmq (accessed on 1 October 2022).

21. Eslava-Suanes, M.D.; González-López, I.; de-León-Huertas, C. La identidad profesional del educador social a través de su perfil
competencial. Educ. Knowl. Soc. 2018, 19, 53–76. [CrossRef]

22. Cabezas Gonzalez, M.; Casillas Martín, S.; Basantes Andrade, A.B. The self-perceived digital competence of social educators in
Spain: Influence of demographic and professional variables. Int. J. Adv. Sci. Eng. Inf. Technol. 2020, 10, 2251–2260. [CrossRef]

23. De Rosa, E. Social innovation and ICT in social services: European experiences compared. Innov. Eur. J. Soc. Sci. Res. 2017, 30,
421–432. [CrossRef]

24. Román García, M.M.; Martínez-Rivera, O. Construyendo profesión con el proyecto #Hablemoseduso. Rev. Educ. Soc. 2017, 24,
546–553. Available online: https://bit.ly/3i83Y94 (accessed on 1 October 2022).

25. Martínez Pérez, A. Blogs y educación social: la experiencia de Edusosfera. In Innovación Docente e Investigación en Ciencias Sociales,
Económicas y Jurídicas; Belmonte, L.J., Gázquez, J.J., Simón, M.M., Soriano, J.G., Fátima, N., Martos, A., Barragán, A.B., Eds.;
Dykinson: Madrid, Spain, 2019; pp. 885–895.

26. Álvarez, M. II Encuentro de Profesionales de la Comunicación y la Educación Social. Rev. Educ. Soc. 2012, 15, 1–3. Available
online: https://bit.ly/3rA6mZr (accessed on 15 September 2022).

27. Boó Martín, E.; Fernández Gómez, A.; Gracia Albareda, S.; Martínez Torres, J.A.; Sancenón Forés, E.; Sánchez Aguirre, M.
Educadores/as 2.0. Educ. Soc. Rev. Interv. Socioeducativa 2010, 44, 45–54. Available online: https://bit.ly/3eVVG2b (accessed on
13 October 2022).

28. Campo, D.; Ripoll, L. El Dmagazine “Sentir-nos bé”, una ventana al mundo. Rev. Educ. Soc. 2016, 22, 198–211. Available online:
https://bit.ly/3zzYLN8 (accessed on 13 October 2022).

29. Rodríguez Herrero, M.; Pérez López, O.; González Torregrosa, J.J.; de Castro Lázaro, I.; López Bobillo, M.C.; Manchado Flores,
M.A.; Ocaña Sanz, K.; Martínez González, I.; Rosillo Herrero, M. La Radio Como Herramienta de Integración Comunitaria. Rev.
Educ. Soc. 2018, 26, 213–229. Available online: https://bit.ly/3iQgUQe (accessed on 13 October 2022).

https://bit.ly/3Xhgswj
https://bit.ly/3zzMGaK
http://doi.org/10.2760/107465
https://bit.ly/3rAERyR
https://bit.ly/3eXu5ha
https://bit.ly/3iKVxQc
https://bit.ly/3zKUoiB
http://www.eduso.net/res/?b=14&c=129&n=380
http://doi.org/10.5209/CUTS.51835
http://doi.org/10.21071/edmetic.v5i1.4014
https://bit.ly/372HIah
http://doi.org/10.3916/C57-2018-03
https://hdl.handle.net/10630/20345
http://doi.org/10.37467/gkarevtechno.v11.3113
http://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2017.1361924
https://bit.ly/3x6Hcmq
http://doi.org/10.14201/eks20181915376
http://doi.org/10.18517/ijaseit.10.6.9246
http://doi.org/10.1080/13511610.2017.1348936
https://bit.ly/3i83Y94
https://bit.ly/3rA6mZr
https://bit.ly/3eVVG2b
https://bit.ly/3zzYLN8
https://bit.ly/3iQgUQe


Educ. Sci. 2023, 13, 231 14 of 14

30. Misuraca, C.; Passi, G. Landscaping digital social innovation in the EU: Structuring the evidence and nurturing the science and
policy debate towards a renewed agenda for social change. Gov. Inf. Q. 2019, 36, 592–600. [CrossRef]

31. Koskinen, R. One step further from detected contradictions in a child welfare unit—A constructive approach to communicate the
needs of social work when implementing ICT in social services. Eur. J. Soc. Work 2014, 17, 266–280. [CrossRef]

32. Fan, Q. Utilizing ICT to prevent loneliness and social isolation of the elderly. A literature review. Cuad. Trab. Soc. 2016, 29,
185–200. [CrossRef]

33. Madama, I.; Maino, I.; Razetti, F. Innovating long-term care policy in Italy from the bottom: Confronting the challenge of inclusive
local care environments in Lombardy and Piedmont. J. Reg. Res. 2019, 44, 125–141. Available online: https://bit.ly/372MLrf
(accessed on 8 September 2022).

34. Manzoor, M.; Vimarlund, V. Digital technologies for social inclusion of individuals with disabilities. Health Technol. 2018, 8,
377–390. [CrossRef]

35. Hansen, L.I.; Fruhling, A.; Fossum, M. The Use of Smartphones in Norwegian Social Care Services. Stud. Health Technol. Inform.
2016, 228, 220–224. [CrossRef]

36. Cabezas-González, M.; Casillas-Martín, S.; García Peñalvo, F.J. The Digital Competence of Pre-Service Educators: The Influence of
Personal Variables. Sustainability 2021, 13, 2318. [CrossRef]

37. Martínez-Pérez, A.; Lezcano-Barbero, F.; Casado-Muñoz, R.; Zabaleta-González, R. ICT training in Spanish non-formal education:
A revolution in the making. Eur. J. Soc. Work 2023, 1–15. [CrossRef]

38. Fullana, J.; Pallisera, M.; Tesouro, M.; Castro, M. La inserción laboral de los diplomados en educación social: Análisis de
las características de los procesos de inserción y reconocimiento profesional. Bordón 2007, 59, 565–580. Available online:
https://recyt.fecyt.es/index.php/BORDON/article/view/36330 (accessed on 1 November 2022).

39. Sampedro-Requena, E.; Marín-Díaz, V. Conocimiento de los futuros educadores sociales de las herramientas Web 2.0. Pixel-Bit
2015, 47, 41–58. [CrossRef]

40. Cabezas-González, M.; Cabezas-Martín, S. Are Future Social Educators Digital Residents? Rev. Electrónica De Investig. Educ. 2019,
19, 61–72. [CrossRef]

41. Creswell, J.W. A Concise Introduction to Mixed Methods Research; SAGE: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2015.
42. Martínez-Pérez, A.; Lezcano-Barbero, F.; Casado-Muñoz, R.; Zabaleta-González, R. Validation of the EdSocEval_V2.: Use, training

and assessment of ICT in Social Education. Techno Rev. 2022. [CrossRef]
43. Olson, K. An Examination of Questionnaire Evaluation by Expert Reviewers. Field Methods 2010, 22, 295–318. [CrossRef]
44. Taber, K.S. The Use of Cronbach’s Alpha When Developing and Reporting Research Instruments in Science Education. Res. Sci.

Educ. 2017, 48, 1273–1296. [CrossRef]
45. Creswell, J.W. Educational Research. Planning, Conducting, and Evaluating Quantitative and Qualitative Research, 4th ed.; Pearson:

London, UK, 2012.
46. Poynter, R. The Handbook of Online and Social Media Research: Tools and Techniques for Market Researchers; John Wiley & Sons: New

York, NY, USA, 2010.
47. Brüggen, E.; Willems, P. A Critical Comparison of Offline Focus Groups, Online Focus Groups and E-Delphi. Int. J. Mark. Res.

2009, 51, 1–15. [CrossRef]
48. Abrams, K.M.; Gaiser, T.J. Online Focus Groups. In The SAGE Handbook of Online Research Methods; Fielding, N.G., Lee, R.M.,

Blanks, G., Eds.; SAGE: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2017; pp. 435–450.
49. Green, J.; Willis, K.; Hughes, E.; Small, R.; Welch, N.; Gibbs, L.; Daly, J. Generating best evidence from qualitative research: The

role of data analysis. Aust. N. Z. J. Public Health 2007, 31, 545–550. [CrossRef]
50. Colás-Bravo, P.; Conde-Jiménez, J.; Reyes-de-Cózar, S. El desarrollo de la competencia digital docente desde un enfoque

sociocultural. Comunicar 2019, 61, 21–32. [CrossRef]
51. Rodríguez Fernández, J.R.; Díez Gutierrez, E.J. Education for the Poor in the Neoliberal Era: Socio-Educational Programmes to

combat poverty in Spain. J. Crit. Educ. Policy Stud. 2017, 15, 93–118. Available online: http://www.jceps.com/archives/3530
(accessed on 1 November 2022).

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2019.02.004
http://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2013.802663
http://doi.org/10.5209/CUTS.51771
https://bit.ly/372MLrf
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12553-018-0239-1
http://doi.org/10.3233/978-1-61499-678-1-220
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13042318
http://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2022.2162006
https://recyt.fecyt.es/index.php/BORDON/article/view/36330
http://doi.org/10.12795/pixelbit.2015.i47.03
http://doi.org/10.24320/redie.2017.19.4.1369
http://doi.org/10.37467/revtechno.v11.3359
http://doi.org/10.1177/1525822X10379795
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-016-9602-2
http://doi.org/10.1177/147078530905100301
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1753-6405.2007.00141.x
http://doi.org/10.3916/C61-2019-02
http://www.jceps.com/archives/3530

	Introduction 
	Uses of ICT within Social Education 
	Experiences with ICT in Social Education 

	Materials and Methods 
	Quantitative Phase 
	Research Tool 
	Sampling 
	Sample 
	Data Analysis 

	Qualitative Phase 
	Qualitative Sample 
	Development of the Focus Group 
	Analysis of the Qualitative Data 


	Results 
	Survey Results 
	Uses of ICT 
	Usage of the Different ICT Tools 
	Differences as a Function of Gender, Experience, and Type of Employment Contract of Participants 

	Focus Group Results 
	Types of ICT Usage 
	Most Frequently Used Tools 
	Difficulties and Demands 
	Future Proposals 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

