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Abstract

!<E;<I�?8J�EFN�:<8J<;�KF�@E\L<E:<�#EK<IE<K�8::<JJ�8E;�=I<HL<E:P�F=�LJ<��<JG<:@8CCP�
8DFE>�PFLK?J	�"FN<M<I��J<C=�<=[:8:P�@E�;@>@K8C�JB@CCJ��:FEK<EK�GIF;L:K@FE�8E;�#EK<IE<K�
uses$are$still$associated$with$gender.$For$that$reason,$this$article$uses$data$from$a$survey$
conducted$in$a$university$in$Northern$Italy$to$explore$if$male$and$female$undergradua,
tes$differ$in$their$activities$of$online$consumption$and$content$production$and$whether$
J<C=�<=[:8:P�:FLC;�<OGC8@E�K?<�;@==<I<E:<J	

&Z8GG8IK<E<EQ8�;@�><E<I<�EFE�@E\L<EQ8�G@T�8::<JJF�<�=I<HL<EQ8�;ZLJF�;@�@EK<IE<K��JF,
GI8KKLKKF�KI8�@�>@FM8E@	�.LKK8M@8�8CKI@�8JG<KK@��:FD<�C8�[;L:@8�E<CC<�GIFGI@<�:FDG<K<EQ<�
digitali,$la$produzione$di$contenuti$e$gli$usi,$sono$ancora$correlati$al$genere.$Partendo$
da$tale$presupposto,$l’articolo$analizza$un$questionario$effettuato$in$un’università$del$
nord$Italia$ed$esamina$se$gli$studenti$e$le$studentesse$differiscono$negli$stili$d’uso$della$
rete,$sia$di$consumo$che$di$produzione$di$contenuti,$e$se$la$sicurezza$nelle$proprie$com,
petenze$può$spiegare$le$differenze.

!<E;<I��;@>@K8C�;@M@;<��JF:@8C�D<;@8��LE;<I>I8;L8K<�JKL;<EKJ��J<C=�<=[:8:P
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Internet'as'a'gendered'technology

In$studies$on$internet$and$inequalities,$the$concept$of$digital$divide$and$
the$“haves”$and$“haves$not”$categorization,$has$been$discarded$in$favor$
F=�8�9<KK<I�8E;�DFI<�GFN<I=LC�I<\<:K@FE�FE�;@==<I<E:<J�@E�LJ8><��JB@CCJ�
and$opportunities$(Di$Maggio,$Hargittai$2004).$The$same$tendency$has$
9<<E�:FE[ID<;�9P�JKL;@<J�FE�><E;<I�8E;�K<:?EFCF>P	��M<E�@=�><E;<I�N8J�
traditionally$considered$to$be$implicated$in$various$forms$of$inequality$
on$matters$of$internet$access$and$usage,$a$dichotomous$approach$based$
on$“access”$or$“not$access”$to$the$internet$was$abandoned$in$favor$of$a$
wider$and$deeper$discussion$about$women$attitudes,$uses$or$skills.$While$
previous$studies$highlighted$that$women$are$less$likely$to$use$the$internet$
than$men$are$(Ono,$Zavodny$2002),$the$literature$is$currently$focusing$on$
how$gender$is$associated$with$different$ways$of$using$it$(Harris$2008).$
Especially$among$youths,$gender$differences$in$internet$access$and$fre,
HL<E:P�F=�LJ<�8I<�8CDFJK�@EJ@>E@[:8EK��?FN<M<I��;@==<I<EK�JKPC<J�F=�LJ<�
are$reported$(Van$Dijk$2005o$Liff,$Shepherd$2005o$Istat$2012).
Related$literature$shows$that$this$diversity$could$be$explained$with$gen,
der$ related$ factors$ such$ as$ stereotypes$ about$ the$ relationship$ between$
women$and$technology$(Wajcman$2009).$Stereotypes$contribute$to$a$dif,
ferent$socialization$to$technologies$according$to$gender,$resulting$in$spe,
:@[:�:FEJLDGK@FE�G8KK<IEJ���@D9<I�
����	�There$is$a$general$stereotype$
that$computers$are$“boys’$toys”$which$possibly$has$social$implications:$
K?<�;@J:FLIJ<�FE�K<:?EFCF>P�8J�8�D8C<�[<C;�compromises$its$role$as$an$
important$resource$in$identity$building$(Seiter$2003).$Stereotypes$seem$
to$produce$real$effects$that$materialize$in$education$and$career$choices$
(Varma$2007).
-K<I<FKPG<J�@E\L<E:<;�:FDGLK<I�8;FGK@FE�N@K?@E�=8D@C@<J�J@E:<�K?<�9<,
ginning,$resulting$in$a$“gendered$use$of$computers”$(Seiter$2003).$Early$
studies$on$ICT$use$account$that$“the$computer$stereotype$had$a$high$gen,
der,$class$and$ intellectual$ standing”$ (ibid).$Technology$stereotypes$are$
J@D@C8ICP�:FE[ID<;�9P�K?<�:FE:<GK�F=�geek�:LCKLI<�;<[E<;�8J��W8E�?@>?�
tech$sub,cultural$milieu$often$associated$with$computing”$(Varma$2007,$
p.$359).$Terms$like$geek$describe$a$set$of$idealized$male$norms$such$as$
falling$in$love$with$computers,$being$well,versed$in$the$inner$workings$
of$computers,$being$focused$on$them$to$the$point$of$obsession$and$be,
ing$antisocial$(Margolis,$Fisher$2002).$The$analysis$of$geek$culture$was$
also$considered$as$a$key$to$understand$the$dearth$of$women$in$computer$
science$and$engineering:$a$study$conducted$in$the$U.S.$discovered$that$
women$that$choose$to$follow$a$career$in$computer$science$experience$a$
GI<:@G@KFLJ�CFJJ�F=�:FE[;<E:<�K?8K�C<8;J�KF�8C@<E8K@FE��8�G<IM8J@M<�J<EJ<�
of$not$belonging,$and$even$depression$(Varma$2007).
An$interesting$aspect$of$such$a$stereotype$is$that$it$is$assumed$as$true$by$
women$ themselves$ (Turkle$1988).$Therefore,$ in$order$ to$better$under,
stand$online$practices$and$gender$differences,$ empirical$ investigations$
should$ take$ into$account$how$prejudice$shapes$women$discourses$and$
FEC@E<� GI8:K@:<J� �'FE>@C@� 
����	�1FD<EZJ� CFN<I� @EK<IE<K� J<C=�<=[:8:P�
perception$could$be$interpreted$as$an$example$of$how$prejudices$are$ad,
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opted$and$reproduced$by$women$themselves.$The$ways$in$which$tech,
nological$ systems$ and$ gender$ are$ performed$ seem$ to$ have$ great$ con,
J<HL<E:<J�@E�>@ICJ�J<C=�<=[:8:P�@E�I<C8K@FE�N@K?�@EK<IE<K�8E;�K<:?EFCF>P�
(Mongili$2009).��::FI;@E>�KF�-8IKFI@��NFD<E�8I<�C<JJ�:FE[;<EK�N?<E�@K�
comes$to$managing$technological$resources$and$this$is$a$possible$cause$
of$ initial$ disadvantage$ (Sartori$ 2008).$ Hargittai$ and$ Shafer$ supposed$
that$women’s$ lower$ self,assessment$ regarding$ their$ digital$ skills$may$
8==<:K�J@>E@[:8EKCP�K?<�<OK<EK�F=� K?<@I�FEC@E<�9<?8M@FI�8E;�K?<�KPG<J�F=�
uses$(Hargittai,$Shafer$2006).$The$authors$conducted$an$empirical$study$
to$compare$men$and$women$ability$ in$accomplishing$web,based$ tasks$
with$ their$ skills$ self,evaluation.$Their$ research$points$out$a$clear$gen,
der,driven$dissimilarity$in$skills$self,perception,$but$not$a$corresponding$
;@M@;<�@E�8:KL8C�JB@CCJ	�.?<I<=FI<�CFN<I�J<C=�<=[:8:P�;F<J�EFK�E<:<JJ8I@CP�
mean$that$girls’$skills$are$weaker$than$boys’$skills.$Even$though$men$and$
women$do$not$differ$greatly$in$their$online$abilities$(Botturi,$Bramani,$
':�LJB<I�
��
���;@>@K8C�JKL;@<J�[E;�K?8K�NFD<EZJ�J<C=�8JJ<JJ<;�JB@CC�@J�
J@>E@[:8EKCP�CFN<I�K?8E�K?8K�F=�D<E��"8I>@KK8@��-?8=<I�
����	�
In$ the$ last$decade,$with$ the$ rapid$and$widespread$adoption$of$ internet$
8E;�;@>@K8C�D<;@8��K?<�8:8;<D@:�I<\<:K@FE�89FLK�K?<�N8PJ�PFLE>�NFD<E�
LJ<�E<N�K<:?EFCF>@<J�?8J�:?8E><;	��LIP��=FI�<O8DGC<��@;<EK@[<J�8�E<N�
female$geek,$characterized$by$a$complex$negotiation$of$normative$mas,
culine$and$feminine$identities$(Bury$2011).$Overall,$research$shows$that$
the$women$and$girls$tend$to$use$new$technologies$more$frequently$for$
social$purposes$through$email,$chatting$facilities$and$Instant$Messaging,$
while$men$and$boys$tend$towards$an$individualistic$use,$such$as$informa,
tion$retrieval,$or$personal$entertainment$and$games$(Harris$2008).$This$
difference$was$also$ interpreted$as$men$ tendency$ towards$being$“more$
technological”$while$women$more$“more$functional”$(Bracciale$2011).

Data'and'Methodology

Sample

The$analyses$presented$here$are$based$on$data$collected$by$the$New$Me,
dia$ Observatory$ (Numediabios)$ of$ the$ University$Milano,Bicocca,$ in$
Northern$Italy.$The$observatory’s$general$mission$is$to$monitor$universi,
ty$students$“new$media$habits”$through$longitudinal$studies.$The$dataset$
used$here$is$the$result$of$a$survey$administered$between$March$2012$and$
June$ 2012.$ It$ includes$ detailed$ information$ about$media$ consumption$
practices,$internet$uses$and$a$closer$focus$on$Web$2.0$services.$The$data$
was$gathered$through$online$questionnaires$before$an$introductory$test$
K?8K�N8J�D8E;8KFIP�=FI�[IJK�P<8I�JKL;<EKJ	��;;@K@FE8CCP��JKL;<EKJ�F=�KNF�
departments$ that$ did$ not$ use$ the$ introductory$ test$were$ invited$ to$ the$
survey$by$email.
.?<�[E8C� J8DGC<� @J� :FDGFJ<;� 9P� 
	���� JKL;<EKJ� =IFD� J<M<E� ;@==<I<EK�
departments.$Approximately$half$of$the$sample$is$composed$by$students$
from$social$studies$or$humanistic$disciplines,$while$students$from$scien,
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K@[:�;@J:@GC@E<J�8I<�FECP�FE<�[=K?	�-KL;<EKJ�=IFD�FLI�J8DGC<�8I<�;@JKI@9,
uted$as$follow:$Education$(24,5%),$Mathematical,$Physical$and$Natural$
Sciences$(21,9%),$Economics$(21,4%),$Sociology$(13,5%),$Psychology$
(8,9%),$Law$(7,1%)$and$Medicine$(2,7%).$According$to$data$published$
9P�K?<�/E@M<IJ@KP�JK8K@JK@:8C�<M8CL8K@FE�F=[:<�K?<�FM<I8CC�JKL;<EKJ�GFGL,
lation$is$biased$towards$male$students:$they$are$37.8%$of$the$total,$while$
female$are$62.2%.$In$our$sample$this$proportion$is$similar$to$the$overall$
gender$distribution$ in$ the$population$(28.9%$male$students$and$71.1%$
female).$However,$given$the$highly$unbalanced$distribution$of$male$and$
female$students,$we$always$consider$them$as$two$distinct$groups,$and$we$
only$test$hypotheses$within$such$groups.

Techniques&and&variables

.?@J�NFIB�@J�D8@ECP�98J<;�FE�:CLJK<I�8E8CPJ@J��JG<:@[:8CCP�FE�K?<�k,means$
method.$The$technique$was$adopted$in$order$to$identify$different$styles$
of$online$consumption$and$production$among$students.$Later,$in$the$sec,
ond$and$third$part$of$the$analysis,$the$styles$will$be$adopted$to$explore$
our$research$questions$regarding$gender$differences$in$internet$use.
1<�G<I=FID<;�KNF�;@==<I<EK�:CLJK<I@E>J	�.?<�[IJK�N8J�98J<;�FE�M8I@89C<J�
referring$to$many$different$internet$activities$associated$with$browsing$
the$web$and$communicating$privately$(IM).$The$second$cluster$included$
instead$only$variables$referring$to$practices$of$online$content$production$
and$sharing$(UGC).$A$twofold$analysis$allowed$us$to$classify$the$respon,
dents$according$to$their$consumption$and$production$styles$independent,
CP�8E;�KF�:FDG8I<�K?<�GIF[C<J�;<M<CFG<;�K?IFL>?�<8:?�:CLJK<I��<M<EKL8CCP�
identifying$ similar$ tendencies$ or$ correspondences.$However,$ as$ previ,
ously$stated,$we$are$aware$that$the$roles$of$producer$and$consumer$are$
@EK<ID@E>C<;��JL:?�8�G?<EFD<EFE�@J�:FDDFECP�<OGC8@E<;�@E�K?<�[>LI<�
of$the$prosumer.
 FI�K?<�[IJK�:CLJK<I@E>�N<�:?FJ<�K?<�M8I@89C<J�=IFD�K?<�=FCCFN@E>�HL<J,
tions:$

�� How$often$(daily,$weekly,$rarely,$almost$never,$never)$do$
you$use$ emailo$ read$online$ newspaperso$ use$ videochat$ systems$
(eg.$ Skype)o$ use$ text$ instant$ messengerso$ use$ chatroomso$ use$
e,commerce$ platformso$ download$ contentso$ read$ blogso$ watch$
video$from$streaming$platforms?

�� Which$ of$ these$ web$ platforms$ do$ you$ know$ and$ how$
often$(daily,$weekly,$rarely,$almost$never,$never)$do$you$use$it?$
YouTubeo$Wikipediao$ eBayo$ Google$Mapso$ Facebooko$ Twittero$
Apple$storeo$Google$Appso$Yahoo$Answerso$Picasa.

The$second$clustering$was$conducted$to$identify$different$styles$of$online$
content$production$and$sharing.$It$is$generated$from$variables$referred$to$
@EK<IE<K�8:K@M@K@<J�K?8K�JG<:@[:8CCP�@DGC@<;�GIF;L:@E>�FI�J?8I@E>�:FEK<EK�
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online:
�� How$often$(daily,$weekly,$rarely,$almost$never,$never)$do$
you$participate$in$discussion$forumso$blog$or$update$a$website)o$
publish$ content$ online$ (images,$ video$ or$ text)o$ comment$ blog$
postso

�� On$ which$ platform$ have$ you$ ever$ published$ content?$
YouTubeo$Wikipediao$Twittero$Flickr.

�� How$often$(daily,$weekly,$ rarely,$never)$do$you$publish$
on$Facebook$wall$posto$Facebook$pictures,$link,$videoo$Facebook$
groups?

The$analysis$is$based$on$a$systematic$comparison$of$students’$distribu,
K@FE�N@K?@E� K?<� :CLJK<IJ� 8::FI;@E>� KF� K?<@I� ><E;<I	� #E� K?<� [E8C� J<:K@FE�
K?<�8E8CPJ@J�<OGCFI<;�@EK<IE<K�J<C=�<=[:8:P��K?@J�N8J�F9K8@E<;�K?IFL>?�8�
HL<JK@FE�@E�N?@:?�JKL;<EKJ�?8;�KF�;<[E<�K?<@I�89@C@KP�KF�LJ<�K?<�@EK<IE<K�
on$a$scale$from$1$to$10.$This$variable$was$then$recoded$into$four$modal,
@K@<J�8::FI;@E>�KF�@KJ�HL8IK@C<J	�.?<�[E8C�DF;8C@K@<J�8I<��EFK�<OG<IK��������
JL=[:@<EKCP�<OG<IK������<OG<IK������M<IP�<OG<IK�������	

Findings

In$this$section$we$illustrate$the$outcomes$of$our$analysis$of$internet$con,
sumption$(i.e.$internet$use)$and$online$content$production$styles.$Through$
:CLJK<I�8E8CPJ@J��N<�;@M@;<;�K?<�J8DGC<�@EKF���GIF[C<J�F=�@EK<IE<K�LJ<
:FE,
JLDGK@FE�8E;�@EKF���GIF[C<J�F=�:FEK<EK�GIF;L:K@FE	��=K<I�?8M<�FLKC@E<;�
the$ features$of$each$cluster,$we$are$going$ to$examine$how$gender$and$
J<C=�G<I:<@M<;�@EK<IE<K�JB@CCJ�I<C8K<�N@K?�K?<�@;<EK@[<;�>IFLGJ	�

�����
��������
��
����
������������

First$of$all$we$can$state$that$there$is$a$positive$correlation$between$the$
index$of$consumption$(calculated$as$the$mean$value$of$the$consumption$
M8I@89C<J�LJ<;�=FI�K?<�[IJK�:CLJK<I�8E8CPJ@J��8E;�K?<�@E;<O�F=�GIF;L:K@FE�
(the$mean$of$the$variables$regarding$practices$on$content$production$used$
for$the$second$cluster$analysis).$Such$correlation$was$tested$using$Spear,
D8EZJ�D<K?F;��I?F����	����G�M8CL<����	����	�1<�;<[E<�N?8K�:?8I8:K<I,
izes$each$cluster$comparing$the$centroids$in$each$cluster$with$the$mean$
value$of$the$same$variable$in$the$entire$sample.$
.?IFL>?�K?<�[IJK�:CLJK<I��98J<;�FE�K?<�M8I@89C<J�F=�@EK<IE<K�:FEJLDGK@FE�
GI8:K@:<J��N<�@;<EK@[<;�=FLI�;@JK@E:K�>IFLGJ��WFDE@MFI<JX��WGC8@E�LJ<IJX��
“sociables”$and$“web$consumers”.$“Omnivores”$and$“plain$users”$cor,
respond$to$the$same$percentage$of$students$(27%)$(n=650),$while$“web$
consumers”$are$26%$(n=623)$and$“sociables”$20%$(n=483).
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Frequency Valid'percentage
Sociables 483 20,1
Omnivores 649 27
Plain'users 650 27
Web'consumers 623 25,9
Total 2405 100

Tab.'1.'Internet'consumption'styles'within'the'sample.

We$start$by$describing$the$two$groups$that$are$at$the$opposite$poles$re,
garding$intensity$of$internet$use$and$variety$of$online$activities$conduct,
<;	�1<�;<[E<;�WGC8@E�LJ<IJX�K?FJ<�JKL;<EKJ�N?F�LJ<�K?<�@EK<IE<K�C<JJ�=I<,
quently$than$the$others,$engage$in$a$small$number$of$activities$and$visit$
=<N<I�N<9J@K<J	�.?@J� >IFLG� @J� 8:KL8CCP� @;<EK@[<;�N@K?� K?<� CFN<I�D<8E�
value$ in$ each$online$ activity,$which$means$ that$ students$ in$ this$ group$
tend$to$be$less$active$compared$to$the$others$,$they$use$the$internet$less$
intensely$than$their$peers.$
�K�K?<�<OKI<D<�FGGFJ@K<�N<�[E;�K?<�>IFLG�;<[E<;�8J�K?<�WFDE@MFI<JX	�
They$are$students$who$carry$out$many$different$online$activities$with$a$
high$frequency.$This$cluster$has$values$above$mean$for$nearly$all$internet$
activities$considered$for$the$cluster$analysis.$It$indicates$that$students$in$
this$group$are$inclined$to$use$many$different$websites$and$services,$and$
to$do$it$quite$frequently.$
The$two$other$groups$can$be$ideally$located$in$a$middle$area,$between$
“plain”$and$“omnivore”$users:$they$are$“sociables”$and$“web$consum,
ers”.$Interestingly,$these$two$groups$have$opposite$tendencies.$
“Sociables”$ are$ heavy$ users$ of$ the$ most$ well$ known$ social$ network$
sites$(Facebook$and$YouTube$in$particular)$and$Web$2.0$services$(such$
as$Google$Apps).$The$ centroids$ for$ this$ group$ on$ variables$ related$ to$
social$network$sites$have$ the$highest$values,$also$compared$ to$“omni,
vores”.$ “Sociable”$users$ seem$not$particularly$ interested$ in$online$ ac,
tivities$which$are$not$related$with$maintaining$social$relationships$(such$
as$online$news).$The$“web$consumers”,$at$the$contrary$are$less$enthusi,
astic$about$social$network$sites$(they$have$lower$mean$values$on$these$
variables),$but$they$are$frequent$news$readers,$through$online$newspaper$
websites$or$web$blogs,$and$they$are$more$inclined$to$use$e,mail$or$watch$
streaming$video$than$“sociables”.$

Sociables Omnivores Plain'usersWeb'Consumers Variable'Mean

YouTube 96,48 96,12 83,53 93,13 92,315

Wikipedia 92,42 93,89 79,58 92,46 89,5875

EBay 51,88 58,1 38,82 44,08 48,22

Google'Maps 85,53 85,4 68,32 78,49 79,435

Yahoo'Answers 64,2 63,39 43,6 51,67 55,715

Facebook 94,31 92,02 85,84 82,42 88,6475

Twitter 43,25 50,5 28,92 36,37 39,76

Apple'Store 50,04 49,39 25,83 34,74 40
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Google'Apps 56,56 53,18 19,13 21,83 37,675

Picasa 51,18 39 17,36 17,37 31,2275

e?mail 76,77 89,44 66,27 80,45 78,2325

Online' newspa?
per

37,05 66,57 22,65 61,92 47,0475

Video'call 21,63 51,74 15,18 19,82 27,0925

IM 43,44 80,62 48,02 25,33 49,3525

Chatroom 9,66 20,25 9,95 4,17 11,0075

E?'commerce 27,8 36,07 10,92 22,12 24,2275

Reading'blogs 31,13 61,15 13,79 38,05 36,03


�"������#��� 65,52 77,59 46 61,04 62,5375

Streaming 53,53 72,06 32,67 58,58 54,21

���������� ���� �����!�� �������#�����

�����
��������
��
����
�����������

.?<�J<:FE;�:CLJK<I�8CCFN<;�LJ� KF�;<[E<�;@==<I<EK�JKPC<J�F=�FEC@E<�:FE,
tent$production.$We$compare$variables$mean$values$in$each$group$with$
the$mean$value$of$the$same$variable$in$the$entire$sample.$Starting$from$
K?<�KNF�FGGFJ@K<�>IFLGJ��N<�@;<EK@[<;�W:8JL8C�GIF;L:<IJX�8E;�W<OK<E;<;�
producers”:$the$formers$are$the$less$active$in$all$web$platforms$or$web$
services,$while$the$latters$are$the$most$active$in$all$of$them.$Then$there$
are$two$intermediate$groups:$“facebookers”$who$are$inclined$to$produce$
content$mainly$on$Facebook$and$“variegated”$who$have$a$more$diverse$
behavior$and$are$particularly$active$on$YouTube$(all$of$them$have$pub,
lished$a$video$at$least$once).

Frequency Valid'percentage
Facebookers 487 24
Variegated' 430 21,2
Extended'producers 266 13,1
Casual'producers 848 41,8
Total 2031 100
Missing 402
Total 2433
Tab'3:'Online'content'production'styles'within'the'sample.

' Facebookers Variegated'
producers

Extended
producers

Casual'
producers

Total

YouTube$production 0 100 59,4 0,24 39,91
Wikipedia$production 3,29 11,16 19,92 2,36 9,1825
Facebook$wall$post 75,58 65,98 65,05 44,59 62,8
Facebook$ pictures,$ link,$
video

64,29 56,88 58,5 34,69 53,59

Facebook$groups 70,55 62,41 63,43 39,98 59,0925
Twitter$production 0 0 100 0,83 25,2075
Blogging 17,47 17,55 24,14 2,59 15,4375
DIY$publishing 52,09 47,12 50,39 18,53 42,0325
Forum$participating 20,62 26,44 32,42 7,26 21,685
Flickr$production 2,26 3,72 14,29 0,59 5,215
Blog$commenting 43,77 38,17 46,35 12,32 35,1525

�������
��������� �� �����!� �������#����
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Gender&and&online&consumption&and&production&practices

We$believe$ that$ internet$users$ in$ the$group$of$ the$“omnivores”$and,$at$
the$same$time,$in$the$group$of$the$“extended$producers”$could$be$labeled$
as$internet)geeks.$The$intersection$of$these$groups$allow$us$to$identify$
the$most$active$users:$143$respondents,$representing$5.9%$of$the$overall$
sample.$These$users$tend$to$consider$themselves$highly$expert$(60.8%)$
or$expert$(17.5%).$Among$them$there$are$67$female$(that$corresponds$to$
3.9%$of$the$sample$total$of$female$students)$and$76$male$students$(that$
corresponds$to$10.8%$of$the$total$of$male$respondents).$Male$students$
seem$to$be$characterized$by$an$higher$agency$and$more$likely$fall$into$
the$internet)geek$description.
To$understand$more$deeply$to$what$extent$students$online$practices$are$
@E\L<E:<;� 9P� ><E;<I��N<� :FDG8I<� ?FN� =<D8C<� 8E;�D8C<� JKL;<EKJ� 8I<�
arranged$within$each$cluster.$Given$the$unequal$gender$distribution,$we$
split$the$sample$in$two$sections$according$to$students$(self,declared)$sex$
and$confront$their$percentage$values$within$online$consumption$or$pro,
duction$styles$(Tab.5,$Tab.6).
Results$show$that$the$likelihood$to$fall$into$a$certain$style$is$not$the$same$
for$male$and$female$students.$Differences$are$especially$meaningful$for$
those$styles$that$are$set$at$ the$opposite$poles$in$the$two$clusters.$Male$
students$are$more$prone$to$adopt$the$styles$with$the$maximum$level$of$
engagement,$both$ in$consumption$ (“omnivores”)$and$production$ (“ex,
tended$producers”).$The$gap$between$male$and$female$in$those$groups$
is$set$to$13$and$12$percentage$points.$On$the$other$side,$female$students$
tend$to$adopt$styles$with$the$lowest$level$of$engagement:$31,5%$women$
are$“plain$users”,$while$it$is$the$same$for$only$16%$of$men.$This$is$also$
true$in$terms$of$online$production:$women$within$the$“casual$producers”$
group$are$11,6%$more$than$men.$“Casual$producers”$(the$style$with$the$
lowest$ level$ of$ engagement$ in$ online$ content$ production$ and$ sharing)$
is$the$most$populated$group$within$both$genders,$but$it$is$even$more$so$
among$women$(44,8%,$vs.$34,2%).
.?<J<�[IJK�I<JLCKJ�J<<D�KF�I<M<8C�K?8K��<M<E�@=�=<D8C<�8E;�D8C<�JKL;<EKJ�
8I<� 9FK?� GI<J<EK� 8E;� 8:K@M<� FEC@E<�� ><E;<I� JK@CC� @E\L<E:<J� K?<�N8P� @E�
which$the$internet$is$appropriated,$leading$to$different$styles$of$internet$
use.$More$precisely,$ the$most$ intense$and$variegated$styles$of$ internet$
consumption$and$content$production$(according$to$types$and$occurrence$
of$online$activities)$tend$to$be$more$common$among$males,$while$within$
the$ female$ sample$ styles$ characterized$by$ fewer$ and$ rarely$ conducted$
FEC@E<� 8:K@M<J� 8I<�DFI<�N@;<JGI<8;	�.?<�FLK:FD<�F=� K?<�[IJK� 8E8CPJ@J�
could$recall$the$gender$gap$hypothesis.$Nevertheless,$we$suggest$that$the$
relation$between$gender$and$styles$of$internet$use$is$instead$more$com,
plicated$if$we$look$at$the$larger$picture.$The$other$styles$of$the$clusters,$
the$ “intermediate”$ styles,$ contribute$ to$ a$more$ detailed$ understanding$
of$gender$differences.$Interestingly,$we$could$identify$a$pattern$in$how$
female$and$male$students$are$distributed$ in$ the$remaining$groups.$Pri,
marily,$the$styles$of$internet$consumption$and$online$content$production$
that$ are$ ?;/5-88E� ;>51:@10$ are$ favored$ by$ female$ students.$Women$ are$
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more$likely$than$men$to$be$in$the$“sociable”$group$(+3%),$as$far$as$we$
are$ concerned$with$ their$ internet$ consumption$ habits,$ or$ in$ the$ “face,
bookers”$group$(+10%),$as$far$as$we$are$considering$their$online$content$
production$practices.$At$the$contrary,$in$the$remaining$groups,$the$“web$
consumers”$ and$ the$ “variegated”,$males$outweigh$ females$ (29,6%$vs.$
24,4%o$27.6%$vs.$18.6%$female).

' ' ' Sociables Omnivores Plain'users Web'Consumers Total

$Gender $Female %$on$gender 21,00% 23,10% 31,50% 24,40% 100%

$ $Male %$on$gender 17,90% 36,40% 16,00% 29,60% 100%

$Total ' %$on$gender 20,10% 27,00% 27,00% 25,90% 100%

Tab.5':'Gender'distribution'within'internet'consumption'styles.

' ' ' Facebookers Variegated
producers

Extended
producers

Casual'producers Total

Gender Female'%$on$gender 26,80% 18,60% 9,80% 44,80% 100%

$ Male %$on$gender 16,70% 27,60% 21,50% 34,20% 100%

Total$ $ %$on$gender 24% 21,20% 13,10% 41,80% 100%

Tab.'6:'Gender'distribution'within'online'content'production'styles.

�
��
��	����
���
���	��'

We$move$now$ to$ the$ third$ research$question$ regarding$ to$what$ extent$
NFD<E�CFN<I�J<C=�<=[:8:P�:8E�<OGC8@E�;@==<I<E:<J�@E�K?<@I�JKPC<J�F=�LJ@E>�
internet.$
 @IJK�F=�8CC�� JKL;<EKJ� @EK<IE<K�J<C=�<=[:8:P� @J�:FE=IFEK<;�N@K?� K?<@I�J<O	�
,<JGFE;<EKJ�N<I<�8JB<;�KF�;<[E<�FE�8���KF����J:8C<�?FN�<OG<IKJ�K?<P�
perceive$themselves$in$internet$related$issues.$The$obtained$variable$was$
recoded$according$to$its$quartiles$in$the$following$manner:$not$expert$(1,
����JL=[:@<EKCP�<OG<IK������<OG<IK������M<IP�<OG<IK�������	�,<JLCKJ�@E;@:8K<�
that$among$our$sample$students$internet$skills$self,evaluation$is$strongly$
I<C8K<;�N@K?�><E;<I��[>	���	�.?<�JK8KLJ�F=�M<IP�<OG<IK�8E;�EFK�<OG<IK�@J�8J,
sociated$with$substantial$differences$between$male$and$female$students.$
Women$ label$ themselves$ as$ not$ experts$ considerably$more$ than$men:$
45%$of$female$students$thinks$they$are$not$expert$at$all,$while$only$22%$
of$males$thinks$the$same.$Only$15%$of$female$students$thinks$as$them,
selves$as$very$expert$in$using$the$internet,$while$39%$of$male$students$
believe$to$be$so.
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Fig.'1:'Self'evaluation'and'gender

Since$the$sample$includes$students$from$different$departments,$we$brief,
ly$ explore$ self,evaluation$ per$ department.$Results$ show$ that$ students’$
<;L:8K@FE�JG<:@8C@Q8K@FE�@J�I<C8K<;�N@K?�K?<@I�@EK<IE<K�J<C=�<=[:8:P	�!<E,
erally,$ students$ from$“Education”$and$“Sociology”$value$ their$ internet$
skills$much$lower$than$their$colleagues$from$“Economics”$and$“Mathe,
matical,$Physical$and$Natural$Sciences”.$The$educational$paths$mainly$
chosen$by$female$students$,$such$as$Education$,$come$with$low$levels$
of$self,evaluated$internet$skills.$Conversely,$educational$careers$that$are$
KPG@:8CCP�J:@<EK@[:�8JJF:@8K<�N@K?�>I<8K<I�C<M<CJ�F=�@EK<IE<K�J<C=�<=[:8:P	�
However,$ in$ each$ department$ female$ students$ label$ themselves$ as$ not$
experts$much$more$ than$males,$and$at$ the$opposite,$male$ students$are$
more$present$in$the$“very$expert”$group.$This$is$consistent$with$what$we$
GI<M@FLJCP�@;<EK@[<;�@E�K?<�N?FC<�J8DGC<	
To$conclude$the$analysis$we$explore$how$internet$skills$self,evaluation$re,
lates$with$styles$of$internet$use$and$content$production.$Overall,$students$
@E�K?<�WFDE@MFI<JX�>IFLG�GFJJ<JJ�?@>?<I�C<M<CJ�F=�J<C=�<=[:8:P��.89	��	�
Being$a$“plain$user”$or$a$“web$consumer”,$conversely,$ is$ related$with$
CFN<I�J<C=�<=[:8:P	�.?<J<�I<JLCKJ�8I<�GI<;@:K89C<�8E;�?FC;�=FI�9FK?�><E,
ders.$Nevertheless$there$are$some$differences.$Male$students$who$evalu,
ate$themselves$as$very$expert$are$more$likely$to$be$“omnivores”$(55,6%)$
than$female$students$(39,8%).$On$the$other$side,$28,1%$of$very$experts$
women$are$“sociables”,$much$more$than$their$male$counterpart$(20,4%).$
Male$students$are$essentially$more$inclined$to$be$“omnivores”$than$girls,$
8E;� K?@J� ;@==<I<E:<� @J� <M<E�DFI<� I<D8IB89C<� 8DFE>�?@>?� J<C=�<=[:8:P�
users:$surprisingly,$the$gender$gap$reach$its$greater$width$precisely$when$
students$are$very$experts$(in$the$“omnivore”$group).
The$second$cluster,$for$online$content$production$and$sharing,$shows$a$
DFI<�;@M<IJ<�><E;<I<;�8E;�J<C=�<=[:8:P�;@JKI@9LK@FE�8E;�K?@J�D8B<J�><E,
;<I�:FDG8I@JFE�;@=[:LCK��.89	��	�"FN<M<I��@K�@J�GFJJ@9C<�KF�@;<EK@=P�JFD<�
8E8CF>FLJ�K<E;<E:@<J�8J�@E�K?<�[IJK�:CLJK<I	�.?<�W<OK<E;<;�GIF;L:<IX�:8K,
egory$is$the$most$populated$group$only$among$male$students$that$label$
themselves$as$very$expert.$The$group$is$18$percentage$points$bigger$if$we$
compare$experts$and$very$experts$male$students.$Yet,$female$students$do$
not$act$as$their$male$colleagues.$On$the$contrary,$the$“extended$produc,
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er”$is$not$the$most$populated$group$among$very$experts$female$students.$
Interestingly,$while$men$tend$to$be$less$and$less$present$in$the$“facebook,
<IJX� 8J� K?<@I� @EK<IE<K� J<C=�<=[:8:P� @E:I<8J<J��NFD<E� GI<J<E:<� I<D8@EJ�
stable.$These$results$seems$to$indicate$women$inclination$towards$social$
LJ<J�F=�K?<�@EK<IE<K��EFKN@K?JK8E;@E>�K?<@I�@EK<IE<K�J<C=�<=[:8:P	

Plain Web'consumer Sociable Omnivore Total'(100%)

Not'expert Female 42,10% 24,20% 16,80% 16,80% 772

Male 34,20% 34,20% 16,10% 15,40% 149

Suf.'expert Female 31,20% 22,70% 24,20% 21,90% 343

Male 15,00% 40,80% 15,80% 28,30% 120

Expert Female 23,20% 29,20% 22,00% 25,60% 336

Male 19,60% 35,10% 16,90% 28,40% 148

Very'expert Female 11,30% 20,70% 28,10% 39,80% 256

Male 4,70% 19,30% 20,40% 55,60% 275

Total Female 539 416 359 393 1707

31,60% 24,40% 21,00% 23,00% 100,00%

Total Male 111 205 124 252 692

16,00% 29,60% 17,90% 36,40% 100,00%

Tab.'7:'Internet'skills'self?evaluation,'gender'and'internet'consumption'styles.

Casual' Variegated' Facebookers Extended' Total

Not'expert female 55,00% 14,60% 25,30% 5,10% 644

male 53,00% 21,40% 19,70% 6,00% 117

Suf.'Expert female 45,40% 20,70% 26,80% 7,10% 295

male 35,90% 31,10% 19,40% 13,60% 103

Expert female 35,90% 19,30% 32,90% 11,90% 295

male 37,30% 30,20% 15,10% 17,50% 230

Very'expert female 26,10% 26,60% 22,90% 24,30% 218

male 22,20% 27,80% 14,80% 35,20% 230

Total female 651 270 389 142 1452

44,80% 18,60% 26,80% 9,80%

male 197 159 96 124 576

34,20% 27,60% 16,70% 21,50%

Tab.'8:'Internet'skills'self'evaluation,'gender'and'online'content'production'styles.

Discussion

In$our$analysis$of$students$“new$media$habits”$we$performed$two$cluster$
8E8CPJ@J�8E;�@;<EK@[<;�=FLI�GIF[C<J�F=�@EK<IE<K�LJ<�8E;�=FLI�GIF[C<J�F=�
FEC@E<�:FEK<EK�GIF;L:K@FE	�#E�<8:?�:CLJK<I�8E8CPJ@J�N<�@;<EK@[<;�8�GIF[C<�
representing$the$maximum$intensity$of$use$and$extension$of$activities:$
they$are$called$“omnivores”,$for$internet$use$styles,$and$“extended$pro,
ducers”,$for$online$content$production$or$sharing$styles.$At$the$extreme$
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opposite$–$which$$means$the$minimum$engagement$with$the$Internet$,$we$
have$two$groups$we$called$“plain$users”$and$“casual$producers”.$
The$ styles$ that$ correspond$ to$ a$more$ intense$ and$variegate$ use$ of$ the$
internet$or$content$production$(“omnivores”$and$“extended$producers”)$
are$more$common$in$the$male$sample,$while$the$less$elaborated$and$di,
M<IJ@[<;��WGC8@EX�8E;�W:8JL8C�GIF;L:<IJX��8I<�DFI<�:FDDFE�@E�K?<�=<,
D8C<�J8DGC<	�.?@J�[IJK�I<JLCK�:FE[IDJ�C@K<I8KLI<�:C8@DJ�FE�D<E�?8M@E>�
a$privileged$ relation$with$ technology$ and$ internet) geeks$ being$mostly$
male.$However,$the$initial$purpose$of$this$study$was$to$explore$the$role$
that$gender$differences$play$ in$ internet$adoption.$We$found$out$ that$ is$
DFI<�JL@K89C<�KF�8E8CPQ<�K?<�@EK<ID<;@8K<�GIF[C<J�K?8K�I<GI<J<EK�LJ<IJ�=FI�
whom$certain$online$practices$and$web$platforms$are$preferred.$While$it$
is$true$that$women$conduct$fewer$online$activities$and$produce$or$share$
less$contents,$this$doesn’t$imply$a$less$intense$relationship$with$internet.$
#E�G8IK@:LC8I��K?IFL>?�9FK?�FLI�:CLJK<IJ�N<�?8M<�@;<EK@[<;�8�>IFLG�K?8K�@J�
JKIFE>CP�;<[E<;�9P�FEC@E<�8:K@M@K@<J�:FE;L:K<;�=FI�:FDDLE@:8K@FE�8E;�
for$maintaining$social$ relations.$The$ results$ show$ that$ these$ styles$are$
preferred$by$female$students.$The$“sociable”$users$in$fact$are$21%$among$
female$students$and$17.9%$among$males.$In$a$similar$way,$we$see$many$
women$in$the$“facebookers”$group$(26.8%$versus$16.7%$male).$The$oth,
<I�@EK<ID<;@8K<�GIF[C<J��WN<9�:FEJLD<IJX�8E;�WM8I@<>8K<;�GIF;L:<IJX��
are$instead$preferred$by$male$students.$This$result$is$in$line$with$existing$
researches$stating$that$women$online$experiences$are$oriented$towards$
communication$(Bracciale$2010o$Mazzarella$2005o$Harris$2008).
)LI� 8E8CPJ@J� 8CJF� :FE[IDJ� K?8K� NFD<E� K<E;� KF� ?8M<� CFN<I� @EK<IE<K�
J<C=�<=[:8:P��"8I>@KK8@��-?8=<I�
����	�1@K?@E�FLI�J8DGC<�WM<IP�<OG<IKX�
women$are$only$15%$while$men$claiming$to$be$“very$expert”$are$much$
more$(39%).$Interestingly,$this$strong$relation$between$gender$and$skills$
self,evaluation$doesn’t$fully$explain$gender$differences$in$online$prac,
tices,$as$we$initially$presumed.$Female$students,$in$fact,$adopt$styles$of$
internet$ use$ based$ on$ social$ communication$ even$when$ they$ consider$
themselves$highly$skilled$in$matters$of$internet$use.$Differently,$among$
D8C<J��?@>?<I�@EK<IE<K�J<C=�<=[:8:P�8JJF:@8K<J�N@K?�?@>?<I�8><E:P��DFI<�
diverse$and$ frequent$online$activities)$ falling$ into$ the$“omnivore”$and$
W<OK<E;<;�GIF;L:<IX�GIF[C<J	��J�8�:FEJ<HL<E:<J��8DFE>�D8C<J�@J�DFI<�
:FDDFE�KF�8:K�8J��N?8K�:FLC;�9<�;<[E<;�8J��8E�internet)geek	�-<C=�<=[,
cacy$alone$is$not$an$exhaustive$category$to$explain$gender$differences.$
Instead$we$suggested$to$take$into$consideration$how$gender$is$articulated$
N@K?@E�JG<:@[:�:FEK<OKJ��'FE>@C@�
����	
Ultimately$our$analysis$seems$to$indicate$that$there$is$a$difference,$in,
stead$ of$ a$ gap$ or$ a$ divide,$ regarding$ internet$ adoption$ by$ gender.$To$
grasp$the$nuances$of$these$differences,$we$should$not$focus$only$on$the$
stereotypical$geek$ or$ the$ advanced$ user,$ but$ take$ into$ serious$ account$
FK?<I� :FE[>LI8K@FEJ� F=� @EK<IE<K� LJ<	� #E� FI;<I� KF� 8:?@<M<� K?@J� 8@D�� K?@J�
article$analyzed$a$ range$of$different$styles$of$ internet$use$and$focused$
particularly$on$the$intermediate$ones.$However,$in$describing$university$
students$internet$adoption$we$conceptualized$internet$use$in$a$normative$
way$identifying$groups$set$at$the$opposite$poles$for$their$level$of$engage,
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ment.$Our$ research$ and$ next$ studies$ on$ gender$ differences$ in$ internet$
use$ should$bring$ into$question$ the$mainstream$ idea$of$a$ technological$
identity$ expressed$merely$with$ a$ extended$and$deep$ engagement$with$
technologies$and$a$passionate$relationship$to$computing.
�J�[E8C� I<D8IBJ��N<�NFLC;� C@B<� KF� EFK<� KNF� C@D@K8K@FEJ� F=� FLI� JKL;P	�
Primarily,$gender$is$considered$only$as$an$operational$dichotomous$vari,
able$and$not$in$its$complexity$or$performativity:$for$that$purpose$a$qual,
itative$methodology$ is$more$ suitable.$ Secondly,$ our$ results$ should$ be$
:FEK<OKL8C@Q<;��N<�8I<�:FDD<EK@E>�FE�8�M<IP�JG<:@[:�J8DGC<�:FDGFJ<;�
9P�#K8C@8E�LE@M<IJ@KP�JKL;<EKJ�=IFD�K?<�(FIK?�F=�#K8CP�8E;�=IFD�JG<:@[:�
;<G8IKD<EKJ��D8EP�F=�N?FD�@E�K?<�[<C;J�F=�JF:@8C�JKL;@<J�FI�?LD8E@K@<J	�
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