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ABSTRACT 

Internet is the new way of learning. It helps students to know unknown things. It also helps in self-learning. The main aim 

of this study is to identify the use of the internet in education due to gender and the medium of instruction. In this study, 

400 students participated. By using a multiple case study carried out in situ, the research team has gathered information 

from the teaching staff entrusted with the process of incorporating the Internet into the educational program at each 

school. It has also studied the way in which the use of the Internet in the classroom is specified. These sources have been 

subjected to descriptive techniques in order to increase the reliability of the results, which has enabled us to define the 

extent to which the gender of those running the educational implementation of the Internet in Spanish centers is influential. 

The results show that there are no significant differences between men and women inthe impact of the Internet on the 

educational programs at the centers used in this study. 

KEYWORDS: Internet, Education, Gender, Medium of Instruction 

INTRODUCTION 

In terms of equity, Internet access is a critical issue. As Katz and Aspden (1997) point out, government activities are 

becoming more accessible, job openings are promoted, and commercial chances are offered online. Furthermore, persons 

who use the Internet may benefit commercially because it enables for quick comparison of prices for various goods and 

services. Furthermore, and particularly pertinent to the youngsters who are the subject of this study, the Internet may be 

utilised for pleasure and education, as well as providing social benefits through communication channels like e-mail and 

chat rooms. As can be seen, the Internet is a critical technology whose use by youngsters should be investigated. 

As can be seen, the Internet is an important technology whose usage by children should be investigated since it 

has the potential to both enrich their lives now and provide them with a lot of benefits in the future. Furthermore, children 

are an especially significant demographic to study when it comes to Internet use, as Lenhart (2000) points out that a 

disproportionate percentage of non-users are senior folks, whereas the young are the most likely to get online at some 

point. Furthermore, even a powerful institution like the UK government recognises the importance of the Internet: in their 

UK Online Annual Report (2002), they write, "Our goal is to ensure that everyone who wants it has access to the Internet 

by 2005." 
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Some studies concerning gender differences in Internet use have been conducted. However, research by those 

investigating this field such as Jackson, Ervin, Gardner, and Schmitt (2001), Odell, Korgen, Schumacher, and Delucchi 

(2000), Nachmias, Mioduser, and Shelma (2000) Schumacher and Morahan-Martin (2001) and Durndell and Haag (2002) 

does not provide consistent evidence for the presence or otherwise of a gender gap in Internet use across different groups 

of males and females. Results vary depending on the demographics of the sample on which the research was performed. 

For example, Nachmias, Mioduser, and Shelma (2000) indicated a bias toward male use of the Internet amongst Israeli 

schoolchildren as did Durndell and Haag (2002) amongst Romanian university students. Furthermore, Schumacher and 

Morahan-Martin (2001) made similar findings with a sample of American undergraduate college students. However, Odell, 

Korgen, Schumacher, and Delucchi (2000) found that there was virtually no gender gap in Internet use in their sample of 

American undergraduates as did Jackson, Ervin, Gardner, and Schmitt (2001) with their sample of Anglo-American 

undergraduates. Furthermore, a search of the psychological literature undertaken for this paper did not reveal any evidence 

regarding gender differences in Internet use amongst English children. The conflicting findings from international research 

and the lack of research focused on English children indicate that there is a need to provide reliable non-commercial data 

that can provide information about gender differences in Internet use amongst this specific group. Commercial data are not 

an acceptable substitute for academic research where Internet use is concerned, as Jordan (2001) has noted that this 

sometimes overestimates the size and growth of this technology for its purposes. 

While the findings on gender disparities in total Internet use are ambiguous, several studies have replicated 

evidence that suggests there are some consistent differences in the purposes for which males and females use the Internet 

across a variety of countries and age groups. Several studies have discovered, for example, that ladies are more likely than 

males to use the Internet for e-mail (e.g., Odell, Korgen, Schumacher, &Delucchi, 2000; Pew Internet and American Life 

Project, 2000; Sherman et al.,2000; Weiser, 2000; Jackson, Ervin, Gardner, & Schmitt, 2001). Women, according to 

Boneva, Kraut, and Frohlich (2001), have hijacked the use of the Internet for this purpose since they have traditionally 

overseen sustaining relationships. 

Furthermore, according to Boneva, Kraut, and Frohlich (2001) and Weiser (2000), e-mail may suit the 

emotionally expressive style of communication that women prefer in maintaining their relationships, and Allen (1995) has 

discussed how women may prefer to use e-mail for certain purposes because it allows them to communicate without the 

gender dynamics that influence other forms of communication. Some studies have suggested that females are more likely 

than males to use the Internet for education and research (Odell, Korgen, Schumacher, &Delucchi, 2000; Weiser, 2000; 

Durndell& Haag, 2002), albeit this difference may only occur in younger age groups (Weiser, 2000; Durndell& Haag, 

2002). 

This report seeks to describe children's general Internet behaviors as well as gender variations in Internet use 

among English schoolchildren. The reason for this is that, while data on Internet-related activities among adults in the UK 

has been collected (e.g., by the Office for National Statistics, 2002a,b,c), a literature search revealed no non-commercial 

data on English children's general Internet use. Even in the Government's UK Online Annual Report (2002)'People' chapter 

(Chapter 4) which examines the public's usage of the Internet, adult use is emphasised far more than that of youngsters. '99 

percent of all schools now have access to the Internet, compared to 28% in 1998,' according to the report. 
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To sum up, the following descriptive survey of Internet use among English secondary school students was 

conducted, first, to identify whether there are any gender inequalities in this activity Second, the information is useful. a 

general summary of children's Internet usage that will be used to inform future decisions and additional in-depth 

examinations of various aspects of this activity.  

THE OBJECTIVE OF THE PRESENT STUDY 

• To study the use of Internet Impact on Learning varies due to Gender 

• To study onthe use of the Internet Impact on Learning varies due to the Medium of instruction 

Null Hypothesis 

• H01: There is no significant difference in the Impact of the Internet on Learning due to Gender. 

• H02. There is no significant difference in the Impact of the Internet on Learning due to the Medium of instruction. 

METHODOLOGY 

Variables 

• Independent: ICT 

• Dependent: Impact of the study 

Sampling Method 

The researcher wants to use a simple random sample in this study at first, a researcher approached all the secondary 

schools situated in Kolkata. Then those schools respond earlier and want to participate in this study researcher includes 

those schools as a sample. 

Sample Distribution 

Table 1 
Category English Bengali 
Boys 100 100 
Girls  100 100 
Total 200 200 

 
This was a descriptive survey. 

The resulting questionnaire had 32 questions about Internet usage with 'tickbox' replies.  

The survey asked about a variety of topics related to children's Internet use. In addition to asking whether children 

use the Internet, the questionnaire also asked why they did not use it, to encourage them to participate in the positive parts 

of this activity in the future. These included the quantity of time spent on the Internet, as well as the amount of money 

spent on it. 

Furthermore, the reasons for Internet use by schoolchildren were regarded as a significant topic for inquiry, as this 

would reveal whether they used it as a powerful tool in many aspects of their lives, or if they only used it for a few 

functions. Several questions on the survey addressed this, the most obvious being one that inquired as to why children used 
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the Internet, but others were also pertinent, such as one that looked at the frequency with which children used the Internet 

for e-mail and the worldwide web, and another two that inqu

webpage. 

ANALYSIS 

Here researcher used inferential statistic parametric and non

Table 2: Multiple Factors ANOVA for I.I.L (ANOVA for Gende r, Medium of Instruction)
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: I.I.L 

Source 
Corrected Model 
Intercept 
Gender 
Medium of instruction 
Gender * Medium of instruction
Error 
Total 
Corrected Total 
R Squared = .646 (Adjusted R Squared = .629)

 
• There is no significant difference in the impact of the Internet on Learning due to 

Therefore Ho1 is retained. 

• There is no significant difference in the impact of the Internet on Learning due to the Medium of instruction. (P 

≥.05=.267) Therefore Ho2 is retained.

No parametric Statistic method was also applied in this study which also identified the same result as per the 

parametric test. We used Kruskal Wallis Test to identify the result.

From the above table, the researcher showed that there is no significant difference in using the internet in 

education due to gender and medium of instruction.
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the Internet, but others were also pertinent, such as one that looked at the frequency with which children used the Internet 

mail and the worldwide web, and another two that inquired as to whether they had a personal e

Here researcher used inferential statistic parametric and non-parametric methods. 

: Multiple Factors ANOVA for I.I.L (ANOVA for Gende r, Medium of Instruction)
Subjects Effects 

Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square
92566.347a 24 3856.931 
778394.670 1 778394.670

95.330 1 95.330 
121.786 1 121.786 

Gender * Medium of instruction 22.318 1 22.318 
50766.956 515 98.577 

6058256.000 540  
143333.304 539  

R Squared = .646 (Adjusted R Squared = .629) 

There is no significant difference in the impact of the Internet on Learning due to 

There is no significant difference in the impact of the Internet on Learning due to the Medium of instruction. (P 

retained. 

No parametric Statistic method was also applied in this study which also identified the same result as per the 

parametric test. We used Kruskal Wallis Test to identify the result. 

Figure 1 
 

the researcher showed that there is no significant difference in using the internet in 

education due to gender and medium of instruction. 
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: Multiple Factors ANOVA for I.I.L (ANOVA for Gende r, Medium of Instruction)  

Mean Square F Sig. 
 39.126 .000 

778394.670 7896.342 .000 
.967 .326 
1.235 .267 
.226 .689 

  
  
  

There is no significant difference in the impact of the Internet on Learning due to Gender. (P ≥.05=.326) 

There is no significant difference in the impact of the Internet on Learning due to the Medium of instruction. (P 

No parametric Statistic method was also applied in this study which also identified the same result as per the 
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CONCLUSION 

'There are no significant disparities between men and women in terms of the using the Internet in educational programs.' 

However, we believe it is necessary to develop deeper into the subject. 

Qualities that a hypothesis investigation reveals, As a result, the greatest possible contribution of this research will 

lead to scientific information about the subject. Both the preparation materials and the classroom performance emphasize 

the fact that The Internet is an integral part of the instructional program in the schools participating in this research study. 

The level of integration is medium-high, and there is no discernible difference across the group gender is a factor and 

medium of instruction. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that the centers that are coordinated by women are the most 

effective. Reveal a significant change in values that, on the whole, represent the use of novel methods to incorporate the 

Internet into the curriculum in schools where a female is in charge of ICT.  The coordinators believe that curricular 

integration is more important than academic integration.  The remainder of the teaching staff places a high emphasis on it. 

This is owing to the fact that in their comments, they take the time to think about what they're saying.  As a point of 

reference, they can use their own teaching experience. In this regard, there are differences: the coordinators, as part of their 

teaching responsibilities, incorporate the Internet to a higher extent in the curriculum than the teachers and the other 

members of the teaching staff. 

The midpoints that incorporate educational technology integration in their general planning papers receive a 

higher rating than those that do not or those that give it a lower priority. As a result, a centre project is an important tool for 

integrating the Internet in a broader sense. 
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