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ABSTRACT

Internet is the new way of learning. It helps studdgo know unknown things. It also helps in s&dithing. The main aim
of this study is to identify the use of the intéfineeducation due to gender and the medium ofungbn. In this study,
400 students participated. By using a multiple cstsely carried out in situ, the research team hathgred information
from the teaching staff entrusted with the proceséncorporating the Internet into the educatiomabgram at each
school. It has also studied the way in which the afsthe Internet in the classroom is specifiedesehsources have been
subjected to descriptive techniques in order tadase the reliability of the results, which has leled us to define the
extent to which the gender of those running theetilonal implementation of the Internet in Spardashters is influential.
The results show that there are no significantedéfices between men and women inthe impact ohtamét on the

educational programs at the centers used in thigyst
KEYWORDS:Internet, Education, Gender, Medium of Instruction
INTRODUCTION

In terms of equity, Internet access is a criticgue. As Katz and Aspden (1997) point out, goventnaetivities are
becoming more accessible, job openings are promatetlcommercial chances are offered online. Furtbee, persons
who use the Internet may benefit commercially beedtienables for quick comparison of prices fatiows goods and
services. Furthermore, and particularly pertinenthe youngsters who are the subject of this sttldy Internet may be
utilised for pleasure and education, as well ayighog social benefits through communication chdarige e-mail and

chat rooms. As can be seen, the Internet is &a&rtitchnology whose use by youngsters shouldesfigated.

As can be seen, the Internet is an important tdoggovhose usage by children should be investigatede it
has the potential to both enrich their lives now @novide them with a lot of benefits in the futukairthermore, children
are an especially significant demographic to studen it comes to Internet use, as Lenhart (200@)tpmut that a
disproportionate percentage of non-users are séolks, whereas the young are the most likely tb @dine at some
point. Furthermore, even a powerful institutiorelithe UK government recognises the importance etrternet: in their
UK Online Annual Report (2002), they write, "Ourajas to ensure that everyone who wants it hasssctethe Internet
by 2005."
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Some studies concerning gender differences inratense have been conducted. However, researcholsg t
investigating this field such as Jackson, Ervinrdhar, and Schmitt (2001), Odell, Korgen, Schumacaed Delucchi
(2000), Nachmias, Mioduser, and Shelma (2000) Selesher and Morahan-Martin (2001) and Durndell anddig002)
does not provide consistent evidence for the prEsen otherwise of a gender gap in Internet usesaadifferent groups
of males and females. Results vary depending omléngographics of the sample on which the reseaeshperformed.
For example, Nachmias, Mioduser, and Shelma (20@0¢ated a bias toward male use of the Internetragst Israeli
schoolchildren as did Durndell and Haag (2002) agsbfRomanian university students. Furthermore, Sauher and
Morahan-Martin (2001) made similar findings witlsample of American undergraduate college studelutwaever, Odell,
Korgen, Schumacher, and Delucchi (2000) found ttette was virtually no gender gap in Internet ustheir sample of
American undergraduates as did Jackson, Ervin, @aycand Schmitt (2001) with their sample of Andlmerican
undergraduates. Furthermore, a search of the pwgibal literature undertaken for this paper did reveal any evidence
regarding gender differences in Internet use anmtdagglish children. The conflicting findings fromtéernational research
and the lack of research focused on English childndicate that there is a need to provide relianie-commercial data
that can provide information about gender diffeemnin Internet use amongst this specific group. @erial data are not
an acceptable substitute for academic researchewiméernet use is concerned, as Jordan (2001) o&sl ihat this

sometimes overestimates the size and growth ofe¢hfnology for its purposes.

While the findings on gender disparities in totatefnet use are ambiguous, several studies havieateg
evidence that suggests there are some consist@redces in the purposes for which males and fesnate the Internet
across a variety of countries and age groups. 8kserdies have discovered, for example, that $adie more likely than
males to use the Internet for e-mail (e.g., Odé&lkgen, Schumacher, &Delucchi, 2000; Pew Intermet American Life
Project, 2000; Sherman et al.,2000; Weiser, 2088ksbn, Ervin, Gardner, & Schmitt, 2001). Womemoading to
Boneva, Kraut, and Frohlich (2001), have hijackeel tise of the Internet for this purpose since theye traditionally

overseen sustaining relationships.

Furthermore, according to Boneva, Kraut, and Fobhl{2001) and Weiser (2000), e-mail may suit the
emotionally expressive style of communication tvatmen prefer in maintaining their relationshipsg adlen (1995) has
discussed how women may prefer to use e-mail faaicepurposes because it allows them to commumigathout the
gender dynamics that influence other forms of comication. Some studies have suggested that feraademore likely
than males to use the Internet for education asdareh (Odell, Korgen, Schumacher, &Delucchi, 200@jser, 2000;
Durndell& Haag, 2002), albeit this difference maylyooccur in younger age groups (Weiser, 2000; Delli& Haag,
2002).

This report seeks to describe children's genefairiet behaviors as well as gender variations farhet use
among English schoolchildren. The reason for thithat, while data on Internet-related activitiesoag adults in the UK
has been collected (e.g., by the Office for Natid@tatistics, 2002a,b,c), a literature search rie¢eao non-commercial
data on English children's general Internet usentim the Government's UK Online Annual Report @@®eople' chapter
(Chapter 4) which examines the public's usage efrternet, adult use is emphasised far more thanof youngsters. '99

percent of all schools now have access to therlatecompared to 28% in 1998," according to thentep
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To sum up, the following descriptive survey of mmet use among English secondary school studenss wa
conducted, first, to identify whether there are geynder inequalities in this activity Second, thfsimation is useful. a
general summary of children's Internet usage thidlt e used to inform future decisions and addisibin-depth

examinations of various aspects of this activity.
THE OBJECTIVE OF THE PRESENT STUDY
o To study the use of Internet Impact on Learnindesadue to Gender
« To study onthe use of the Internet Impact on Leaynaries due to the Medium of instruction
Null Hypothesis
« Hyl: There is no significant difference in the Impattte Internet on Learning due to Gender.
« Hg2. There is no significant difference in the Impatthe Internet on Learning due to the Medium atrinction.
METHODOLOGY
Variables
o Independent:ICT
o Dependent:Impact of the study
Sampling Method

The researcher wants to use a simple random samptés study at first, a researcher approachedhall secondary
schools situated in Kolkata. Then those schoolsamed earlier and want to participate in this stuesearcher 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 alnbernet usage with ‘tickbox' replies.

The survey asked about a variety of topics reltdezhildren's Internet use. In addition to askirfiether children
use the Internet, the questionnaire also askedthdydid not use it, to encourage them to partieifia the positive parts
of this activity in the future. These included teantity of time spent on the Internet, as welttas amount of money

spent on it.

Furthermore, the reasons for Internet use by schddien were regarded as a significant topic fouiry, as this
would reveal whether they used it as a powerful tnamany aspects of their lives, or if they onlged it for a few

functions. Several questions on the survey addiebég the most obvious being one that inquiretbashy children used

| Impact Factor(JCC): 6.0897 — This article can be dowatted fromwww.impactjournals.us |




|12 Swastika Ghoshal & Dr. Morka Sharma |

the Internet, but others were also pertinent, aschne that looked at the frequency with whichdrbih used the Intern
for edmail and the worldwide web, and another two thgtired as to whether they had a persor-mail address and/or

webpage.
ANALYSIS
Here researcher used inferential statistic paracretd no-parametric methods.

Table 2 Multiple Factors ANOVA for I.1.L (ANOVA for Gende r, Medium of Instruction)

Tests of Betweeisubjects Effec
Dependent Variable: I.I.L

Source Type Il Sum of Squares| df | Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 92566.347 24 3856.931 39.126 | .000
Intercept 778394.670 1 778394.67 | 7896.342| .000
Gender 95.330 1 95.330 .967 .326
Medium of instruction 121.786 1 121.786 1.235 | .267
Gender * Medium of instructic 22.318 1 22.318 .226 .689
Error 50766.956 515 98.577
Total 6058256.000 540
Corrected Total 143333.304 539

R Squared = .646 (Adjusted R Squared = .

- There is no significant difference in the impacttbé Internet on Learning due Gender. (P >.05=.326)

Therefore H1 isretained.

« There is no significant difference in the impacttod Internet on Learning due to the Medium ofrindion. (P
>.05=.267) Therefore §2 isretained.

No parametric Statistic method was also appliethis study which also identified the same resulpas the
parametric test. We used Kruskal Wallis Test tanidg the resuli

Hypothesis Test Summany

MHull Hypothe=si=s Te=t Sig. Deci=sion
Independent- )
The distribution of total is the same,T'P1#= PRI 1
dcross categories of Gender. Wrhitney U : hypoth esis
Te=t

Peymptotic significances are displayed. The significance level is 05,

Hypothesis Test Summany

FHull Hypothesi= Tast Sig. O=ci=sion
Independent-
The distribution of total is the sams&ESamples Fetain the
1 across categories of Maedium of hdann- 022 null
instruction. Whitmey 11 hypothesi=.
Te=t

Aezymptotic significances are displayed. The significance lewvel is 105,

Figure 1

From the above tablahe researcher showed that there is no significkfférence in using the internet

education due to gender and medium of instruc
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CONCLUSION

"There are no significant disparities between nmmh\@omen in terms of the using the Internet in etiooal programs.’

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

Qualities that a hypothesis investigation revelsa result, the greatest possible contributiothisf research will
lead to scientific information about the subjectitlBthe preparation materials and the classroorioeance emphasize
the fact that The Internet is an integral parthef instructional program in the schools participgtin this research study.
The level of integration is medium-high, and thexeno discernible difference across the group geigla@ factor and
medium of instruction. Nonetheless, it is worthingtthat the centers that are coordinated by womr@nthe most
effective. Reveal a significant change in values,tbn the whole, represent the use of novel methoadncorporate the
Internet into the curriculum in schools where a déanis in charge of ICT. The coordinators belig¢hat curricular
integration is more important than academic intégna The remainder of the teaching staff plackésgh emphasis on it.
This is owing to the fact that in their commentsyt take the time to think about what they're sgyif\s a point of
reference, they can use their own teaching expegidn this regard, there are differences: thedioators, as part of their
teaching responsibilities, incorporate the Intertzeta higher extent in the curriculum than the heas and the other

members of the teaching staff.

The midpoints that incorporate educational techglmtegration in their general planning paperserez a
higher rating than those that do not or thosedhat it a lower priority. As a result, a centre je is an important tool for

integrating the Internet in a broader sense.
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