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ABSTRACT
Within social studies, researchers note limited attention has been given to examining gender differences
associated with technology integration, and have called for increased dialogue regarding gender-related
technology issues (Crocco, 2006, 2008; Crocco, Cramer, & Meier, 2008; Friedman & Hicks, 2006; Marri,
2007; Mason, Manfra, & Siko, 2005; Sanders, 2006). In response, this chapter explores the gender divide
in secondary teachers’ perceptions of effective technology integration. Using a qualitative research design, this chapter provides insight into social studies teachers’ perceptions of their pedagogical practices
and technology integration. The purpose of this study is to develop an understanding of the differences
in male and female teachers’ use of technology to teach and support student learning. Consideration of
how technology is associated with gender-sensitive pedagogical thinking and practice may address the
aforementioned gap in technology usage in social studies. Patterns uncovered in data analysis suggest
that gender plays a critical role in social studies technology integration. The results from this study can
inform methods in which technology is integrated into future social studies classrooms, particularly in
emerging areas such as online courses.
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INTRODUCTION
Over the past two decades, the Internet has become a useful tool for social studies teachers and
students. Free access to a plethora of primary and
secondary sources not readily available in the
classroom (Cohen & Rosenzweig, 2006; Hicks
& Ewing, 2003; VanFossen &. Shiveley, 2000)
and an emphasis on historical thinking (Barton,
2005; Barton & Levstik, 2004; VanSledright,
2011; Wineburg, 2001) have been central factors
in rationalizing technology integration within
the discipline (DeWitt, 2007; Friedman, 2006;
Hicks, Doolittle, & Lee, 2004; Marri, 2005;
Martin & Wineburg, 2008; Swan, & Locascio,
2008). Moreover, national efforts have encouraged technology integration with expectations for
frequent and successful applications with K-12
learners (c.f. CCSS, ISTE, P21, C3, and NCSS).
External factors, such as the ubiquitous personal
use of technology, afforded anywhere, anytime
access to information and constant connectivity
which furthered the expectation of technology as
a primary learning tool (CTIA, 2011; Cellsigns,
2010; Pew Research Center, 2011). Students of
the 21st century garner information through media
and electronics at a much faster and more efficient
pace than previous generations. Technological
advances have both created and addressed growing student needs.
As technological advances have steadily entered
the field of education, the impact of technology and
media have contributed to each core subject area
in a unique way (Anderson, & Williams, 2012).
While technology tools became pervasive in some
classrooms, overall the field of social studies has
lagged in this process (Swan & Hofer, 2008). The
National Council for the Social Studies identifies
the primary purpose of social studies education
as contributing to the development of responsible
citizens (NCSS, 2014). Designing an environment where students can develop into successful
global citizens while honing 21st century skills
can be challenging, but not impossible. A “key
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component is the role educational technology can
have in facilitating teaching and learning in social
studies” (Green, Ponder, & Donovan, 2014). For
example, Internet access and gaming have been
documented as increasing civic engagement and
participation (Bers, 2008; Lenhart, Kahne, Middaugh, 2008; Montgomery, 2009; Perkins-Gough,
2009; VanFossen, 2006). The availability of
web-based instruction and access to the Internet,
historical documents, diverse perspective, political
campaigning, and varying geographic locations
enable online social studies educators to pair social
studies curriculum with 21st century skills in a 21st
century classroom. The process of how research
is done in social studies classrooms has radically
changed with increased technology access (Bolick,
2006). Within elementary and secondary social
studies classrooms across United States the integration of technology has enabled social studies
educators to seamlessly interweave the various
academic disciplines examined in social studies
through online interactive lessons, video, maps,
photos, digital archives, and access to historical
and political documents (Berson & Berson, 2013;
Brush & Saye, 2009; Friedman & Heafner, 2007,
2008; Harris, Mishra, & Koehler, 2009; Heafner
& Friedman, 2008; Tally & Goldenberg, 2005;
Whitworth & Berson, 2003). However, access
does not always imply effective integration, quality
instruction, or successful student use for discipline
specific learning. At a fundamental level, access
does not ensure that technology integration in
social studies is ubiquitous.
In order to address the diverse needs of 21st
century learners, several states and school districts have developed distance education learning platforms as supplemental academic support
(Barbour, 2009; Barbour & Reeves, 2009). These
state-initiated platforms eventually evolved from
supplemental academic supports to full public,
private, and charter virtual schools. Online learning is generally classified according to the following structures: supplemental, districted based,
consortium, or cyber charter school (Cavanaugh,
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Barbour, & Clark, 2009). Twenty-five percent
of all public education students participating in
distance education courses are enrolled in social
studies courses (Setzer & Lewis, 2005). Despite
the increasing number of students engaging in
online learning in social studies, there is limited
research on web-based social studies courses.
Whitworth and Berson (2002) reviewed 325 academic articles on social studies education over a
five-year period and found that only one percent of
the articles reviewed alluded to web-based social
studies classrooms and students. Current research
on web-based social studies courses offers a narrow understanding on the effectiveness of online
course instruction and student achievement.
Examining the concept of meaningful learning
in online contexts, Kerr (2007) found that webbased social studies courses utilize a wide variety
of tools and instructional approaches to guide
the students’ learning experiences. Studies on
online learning in social studies reveal no uniform
structure of methods used consistently throughout
web-based courses—such as synchronous or asynchronous communication, website development
organization, or course-related activities (Doering,
Hughes, & Scharber, 2007; Kerr, 2007). These
studies also suggest limited peer-to-peer interaction occurs in web-based classes. The varying
platforms for web-based social studies education,
limited collaboration, and inconclusive research,
coupled with insufficient academic gains, demonstrate a need for further research into best practice
concerning web-based social studies courses. The
inconsistencies in learning appear to be connected
to teacher factors associated with innovative praxis
(Journell, 2013).
Examining two decades of U.S. educational
technology policy, Culp, Honey, and Mandinach
(2003) described the incongruence between visions of technology and the practice that comes
to fruition. Rationales for this gap between possibilities of transformative teaching and learning
as well as implementation have been sought
through examination of: a) discipline differences

(Koehler & Mishra, 2008; Mishra & Koehler,
2006), b) teachers’ pedagogical practices (Brush
& Saye, 2009; Ertmer, 2005; Manfra & Hammond,
2008-2009; Wilson & Wright, 2010; Zhao, 20042005), and c) teachers’ efficacy and perceptions of
technology (Anderson & Williams, 2012; Huang,
Hood, & Yoo, 2013; Sanders, 2006; Zhao, 2007).
Others contend that gender maintains a prominent
role in shaping technology use (AAUW, 2010;
Huang, Hood, & Yoo, 2013; Lau, & Yuen, 2010;
Saglam, 2011; Shashaani, 1993); yet, this phenomenon remains outside of the realm of social
studies. Within social studies, researchers note
limited attention has been given to examining
gender differences as associated with technology
integration (Crocco, 2004, 2006, 2008; Crocco,
Cramer and Meier, 2008; Marri, 2007; Mason,
McGlinn, & Siko, 2005). They call for increasing
the dialogue regarding gender-related technology
issues (Crocco, 2006, 2008; Crocco, Cramer and
Meier, 2008; Friedman & Hicks, 2006; Sanders,
2006). In response, this study explores the role
of gender in secondary teachers’ perceptions of
effective technology integration.
Implementing a qualitative research design,
this study provides insight into secondary social
studies teachers’ perceptions of their pedagogical
practices and technology integration. Specifically,
this study describes male and female high school
teachers’ perceptions technology use in teaching
and supporting student learning of social studies.
Teacher interviews with twelve tech-savvy practitioners provide descriptions of content-specific
technology usage as associated with teacher attributes and characteristics. Classroom observations
triangulate teacher reports and were used to affirm
the teachers’ sense of comfort with technology.
Consideration of how technology is associated
with gender-sensitive pedagogical thinking and
practice may help address the aforementioned inconsistencies in technology usage in social studies.
As online learning experiences increase, especially
in secondary schools, the ways in which male
and female teachers conceptualize technology
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applications can provide guidance in advancing
web-based pedagogy and course design. Patterns
uncovered in data analysis suggest that gender
plays a critical role in social studies technology
integration. Recommendations for supporting
gender-oriented technology usage and furthering
the role of technology in secondary social studies
are provided.

BACKGROUND
Do Technology Expenditures
Precipitate Change?
In 1998, technology expenditures in K-12 public
schools surpassed $5.2 billion (Petersons, 1998).
By fall of 2000, 95 percent of America’s public
schools had access to the Internet (QED, 2000).
In 2009, 97 percent of teachers had one or more
computers in their classrooms creating a ratio of
5.3 students for every computer (Gray, Thomas,
Lewis, & Tice, 2010). Billions of dollars were
poured into technology with the hope that innovative use of technology would improve our schools.
In 2011, approximately $2.9 billion dollars were
spent on eLearning in K-12 education (Council
of Economic Advisors, 2012). The capitalistic
interest in education has also led to an increase in
private financial investment in online education,
an initiative that has the propensity to transform
learning contexts.
Investments in online education have made
significant impacts. Florida led the way in the
development of K-12 online education programs
(Rice, 2009). Florida Virtual High School and
the Virtual High School of Massachusetts were of
the first schools to emerge as full virtual schools.
Twenty-five states currently have virtual high
schools in operation (Watson, Murin, Vashaw,
Gemin, & Rapp, 2013). Twenty-nine states and
Washington D.C. have statewide fulltime online
schools in operation (Watson et al., 2013). In 2012,
Florida began to offer full and part time online
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learning options to K-12 students (Molnar et al.,
2013). Arizona, Florida, Kansas, Minnesota, Utah,
Washington, and Wisconsin also offer a variety
of fulltime and supplemental options (Molnar et
al., 2013). In 2006, Michigan became the first
state to require an online learning experience for
graduation from the traditional education setting.
Other states followed suit by recommending online
learning as a necessary experience for graduation.
Arizona, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Michigan,
and Minnesota allow students who participate
in online learning to select courses from various
providers (Molnar et al., 2013). A total of fortyfour states have reported engaging some form of
online learning activities in education (Picciano
& Seamen, 2007).
Notwithstanding, investments are expected
to produce returns, and in education that implies
an expectation of daily, fully integrative technology usage. Policy makers believe that creating
abundant access to new technologies in schools
will directly increase teacher use in classrooms,
which ultimately leads to better teaching and
learning. Yet, the presence of technology alone
has not always impacted classroom learning; nor
has it changed pedagogical methods (Crocco &
Costigan, 2007; Levstik, 2008; VanSledright,
2011). Simply adding new technological tools
to the classroom often created new platforms for
traditional methods and has yet to produce the
revolutionary learning environment desired by
policy-makers and business leaders for ensuring
success of all students (Berson & Baylta, 2004;
NCES, 2010; Zhao, 2007). However, online
education encapsulates a profitable return on
educational expenditures and has transformed
learning opportunities.
In the 2009-2010 academic year, there were
approximately 1.3 million high school enrollments in distance education courses across the
nation (Queen & Lewis, 2011). As of 2014,
it is approximated that 250,000 students were
enrolled in fulltime online schools in the United
States (Molnar et al., 2014; Watson et al., 2013).
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Student enrollment in virtual schools increases
with grade level. Secondary students utilize
online learning platforms at a higher rate than
elementary students. High school students enrolled in online learning programs are engaging
the following types of courses: regular education
high school courses, remedial courses, advanced
placement courses, and credit recovery courses
(Clark, 2001). Technology industry investments
have driven policy-makers to position technology
as an essential learning tool (AACTE Committee
on Innovation &Technology, 2008, p. 21).

How has Technology Integration
Impacted Social Studies?
Technology-driven changes depend upon teachers’
dispositions and skills in embracing its potential.
For over a decade, research has called for educators to “take stock of what realistically needs to
be done to maximize the potential of the Internet
and its associated instructional technologies in
our schools” (Simpson, 2001, p. 133). Given that
the integration of technology varies greatly across
disciplines, schools, and teachers (Anderson &
Williams, 2012), exploring content-specific applications becomes important.
In 2001, White contended that successfully
integrating technology in social studies classrooms
was a vital issue facing social studies educators,
especially with the inconsistencies that exist in
technology use. As researchers have noted, reluctant and slow integration among social studies
educators has been an ongoing trend (Berson,
1996; Berson & Balyta, 2004; DeWitt, 2007; Friedman, 2006; Hicks, Doolittle, & Lee; 2004; Manfra
& Hammond, 2008-2009; Marri, 2005; Swan &
Hicks, 2007; Swan & Hofer, 2008; VanFossen,
2001; Zhao, 2007). In many social studies classrooms, technology has not been fully integrated
as a fundamental component of the curriculum,
teaching, and learning (DeWitt, 2004; Friedman,
2006; Mason, 2000-2001). While social studies
teachers have developed their technological skills,

technology integration has yet to reach its fullest
potential to improve and redefine student learning.
Evidence of learning outcomes associated with
technology use is scarce.
Links between pedagogical practices and
technology integration are well documented in
social studies literature (Friedman, 2006; Hicks,
Doolittle, & Lee; 2004; Manfra & Hammond,
2008-2009; Marri, 2005; Swan & Hicks, 2007;
Wilson & Wright, 2010; Zhao, 2004-2005, 2007).
Only limited evidence has been documented in
technology-mediated, innovative, and transformative practices (Brush & Saye, 2009; Harris, Mishra,
& Koehler, 2009). Research on secondary social
studies teachers’ practices has indicated that those
teachers who use technology, specifically the Internet, use it primarily for low-order information
gathering and access to primary sources (Friedman, 2006; Hicks, Doolittle, & Lee; 2004; Marri,
2005; Vanfossen, 2001). Rarely do teachers have
students engage in activities that employ technology in significant ways that harness the potential
benefits of the medium to transform learning
beyond traditional processes (Cuban, Kirkpatrick,
& Peck, 2001; Salinas, Bellows, & Liaw, 2011;
Saglam, 2011; Swan & Hofer, 2008; Whitworth
& Berson, 2003; Wilson & Wright, 2010). The
inconsistencies in web-based pedagogy presents
further questions regarding the effectiveness of
technology (Doering, Hughes, & Scharber, 2007;
Kerr, 2007; Whitworth & Berson, 2003).
Cuban, Kirkpatrick, and Peck (2001), sought to
understand why technology integration remained
static in secondary schools, specifically social
studies classrooms, as technology became pervasive in personal and social realms. The authors
offered two explanations: 1) a “slow revolution”,
and 2) the constricting nature and structure of
secondary schools. First, the “slow revolution”
suggested that incremental changes over time
would accumulate into a slow moving transformation. Ultimately, technology would impact
schools when enough time had lapsed to integrate
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societal changes mediated by the infiltration of
technology in all aspects of human life. This trickle
effect led researchers to contend that evidence of
technology-supported, transformative learning in
social studies would eventually materialize. The
increased use of web-based primary sources,
interactive Web 2.0 tools, and 1:1 technology
initiatives could be viewed as emerging pedagogies from the “slow revolution”. However, these
authors anticipated fundamental limitations to
this idea and contended that the rigid structure
of secondary schools would inhibit or at least
slow this process. The fact that social studies
has lagged behind in technology integration in
comparison to science or mathematics supports
this thinking. As the second explanation, Cuban,
Kirkpatrick and Peck suggested that high school
organization prohibits teachers from collaborating with peers and having the time needed to
harness skills and tools that technology affords.
They recommended creative thinking about how
secondary schools could be restructured to open
possibilities of technology-mediated learning beyond the confines of traditional school schedules.
The growth of virtual schools and the increased
private investment in schools can be viewed as
supporting the authors’ suggestions for structural changes. While online learning and virtual
schools provide different educational contexts,
the majority of students are taught in traditional
school settings. The structural limitations of high
schools still pose challenges.
Beyond the organization of schools, students’
interests have changed. Their palpable needs to
be constantly connected and socially engaged
have been strong forces pushing for innovations
in teaching and learning. As an educator asserted,
“Whether we like it [social media] or not that is
how students communicate with each other these
days. They actually thrive on connecting with their
peers in numerous ways” (DeWitt, 2011, para 9).
TPACK initiatives have sought to inform shifting
pedagogies to more effectively address students’
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needs (Koehler & Mishra, 2008; Harris, Mishra,
& Koehler, 2009; Mishra & Koehler, 2006). Social
studies researchers contend that technology is the
tool by which student-centered pedagogy can be
facilitated (Brush & Saye, 2009; Heafner, 2002;
2004; 2013; Manfra & Hammond, 2008-2009;
Mason, Berson, Diem, Hicks, Lee, & Dralle,
2000; van Hover, Berson, Bolick, & Swan, 2006;
VanFossen & Shiveley, 2000; Zhao, 2007).

What is the Relevance of
Gender in Determining
Technology Applications?
While student technology use appears to be
equitable among male and female students in
elementary grades (AAUW, 2010), a gender gap
develops beginning in middle school (Mitts, 2008;
Sherman, Sanders, Kwon, & Pembridge, 2009) and
is exacerbated in secondary schools (Anderson &
Williams, 2012; Bannert & Arbinger, 1996; Mitts,
2008; Shashaani, 1993). Technologies in schools,
especially the type of applications available, are
geared more towards boys than girls, and boys
utilize technology more often than girls (Borg,
1999; Washburn and Miller, 2005). By the time
students reach the end of high school and are deciding on higher education or a career path, girls
typically have less experience with computers
and technology than boys their age, and feel less
confident in their abilities to do technology. The
lack of gender role models (i.e. female adults using technology in educational settings) advance
notions of inferiority and frequently leads girls
away from pursuing technology fields (AAUW,
2010; Frieze, Quesenberry, Kemp, & Velazquez,
2012; Lau, & Yuen, 2010). In effect, boys and
girls are socialized in school to view computers and technology as something boys do (Borg,
1999; Mitts, 2008; Shashanni, 1999; Washburn
& Miller, 2005).
When using technology in higher education
courses, gender differences are present. Huang,
Hood, & Yoo (2013) conclude that males and
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females perceive Web 2.0 applications differently when considering the use of technologies
for completing learning tasks. Females prefer
using technology for designing, communicating,
and socializing relevant issues, while males tend
to prefer technology for utilizing, building, constructing, and programming (Frieze, Quesenberry,
Kemp, & Velazquez, 2012; Mitts, 2008; Sherman,
Sanders, Kwon, & Pembridge, 2009; Weber &
Custer, 2005). Females gravitate toward tasks that
are perceived as having some social significance,
while males choose activities that require creation
of an artifact. Mitts (2008) defines male-oriented
outcomes as an end in itself (i.e. concrete, discernable product) rather than a feminine-orientation
of technology as a social process for change (i.e.
abstract, theoretical, and moral). The overemphasis
on product-driven outcomes commonly present in
technology applications favor male interests over
the types of task structures that would promote
female interest. As a result, females experience
greater levels of anxiety and lower comfort levels in
using technology than males. Researchers attribute
these differences as an outcome of gender stereotyping, which, they note, was further emphasized
through formal schooling (Frieze, Quesenberry,
Kemp, & Velazquez, 2012; Mitts, 2008; Sherman,
Sanders, Kwon, & Pembridge, 2009; Weber &
Custer, 2005). These studies suggest that participation between genders remains unequal and is
associated with differences in perceptions of skills,
task orientations, and task outcomes.
Present within the literature is a belief that gender is associated with technology use (AAUW,
2010; Huang, Hood, & Yoo, 2013; Lau, & Yuen,
2010; Saglam, 2011; Shashaani, 1993). Crocco,
Cramer, and Meier (2008) posited that gender is
not a gap, but rather an acknowledgement of a
cultural difference worthy of further examination.
Males and females are drawn to different attributes
of technology; thus, they do not share the same
interests or ideas for how technology should be
utilized. In a review of literature from four leading

social studies technology journals, these authors
contend that without attention to gender “as part
of the effort to integrate technology into education,
any gains will have only limited impact” (Crocco,
Cramer and Meier, 2008, p. 30). A gap in social
studies research that examines the gender divide
as associated with technology integration is acknowledged among researchers (Crocco, 2004,
2006, 2008; Crocco, Cramer and Meier, 2008;
Marri, 2007; Mason, Manfra, & Siko, 2005). The
need for expanding the conversation regarding
gender-related technology issues (Crocco, 2006,
2008; Crocco, Cramer and Meier, 2008; Friedman & Hicks, 2006; Sanders, 2006) serves as the
impetus for this study.

What is the Culture of Technology
in Secondary Social Studies?
Culture is a synergistic process for change (Frieze,
Quesenberry, Kemp, & Velazquez, 2012). Culture
shapes its members and is shaped by members who
serve as active contributors. In classrooms and
online courses, teachers and students contribute
to the development of the learning culture. While
students are important variables, for the purpose of
the chapter, we will examine the role of the teacher
in defining the academic culture and the context
for learning. Our rationale for this emphasis is that
while research identifies many factors affecting
student achievement (Zuelke, 2001), the greatest
determinant of student success is the influence of
teachers (Collias, Pajak, & Rigden, 2000; Lasley,
Siedentop, & Yinger, 2006; Sanders & Rivers,
1996). Researchers have found that the majority
of the differences in measurable student learning
outcomes can be directly attributed to the teacher
(Darling-Hammond, 2006; Darling-Hammond &
Ball, 1997). Thus, the influence of teachers can
either be positive or negative depending on various teacher characteristics.
Social studies teachers control curriculum
and the context for student learning (Thornton,
2005). Their cultural attributes define gatekeep-
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ing decisions and are often limited by their own
perspectives. Sunal, Christensen, and Shwery
(2010) contend that teachers must recognize that
they may or may not share similar cultural views
with students and this is a significant issue when
teaching online. Forums for discourse facilitated by
technology can become platforms for deliberative
discourse when awareness of culture is present;
however, when differences are not acknowledged,
greater isolation and inequity can result. As the
use of online learning continues to expand, the
ways in which teachers build a respectful and accepting classroom culture in these environments
is dependent upon the collective social presence
instructors are able to establish among participants (Rubin, Fernandes, Avgerinou, 2013; Shea,
Bidjerano, 2012).
The culture of technology, specifically the
culture of technology in secondary social studies, is one in which teachers define the manner
in which technology will used by students. As
with any technology, the teacher is a central
determinant (Green, Ponder, & Donovan, 2014).
Characteristics of the teacher (e.g. age, gender,
and pedagogical beliefs), reactions to the students
whom they serve (e.g. Generation X and Y), and
responses to external forces (21st Century Skills,
Curriculum, Standards, Technology Expenditures,
Teacher Evaluations) have been documented as
influences shaping technology decisions in social
studies (Heafner, 2013). In a meta-analysis of
social studies technology research, Green, Ponder
and Donovan (2014) call for more research examining differences in teacher motivations for using
(or not using) technology. These authors suggest
that “exploring teacher beliefs and attitudes about
the purpose and usefulness of technology…can
provide insights that could inform the work of
teacher educators and those responsible for teacher
professional development” (Green, Ponder &
Donovan, 2014, p. 580).
In this chapter, we focus on one teacher
characteristic that emerged from a broader study
examining teachers’ reports of technology use.
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Of these spheres of influence, the most profound factor that emerged from an earlier study
was gender. Male and female teachers projected
noticeably different perceptions of technology
integration and gravitated toward dissimilar uses
of technology in teaching and designing student
tasks. The variance of learning opportunities with
technology raises the importance of examining
gender as a cultural influence in defining the role
technology will play in secondary social studies.
Patterns that emerged from high school teacher
interviews are described to shed light on why
gender is an important variable that shapes the
culture of technology in secondary social studies. As online learning continues to grow and
reshape secondary education, those who design
and teach web-based courses will impact how
learning experiences are conceptualized. Noting
gender differences in approaches to technology
as well as gender-oriented views of meaningful
technology-mediated outcomes will influence
the quality and effectiveness of online education.

TEACHERS’ PRECEPTIONS
OF TECHNOLOGY AND
REPORTED INTEGRATION
Method
Using a qualitative research design, this study
presents male and female teachers’ perceptions
of their technology usage in high school social
studies. The guiding research questions are:
•
•

How do male and female teachers describe
their use of technology to teach social
studies?
Are there differences associated with gender in teacher perceptions of technology
and reported uses of technology?

We seek answers to these questions by examining male and female teachers’ perspectives of
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technology and technology integration within high
school social studies courses. The study aims to
explore depth rather than breadth in order to inform understanding of gender-oriented technology
applications in secondary social studies. Teacher
interviews provide a deeper understanding beyond
the observational level (Rubin & Rubin, 2012)
and were used in conjunction with classroom
observations. Interviews allowed researchers to
uncover gender-specific findings from teacher
motivations for using technology that would have
otherwise been hidden or unseen (Tracy, 2013). As
a qualitative tool, interviews enabled researchers
to obtain respondents’ opinions and experiences
(i.e. the subjective and depth of understanding).
By conducting semi-structured interviews, we
embraced an inductive approach and aimed at
building explanations and answers depending
on what emerged from the data. Approaching the
research objectives in this manner allowed us to
view the data through a naturalist perspective and
our findings were therefore analyzed, interpreted,
and given meaning contextually (Kvale, 2012;
Rubin and Rubin, 2012).

Participants
The interviewees were a purposeful sample of
twelve secondary social studies teachers from
five high schools in the vicinity of the researchers’ location and districts that have shown efforts
to effectively integrate technology, and therefore
represent a sample of teachers who are assumed to
be knowledgeable technology users. Researchers
conducted observations in each teacher’s classroom to note the manner in which technology was
used and to affirm the teachers’ sense of comfort
with technology usage. Of the twelve teachers
interviewed, seven were female, five were male,
and their ages ranged from twenty to fifty years
old. Participants’ teaching experience included
a wide scope from one year to twenty-five years
with an average of ten years teaching experience
for both male and female teachers. The purpose

of selecting this diverse group was to explore
the potential of generational differences associated with technology experiences. One of the
twelve teachers worked in a private school, and
the remaining participants taught in public high
schools, including two teachers who were working in a magnet school program. All the schools,
including the private school, were located in urban
areas, (i.e. counties with a population > 50,000).
Participants were given a number to preserve
anonymity and to avoid gender identification.
Detailed descriptions of teachers are provided in
Appendix C.

Data Analysis
The interviewees where solicited via email with
information about the project and invitations to
participate. As an incentive and a show of gratitude, participants were given a gift card at the
conclusion of the study. Interviews took place
in a two-week period, either on the researchers’
university campus or at the participant’s school,
depending on the availability and convenience
of the participant. During this span of time, we
conducted three classroom observations of each
teacher. Before each interview, the researchers gave
a brief introduction to the project and provided each
participant the opportunity to ask questions. Each
participant read and signed an informed consent
document before commencing. A responsive interview model was employed to capture the depth
and context required for analysis (Rubin & Rubin,
2012), and unlike normal conversation, the model
included: main questions, probes, and follow up
questions. It was typical for researchers to balance
these inquiries throughout the interview (Rubin
and Rubin, 2012). The twelve interviews varied in
length and lasted between sixty and ninety minutes,
due to the responsive interview model employed
and the semi-structured interview format, which
allowed for ad hoc probing and the freedom of
the participants to add context to their answers.
All interviews were recorded on a portable voice

399


High School Teachers’ Gender-Oriented Perceptions of Technology Integration

Table 1. Interviewee demographics
Private High School

Public High School

Magnet High School

Male

1

4

2

Female

0

5

0

recorder, saved on a secure hard-drive, later transcribed by a graduate assistant, and coded by the
research team.
To analyze the interviews, we used a grounded
theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), which,
similar to our interview method, allowed us to
focus on patterns that emerged from the data. Our
grounded theory approach integrated a multi-step,
constant comparative model (Glaser & Strauss,
1967; Rubin & Rubin, 2012) to discover theory
by building themes and concepts from the data
as the research team read and re-read the transcripts, coded and re-coded data, and redefined
codes throughout the process. The constant
comparative model allowed for continual comparison between codes and concept generation,
consequently leading to continual re-defining
and analyzing during the coding process (Glaser
& Strauss, 1967). The analysis process consisted
of four stages: (1) Comparisons. When coding,
the researchers compared examples of the same
code and thereby developed abstract concepts from
the observations - abstractions needed for theory
development. (2) Integration. In the process of
developing codes and comparing them to each
other, the researchers developed links between
the codes and sought to discover how they were
interconnected. (3) Minimization. The grounded
theory approach produced an overwhelming
amount of categories, themes and codes. In order
to reduce the quantity of codes and condense the
material to a manageable level, researchers met
to determine these levels. A meta-theme that
was present in all themes emerged during these
meetings. This meta-theme of gender was selected
as the focus. (4) Writing. In the final stage, the
researchers developed the theoretical framework
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and identified the themes as related to gender as
abstracts (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). These steps
guided the data analysis process in this study.
We implemented four steps in our coding
process. First, all transcripts were read and open
coded - coding anything seemingly relevant.
Researchers did not have any developed codes
before starting this process and developed the
codebook while coding. The open coding process
was a way of sorting and summarizing the data
in order to make some preliminary sense of what
was emerging (Rubin and Rubin, 2012). Due to
the grounded theory approach employed in this
project and the constant comparative model that
followed, researchers built validity into the coding process (Kvale, 2012). Regardless, to ensure
high validity the researchers open coded all twelve
transcripts independently and subsequently compared codes and interpretations. If researchers
coded similar statements differently, discussion
about how researchers arrived at that code enabled
refining of concepts and building the codebook
with consensus. For the purpose of this study, only
codes relating to gender-associated observations
were included.
In the second stage of the coding process researchers re-visited all transcripts and continued
to adjust and refine codes as relevant to study
objectives. In this stage, researchers listened to
audio recordings while reading transcripts to
capture auditory emphasis by the interviewees.
Codes were verified and additional coding occurred. In the third stage of the coding process,
the themes and codes were fully developed and
sub-codes were recognized. We should note that
the codebook was developed to function merely
as an aid in the coding process to help concep-
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Table 2. Teacher self rankings of teaching philosophy
Teaching Philosophy
(1=Behaviorist to 5=Constructivist)
Average

3.54

Female Average

3.14

Male Average

4.10

F-M Difference

-0.96

tualize and organize emerging data. Based on
patterns observed, frequency counts were tallied
on codes to triangulate gender differences that
emerged during data analyses and coding. These
frequency counts were not intended to produce
a quantitative analysis, but rather to provide
evidence of observable differences associated
with gender. The gender-associated themes and
codes that emerged from the data are discussed
in the following section. Codes are presented in
Appendix B.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
OF RESULTS
Views of Pedagogical Beliefs
A focus of the broader study was to explore
teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and how these are
associated with teachers’ descriptions of their
technology use. In examining gender-oriented
pedagogy, males described themselves as more
constructivist teachers than female teachers. In
the interview, teachers were asked to rank their
pedagogical practices on a continuum of 1 (behaviorist) to 5 (constructivist). All teachers indicated a
greater tendency toward constructivism. However,
males reported a higher mean ranking (4.10) than
female participants (3.14). These differences were
examined more closely.
To explore more in-depth teacher ratings,
participants were asked to describe their beliefs
in detail. Data excerpts that document gender dif-

ferences were noted in Table 3. Males and females
described themselves as student-centered; however, males tended to focus their explanations on
increasing student autonomy. In contrast, female
teachers emphasized the need for behaviorist
approaches to ensure that students learned the
essential information and to maintain student attention. Overwhelmingly throughout the interviews,
female teachers noted a need for control over the
classroom environment. The manner in which they
maintained this control was frequently articulated
as teacher-directed instructional practices. In
contrast, male participants did not express a need
for behavior management or restrictive control.
They were more likely to indicate greater student
freedom and decision-making in how learning
was structured. These comments explain mean
differences in perceptions of constructivist beliefs
and practices.
Epistemological orientations were not static.
Males and females alike described vacillating
along the pedagogical continuum, and linked these
shifts to whether or not they were using technology, the course they were teaching (e.g. Advanced
Placement, an elective, a STEM/STEAM social
studies course), and the composite of students
in each class. A comparison of two classes as
described by a young female teacher provides an
example of this movement between constructivist
and behaviorist methods:
#12: I think it looks different in the classes I teach.
I teach Holocaust and genocide. I also teach
AP US history. For Holocaust and genocide,
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Table 3. Male and female teacher philosophy descriptions
Male Quotes

Female Quotes

#1: I believe in teaching students to be historians rather than
teaching students to remember history.... It’s very hands-on, in
terms of students doing things to master historical skills and
ascertaining historical content. My classes are very active. I am
a facilitator not a lecturer.... It’s really a workshop model and
kids are working with a purpose.

#5: It’s a hard question…. student centered? I guess I figure out
where I want my students to be and then I try to find activities and
ways to get the content to them to meet that goal so it kind of depends
on the class. Like for an AP class our goal is of course to make a
certain level on the AP exam so there we’re focusing on practicing
and testing and getting ready for that umm whereas like a class that
doesn’t have an end of course test it’s a little bit more informal and I
get to more decide what the goals are for the students
#5: kind of dead center in the middle
#5: I try to balance both.

#2: What I have found myself falling in love with more and more,
the more I teach, is the idea of trying to foster a student desire
for learning. The realization that I came to about two years ago
was that an authoritarian figure in front of the room is not going
to in any way instill a desire to learn... by diverting some of the
responsibility for learning to them but also giving them a little
bit more authority in deciding how it is that they learn and how
it is that they go about the classroom process, I’ve found that
... they enjoy the process more and therefore try harder and get
more out of it.... it also becomes an educational process for me.

#6: I’d probably go between, uh, probably about to a…closer to a 4.
I would say, cause I still, because, you know social studies is such
a, a challenging, um, there’s just such a wide gamut of information
depending on the content you’re teaching. There are some things you
just have to make sure the kids know, the baseline stuff and then they
can do some investigation, particularly with what I teach, you know
I, um, one of the several subjects that I teach is civics and economics,
and so the kids, you know, I have to give them basic stuff and then I so
ok now go create this or go figure out how you do this, so um, that’s
why I said it’s, I still, I can’t go to a 5 just yet, because I still have to
give them little bit of pieces of the puzzle.

I feel I’ve been able to experiment more
with student-centered and student-driven
learning because there’s no way, especially
when we get to the genocides to teach it all.
I don’t know everything about the Rwandan
genocide or Darfur and so I have the students
doing that research, creating visual digital
essays is what I call them, where they share
with their classmates, and ask hard questions. In these visual digital essays, students
have to incorporate music and photographs
and survivor testimony and such, so I’ve been
able to experiment with them… That class
does not like me standing up and lecturing
to them. It’s very much learning about the
history of the Holocaust through the survivors, through reflection in those survivor
testimonies, looking at documents doing a
lot of group and team work, and so on. I’ve
also been able to experiment with teams and
student-partners instead of just grouping
them where they can choose. But, they’re
responsible for their own learning. They
are accountable to themselves and to their
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teams or partners. By evaluating themselves,
as well as evaluating their teammates, on
their contribution to the group in creating
or doing they have a vested interest in the
team’s overall success.
#12: [Concerning] AP US history, I’m sad to say
that this is the part where I’m probably most
nervous… [Pause]… to give the students
control, because I don’t know how else to
ensure they learn the information they need
to be successful. There is so much information in the AP curriculum that I feel I need to
lecture. I don’t love to lecture. I try to simplify
as much as possible. A lot of the students
struggle getting the information from their
textbook at home, so then I feel like when they
come in I at least have to spend 30 minutes
going through the history in a timeline for
them while telling a story describing the
sequence of events. This structure is teacher
lead. It’s me up there in front of them and
that’s the class where I want do better with
the kids taking ownership of their learning.
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Teachers’ perceptions of students and curricular content guided these pedagogical shifts.
Surprisingly, females were more cognizant
of this and purposeful in noting the need for
pedagogical movement between traditional and
student-centered methods, whereas males did not
directly comment about the motives driving their
pedagogical vacillation. Yet, these shifts were
noticeably linked to use and nonuse of technology.
For example, teacher #4, described his teaching
as student-centered instruction and rated himself
as a 5 (constructivist). He stated that within the
last year and as a result of moving into the STEM
program, “I’ve become more of a constructivist.”
He expressed:
#4: Yeah it’s STEM focused and it’s all projectbased. So every bit of the curriculum we
create. We have a design cycle that we use
for anything from a rough draft of an English
paper to some kind of photography project
or portfolio. Students approach every project
or presentation with that design cycle thinking. It’s all PBL, project based learning; so,
we actually create a driving question as a
group. We always begin with a question. The
question is open ended question; it may not
have a definitive answer, but it’s got tons of
answers. The kids through research, through
trial and error, you know through scientific
method, come up with the solution. They create something that shows us [the class and
peers] that and what they’ve learned. Our
approach is that we just give them a basis,
a framework. They go from that framework
and discover the rest of the content on their
own. So it’s learning by doing…
Later in the interview, when asked to provide
an example of when he does not use technology,
he commented,
#4: Yeah but it would be more limited, you know,
what I would have access to. I have a regular

civics class, civics and American government, I teach. That class is mostly 10th
graders with some 11th graders who have
taken it before, a repeat course. This course
is not STEM so it’s not project based. It’s
more your traditional lecture, note taking,
vocabulary comprehension, and unit project
type course. Maybe that’s not, you know, the
overall method but it [lecture] supplements
the content. So, I wouldn’t pull out the laptops, Mac books or whatever’s available.
The pc laptops or the iPads that are in the
library are difficult to use. I have to rent
those, check those out. When I do, students
are using PowerPoint, Keynote, you know,
they’re using simple software like that…
Even though he reports using technology, it
is much more simplistic (i.e. traditional) and is
limited in comparison to his STEM courses which
embraced advanced technology applications and a
more student-centered focus. This not only raises
concerns about equitable access for students, but
also a clear gender difference in how instructional
practice is perceived.
Links between teachers’ pedagogical beliefs
and how they integrate technology were present.
These were not gender specific, but provide evidence of technology driving pedagogical change.
Constructivist, student-centered teaching seemed
essential for more sophisticated technology uses. A
female teacher explained how technology shaped
her practice,
#6: Well I think if we’re able to integrate it [technology] successfully, and if the kids are doing what they’re supposed to be doing, then
they’re able to really direct their learning
more, because now, now that’s taking into
account that as a teacher I’ve put together
the plan for them. You’re going, I’ve given
them some good instructions, they’re going
be able to go and find this, and it enables
them to say, ok I’m going to discover this on
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my own, because I’m going go to this website
or I’m going to ask this question and find it,
… and then we can come back…
#6: …technology use enables constructivist
learning, because it’s kind of putting the
learning in their hands. If I give them the set
of questions or a WebQuest and they have
to go find...that information, and I think it
enables, it takes a lot of the big load off of
me. Rather than staying there spoon-feeding
information, it really puts the responsibility
on them, to go and find that information...
A few comments made during several points
in the interview from a fifteen-year veteran, male
teacher eloquently expressed this connection between technology and student-focused learning.
Here are examples from the transcripts,
#9: I would say that the current kind of movement
towards really making learning more student centered lends itself well to technology
because you have, they have access to so
many resources and you really can set it up
for them to look through content even if it’s
simple like a WebQuest or something like
that. They can build a text book or write a
chapter to a book and make it look great....
#9: I think technology is driving student centered
learning.
#9: I think the philosophy is, it’s [technology]
not reactive but it’s adaptive. I think student
centered learning can be done very well
through technology...
Moreover, teacher #1 (male) suggested that
a “philosophical shift” was needed before effective technology integration could be achieved.
He further recommended, “The first little step of
that pedagogical shift is getting them [students]
comfortable with technology and really working
with them on how you choose the tools you choose
for each assignment. And then our second part of
it, is... pushing toward a workshop model…where
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we’re modeling work and then kids are doing
work by replicating processes not just creating
a product.”

Gender Differences in Perceptions of
Technology Usage and Confidence
During the interviews teachers were asked to
rank themselves on a scale of 1 to 5 about technology usage and confidence (See Appendix).
Table 4 shows the overall average, the female and
male averages, and the differences between the
female and male averages. Male teachers ranked
themselves higher on both questions. The males
perceived themselves closer to native technology
users than the females, and the male teachers perceived themselves as more confident in technology
usage than female teachers.
In each interview, males rated their confidence
and abilities at either a four or five. Examples of
highly confident and comfortable male responses
follow:
#1: [I would rate myself a] five in that I can figure
out what I want do, when I want to do it. I
don’t have any trouble once I get technology.
What I have learned is that I don’t know all
of the tools, which is why I rate myself a four
on comfortableness or knowledge of it. Five
on comfortableness because once I find a
tool, I watch, then I play, and then I figure
out how to use it. That’s why I don’t, I don’t
feel uncomfortable taking something I don’t
know and figuring out how to make it work.
#4: “I wouldn’t say if five was a digital native I’m
old enough that I can remember having to
go visit people instead of sending them a text
message. So I wouldn’t say I’m a complete
digital native, I have acclimated very well
to the technology.
Female ratings ranged from two to five. Variation in confidence could be associated with age
differences of teachers. The presence of a genera-
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Table 4. Male/female technology usage and confidence average ratings
Immigrant (Learned to Use Technology
as an Adult) or Native (Grew Up Using
Technology)

Technology Confidence

Average

3.96

4.25

Female Average

3.79

4.21

Male Average

4.20

4.30

F-M Difference

-0.41

-0.09

tional gap among females was evident, while not
present among males. Younger female teachers
with teaching experience between one to six years
all ranked their abilities and confidence at a four
or five; while, the more experienced teachers
ranged from a two to four. Table 5 provides evidence of both female differences in technological
confidence as well generational gap differences.
Interestingly, even though males noted potential limitations in their skills, their ratings
remained high. For example, teacher #2 who has
been teaching over ten years commented,
I would rate myself as a five except for the rare
moments when I complete or totally get thrown,
I am when it comes time for any sort of trouble
shooting, I am absolute garbage, I want it to
work, I want to know how to operate it but when
it comes to, the color on my smart board has
been flickering the last week and I have got no
idea what to do with it and if I didn’t…since I
don’t have a competent tech director it’s just that
color is going to flicker kids I don’t know what to
do with it, I’m great with software, I am rubbish
with hardware…
Similarly, an experienced female teacher of 25
years, teacher #7, rated her skills and comfort as
a three, four and explained that she was,
Fairly comfortable, I feel pretty good about it
[technology]. Of the reasons I feel comfortable
about it, honestly, is because the relationship I

have with my students is such that they love to
help me. If I’m in a bind and don’t know exactly, I
mean like they manoeuvre around. They are much
more skilled at using technology than I am. So,
I’m going to; I’ve done my research; and I got my
stuff together. I know what I’m doing, but I know
if I hit a glitz, somebody that’s sitting in my room
can fix it. The bottom line is that my skills are
nowhere near that of my students. They are very
comfortable and confident in using technology.
While both noted weaknesses and limitations
in their skills, overall, male teachers expressed a
more positive perception of their technical skills
and confidence in using technology.
Most notably, female teachers all reported a
desire to “...do better with the use of technology
in my classroom” [#12]. Every female teacher
expressed sentiments that their technology usage
was not at the level it should be, and articulated a
desire for professional development opportunities
to hone their skills for technology integration. They
conveyed a need for more content-specific applications rather than generic STEM focus examples
present in mandated professional development
opportunities. These findings mirror gender-based
research technology usage that while technology
differences between males and females often do
not exist, males tend to have greater efficacy in
their technical skills (Anderson & Williams, 2012;
Huang, Hood, & Yoo, 2013; Lau, & Yuen, 2010;
Saglam, 2011; Shashaani, 1993). Furthermore,
results affirm prior findings that women internal-
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Table 5. Examples of female confidence quotes
Less Confident

Confident:

#6: Rating of two. Some teachers …have been
able to do that.... There’s some software out there
where kids will have a certain amount of time that
they go and do a quiz or a test and they have to
have it submitted by a certain deadline. Some do
that, and you know, that’s great if that’s what you
think works…I’m just not real comfortable doing
that yet.

#3: I’d say a 5=five just because after during my undergraduate studies and while
we were in our education program, we did a lot with technology. And then...
we have the STEM program which I’m going to be working in next year. We do
have a lot of technology resources in the school which includes iPads, iPhones,
and netbooks. I feel, just with my generation, that I’m very much familiar with
technology and I am really creative with technology. I feel very comfortable being
able to pick up an iPad and do things in a classroom that some teachers would
absolutely positively freak out over…

#5: I’m definitely not a super user. I’d say more
of a three, kind of in the middle. Sometimes I’m
more comfortable than others. The iPads are still
pretty new to me. I don’t have my own. So when
I get them I have to teach myself how to use them
with my PowerPoints and the smart boards and
resources I’ve developed. I feel really comfortable
with these now, because I’ve been using them for a
couple of years.

#10: …not that I have necessarily used everything or that I am completely
proficient in everything, but I am pretty self-reliant when it comes to learning new
technologies. I have actually presented at a state conference about using technology
in the classroom. So, I always feel like I’m pretty confident on that scale.
Interviewer: Okay, how comfortable are you using technology?
#10: probably a five
Interviewer: So, you’re completely comfortable…
#10: Yeah.
Interviewer: …with using new software and new technology?
#10: Oh yeah.

ize and personally blame themselves for perceived
technological inferiority (Frieze, Quesenberry,
Kemp, & Velazquez, 2012; Huang, Hood, & Yoo,
2013; Mitts, 2008; Sherman, Sanders, Kwon, &
Pembridge, 2009; Weber & Custer, 2005). These
findings offer implications for blended or online
learning. Differences in efficacy among male and
female teachers could impact who is chosen to
develop or deliver web-based instruction. If this
becomes gender inequitable, it may perpetuate
female teachers’ sentiments toward technology,
as well as reduce female models of advanced
technology users, which has broader implications
for high school and college bound girls.

Access to Technology
Teachers associated a gap between how they
envisioned themselves using technology (fully
constructivist and seamless integration) with the
lack of access. They frequently noted that lack
of access can be a barrier to more constructivist
pedagogical methods. Their perceptions of the lack
of accessibility were associated with specific types
of hardware. Classroom observations revealed that
each teacher had a computer in the classroom, and
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all had Internet access. The challenges described by
teachers were limited advanced technology tools,
specifically iPads, and the differences in longevity
in having classroom technology resources (e.g.
SMART Boards). The incongruence in teachers’
visions of the possibilities of technology and the
access to technology tools, like smartphones, was
noted. A pattern that emerged was that differences
in access were gender-specific. Females reported
greater barriers due to access issues. One veteran
female teacher noted, “I found... that it was an
issue for me sometimes having access to iPads.
For example, when I wanted to use it…I’d come
up with a great project and unless you had it [a
reservation] way out in advance you wouldn’t be
able to get those iPads” (#5).

Envisioned Possibilities—or
Inequitable Campus Distribution?
In their descriptions of technology integration,
teachers shared both their vision of the possibilities
of technology as well as the practicality of classroom applications. For example, a male teacher
in a general classroom [#9] commented, ” I know
my challenges on a daily basis to get through the
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curriculum and to grab the technology that I need
to integrate meaningfully, sometimes it’s a challenge to get it as much as I would like.” (citation)
These gaps between visionary goals and practical
applications could be attributed to access barriers.
Surprisingly, access of our sample was not gender
equal. Several male and female teachers taught
within the same school, but they were assigned
different responsibilities (e.g. STEM, curriculum
coach), which were linked to greater technology
access. In one particular school, distributions of
SMART Boards had occurred over several years.
Within this school’s social studies department, one
male received the department’s first Smart Board
five years ago, whereas two female teachers had
a SMART Board installed in their classrooms
within the last two years. Furthermore, the male
teacher who taught in the STEM program at this
school had access to iPads. This 1:1 iPad program
provided all students with individual iPads for
in school and at home usage. From observations
and school visits, the inequitable pattern that was
present in this school also existed among other
schools.

Access to Technology Tools
A female teacher who had recently moved to her
current school highlighted inequalities in access
across schools. She noted some schools have a
computer/iPad per student and other schools must
share technology resources. In contrast to the 1:1
iPad school, the teachers in this study had access
only to shared computer labs or iPad carts. This
teacher was a young teacher with four years of
teaching experience and wanted greatly to integrate technology, as she had been able to do in her
previous technology-rich teaching environment.
She commented,
#10: Anytime that I’m not using it is just, it’s
just access and that was something that the
school I had previously been at we were
1:1, our students all had computers and we

were a very technology rich environment.
Now that I’m in a traditional school, um,
it’s {laughter}, it’s sort of survival of the
fittest whoever can sign up for it first, so it,
limited access is the big thing.
To equalize the playing field, in the year
this study was conducted, the school districts in
which these teachers work implemented a BYOT
policy: Bring Your Own Technology. This allowed
increased access for some students and teachers.
The most common technology tool used under this
policy was a smartphone. For teachers though,
this seemed limiting since the resources were not
standardized, and not all students had access to a
smartphone. In addition, the wireless routers on
campus, also recently installed, were inconsistently
reliable. These results led us to question the rising
inequalities in access among schools and within
schools. Furthermore, we were concerned about
the inequities for female teachers as well as the
students they serve. The numbers reported in technology access studies fail to present an accurate
picture of inequitable resource distribution on a
national scale (NCES, 2010).
When technology was in abundance, as was
the case in the 1:1 iPad STEM program, access
produced results. The motive for using technology
was teacher accountability and teacher evaluations.
Seamless integrated technology was expected to
justify county expenditures.
Interviewer: It sounds like technology is heavily
embedded in the classroom.
Teacher #4: In this program [STEM] it is, in my
classroom yes ma’am it is and it’s had to be.
The county paid a ton of money to get this
program here … and they thought you know
we’re going to give these kids the opportunity
with as much technology as possible, readily
available, so you know, they wanted to come
in our classrooms and see it being used, they
didn’t want to come in and still see kids you
know doing this with a notebook....

407


High School Teachers’ Gender-Oriented Perceptions of Technology Integration

Subject Priority as a Determinate
for Technology Access
Another variable affecting teachers’ access to
technology was that they taught social studies.
As teacher #10 observed,
#10: I think that [access is] the big thing for social
studies, and I hate to get on the political
soap box here but I think in, within a school,
what I said about access, is big and I know
that within most schools social studies is not
the priority and I think that when it comes
to having access to that technology I think
that math and science and English classes
are going to be the ones to get the upper
hand, because they’re, and I hate to say this
I don’t think every administrator feels this
way but I think at a lot of schools those are
valued over social studies, and I think that
has a lot to do with our access to it.
She was not alone in this observation. Four
other teachers made reference to limited access
to technology as a result of the STEM subjects
and Common Core courses, which were given
preferential access. Regretfully, these findings
support marginalization research acknowledging the subordinate role the social studies has
been subjugated to in schools, and the potential
ramifications at the secondary level (Fitchett &
Heafner, 2010; Fitchett, Heafner, & Lambert,
2012; Heafner & Fitchett, 2012). Perhaps the
silos of disciplines within the secondary environment create fundamental barriers to technology
integration (Cuban, Kirkpatrick, & Peck, 2001).
A possible solution to the imbalance of subject
area priorities is the potential that blended and
online learning afford. Given that one quarter of
web-based courses are social studies (Setzer &
Lewis, 2005), the opportunity for social studies
teachers to utilize innovative platforms for learning
that are not limited to the hardware available in
schools is apparent. The school with the greatest
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number of participants in this study is taking
strides in this direction with the experimentation
of providing online social studies courses and a
“power hour” for students to engage their social
studies teachers with questions derived from their
web-based learning.

Perceptions of Impact of Technology
on Teachers’ Work and Workload
Male and female teacher differences were quite
noticeable in how they responded to the impact
of technology on their preparation, teaching, and
overall workload. To provide an overview of the
wealth of information present in the teacher interviews, we attempted to visually present these
differences using frequency counts of teachers’
descriptions of subcategory concepts related to
work perceptions of increased ease or difficulty
of workload.

Perceptions that Technology
Makes Work Easier
In our coding process, we had noted many occurrences of words that were associated with
simplification of work (e.g. ease, easy, and easier)
and words describing increased complexity as a
result of technology (e.g. difficult, difficulty, hard,
harder). We tabulated the frequency of males’
and females’ use of these words to describe how
technology impacted their work. Figure 1 demonstrates the gender differences we observed in
teacher interviews. Males talked the benefits of
technology in an overwhelmingly positive manner. For example, Teacher #2 defined technology
as “a tool or device, usually we’re thinking now
electronic, that makes an existing process easier or
allows some sort of a new task to be accomplished”
[Teacher #2]. Other male teachers echoed these
sentiments when describing technology, such as:
#9: I would define technology as anything that
helps and it doesn’t have to be the student
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Figure 1. Gender differences in perceived impact of technology on teachers’ work

but you know in society anything that‘s going
to help what we’re trying to accomplish. If it
makes something easier, simplifies a process
then it’s actually classified as technology.
Male teachers also expressed a belief that the
use of technology reduced their preparation time.
Teacher #4 commented,
#4: I mean it [technology] makes my job super
and simpler…
Interviewer: it makes it easier?
#4: It makes it a lot easier. I don’t have to have a
huge file cabinet full of worksheets. It’s all
at the touch of a couple of buttons.
Interviewer: so it doesn’t intimidate you in any way
#4: No it doesn’t intimidate me at all umm, technology no it doesn’t. I mean it makes my
day easier, it makes planning lessons easier.
Teacher #8 commented,
#8: I think it [technology], it enhances and makes
it easier on me because the students know of
and can find more sites, research-based sites
than I’m aware of. I think it’s helped because
I don’t have to do as much preparation. I

can say, you know, within some parameters
this is what I want you to find, go find it
and they can do a great job of finding the
information and presenting it in ways that
I’m not familiar with.
Interviewer: OK. So it reduces some of your
preparation time?
#8: It does because kids can to a lot more on
their own.

Perceptions that Technology
Makes Work Harder
While males indicated that technology made their
work easier, females conversely reported that
work had become harder and more difficult as a
result of increased technology usage. Perhaps an
explanatory factor was the observed generational
gap among females. Yet overall, females of all
ages perceived technology as requiring greater
preparation time. Another possible explanation
was that male teachers have greater exposure to
technology and many technology programs are
male-oriented (Borg, 1999; Washburn & Miller,
2005). Additionally, female teachers perceived the
need for greater teacher attention and monitoring
when technology was utilized in the classroom.
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This level of awareness increased teacher supervision of students in order to reduce technologymediated distractions and to keep students on
task. For example,
#10: I think it [technology] actually makes things…
more difficult. I think a lot of people think
it makes it easier. I think in a lot of ways
technology can make the classroom much
more stressful and more challenging. You
know, when the students have access to any
information, they’re connected to the Internet and that opens a door for inappropriate
behavior. That opens the door for students
doing something that they’re not supposed to
do. So, I think from a classroom management
perspective technology definitely increases
how much you have to monitor students.

Teacher Control
Another area in which gender differences were
found was in the perceptions of teacher control.
Female teachers described more concerns regarding a need for classroom control and managing
student behavioral changes as a result of technology use. We present frequency counts to share
visual differences in the number of times female
and male teachers referred to these sub-codes.
Female teachers reported a need to control the
classroom, yet male teachers made little connection
to control as a factor associated with technology
integration (see Figure 2). Teacher control was a
prominent issue that informed female teachers’ decisions to teach without technology. For example,
#10: I can even say that for myself. I have one
class that just behaviorally that can’t do a
lot of student-centered activities because they
don’t have that self-control component to
complete it. And, I will tell you if you look and
compare these students to my other classes,
they use almost zero technology on their
own, because they haven’t gotten over that
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behavior problem yet. I think that absolutely
having a student-centered classroom will
allow you to use any technology you want.
This is unless you’re in a classroom that you
don’t want it to be student-centered or the
students can’t handle that then I think that
absolutely affects how much technology is
being used, without a doubt.
Generational differences among females were
not present when examining classroom control. A
need for control might explain a female tendency
toward behaviorist pedagogies. In addition, it
may be an indicator of female internalized pressure for accountability (teacher evaluations are
connected to technology use) and gender roles
within Western culture (Huang, Hood, & Yoo,
2013). The frequently mentioned concern for
behavior issues as a deterrent to technology use
was also a female phenomenon. Student behavior
was consistently described in conjunction with
perceptions of control.
The ability of male teachers to freely shift
learning autonomy to students was not shared by
female teachers. Results affirm prior findings that
women internalize and personally hold themselves
accountable as well as experience greater levels
of workload stress (Frieze, Quesenberry, Kemp,
& Velazquez, 2012; Huang, Hood, & Yoo, 2013;
Sherman, Sanders, Kwon, & Pembridge, 2009).
Hargreaves (1994) and Apple (2000, 2004) provide
further insights into the gender roles in education
and the ramifications for female teachers. Apple
(2000, 2004) situates intensification in the context
of the proletarianization and gender stratification
of teaching. He argues that intensification of
teachers’ work has deskilled and undermined the
professionalism of a predominately female workforce. The findings from this study suggest very
different workplace perceptions, in which female
teachers experience workplace intensification that
is associated with technology usage.
The need of female teachers to maintain control and to monitor student behavior when using
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Figure 2. Gender frequencies for regarding limitations to technology

technology, in contrast to male teachers, has the
propensity to influence the manner in which
teachers approach online learning. Male teachers
may gravitate toward online tools that encourage
more student autonomy and independence, while
female teachers may instruct online courses with
greater student oversight and monitoring. Given
that one of the major uses of online learning currently in high schools is credit recovery (Queen &
Lewis, 2011; Setzer & Lewis, 2005). We suggest
that female teachers may be better suited to work
with struggling students who might not have the
skills needed to function independently in online
learning environments.

Perceptions of Technology as a
Teaching and Learning Tool
Technology and Student Engagement
The propensity for male teachers to open the
social studies classroom to greater student freedom and choice is present in the frequency with
which males describe the use of group work and
collaboration in their technology integration. This
shift of learning accountability from teachers to
students was a more common description among
male teachers than female teachers. As one male
teacher commented,
#9: My approach as far as learning within the
classroom and technology use, it’s a mixture

of methods. I would say I do a lot of group
work. It’s very discussion oriented. I try to
get the kids to think critically not only in
answering writing prompts and through
guided questions, but also through group
discussions, which include mixed groupings
like small partner groups, a few students
working together, and also in whole class
settings.
#9: I actually have reduced the use of my smart
board this year significantly....I think as far
as interactive games go and so forth I’ve
kind of turned that over to the kids because
we have iPads and iPods and other portable
technologies like these.
Males provided examples of student technology uses in which students engaged in blogs, class
Dojos, Twitter, digital games, Voice Thread, Toondoo, Edmodo, and other collaborative web-based
tools. Technology for males was viewed as a tool
for promoting interactive discourse, cooperative
learning, and engagement with others as a process
to support learning.
When female teachers talked about student
engagement or student-centered learning, it was
associated with some form of discourse. Discussion and dialogue were always described in the
context of a face-to-face class activity, such as a
Socratic seminar or debate, and rarely used when
talking about technology tasks or classroom applications. The sheer frequency differences in
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how participants contextualized collaboration
and discussion is surprising. While research
suggests that females gravitate toward communicative technology tools (Huang, Hood, & Yoo,
2013; Mitts, 2008; Sherman, Sanders, Kwon, &
Pembridge, 2009; Weber & Custer, 2005), these
female teachers did not perceive technology as
a tool for supporting classroom dialogue. For
females, interactive exchanges were articulated as
feedback loops between the teacher and students.
Research acknowledges female oriented
perceptions that support affective educational
experiences (AAUW, 2010; Frieze, Quesenberry,
Kemp, & Velazquez, 2012). Our findings affirm
this gender sensitive impact. Females viewed the
role of technology as a tool to engage learners,
to capture their attention, and to interact with
content. As an example,
#11: I think social studies can by nature be boring, unless you just have a natural love for
it. I think it really can be horribly boring
especially for kids that hate it. They don’t see
its purpose, such as their “when am I ever
going to use this” type thinking. I think you
can utilize technology in so many different
ways to make content seem more relevant
and make what we are studying seem more
real. Technology engages them in content.
If anything, I use it to get their attention to
focus on the content.
Another female teacher stated,
#3: So I’m not saying that they need to use technology to constantly entertain them, but
the more creative you [teachers] are I think
with technology in the classroom, the more
engaged this generation stays.
#3: …When I use technology it’s just to engage
and interact with the kids…
Furthermore, female teachers talked about
technology as a medium for connecting content
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and making learning relevant for students. For
female teachers, technology applications needed
to support students in learning content, or technology tools should not be used. Female teachers articulated content connections and content
learning as technology-mediated relevance. The
use of visual primary sources was a strategy used
to demonstrate a concept or to describe an event.
For example, Teacher #6 described
#6: [The use of technology] absolutely impacts my
lesson planning, because I’m now looking
more and more at things that I can get kids
doing. To make the content more relevant
technology becomes an important resource.
#6: The big thing is relevance. Relevance in social
studies is important. You know, you talk about
Congress to kids. Well then, get out there and
research what current bills are in legislation,
what topics are being deliberated, and which
bills are being debated. Or if you’re talking
about a current genocide, go see what the
United Nations is doing about it right now.
Go see what some of those members are
saying. It’s just, content relevance. I think
relevance is a big part of being able to use
technology effectively.
This female-oriented view of engagement
differed greatly from male colleagues who rarely
used the term engagement to describe technology
integration motives. Male teachers described content as the primary driving force to initiate student
interest. Male teachers also rarely justified the
use of technology to create content connections.
Rather, male teachers described technology as a
medium for building contextual knowledge and
supporting the development of background content knowledge. Many of the applications males
described using included web-based visual tools,
such as content videos, Geographic Information
Systems (GIS), and interactive gaming. One male
teacher’s comment epitomizes this difference and
highlights the contrast in gender perceptions:
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Figure 3. Purpose for using technology

Interviewer: “so when you do use the technology what’s the primary reason for using it
in your class? Either by yourself or having
the kids use it?”
#9: Access to information. And I use it as a pallet to demonstrate learning or build upon
prior learning.
Interviewer: Okay, a lot of teachers have said
to me that they feel the use of technology is
helping them to catch the students’ attention
and keep them attentive basically.
#9: Yeah engaged
Interviewer: engaged, do you find that?
#9: Some of the applications I do but not all, I
think the material, not the technology, is
probably the prime determinant of what
makes students interested and engaged.
Males did not share the same vision as females
regarding technology as a tool to create content
relevance, nor did they see technology as a way
to get students’ attention. Instead, male teachers
noted that the newness of technology wears off
and that it no longer impacts student interest as it
once did when it was new and unfamiliar. When
males described the purpose of technology, they
focused on student familiarity with technology
as an asset to promote greater understanding of
content.

#8: …Well with students using so much more
technology in their daily life, I think it’s
becoming more and more necessary to utilize technology from a student’s standpoint
because that’s what they know…
Interviewer: So when you do use technology,
whether it’s the students or yourself, what’s
the primary reason?
#8: For us [students and teacher], it’s a lot of
research-based and some project-based
learning. Creating something either to
present to the class or to make something
that goes along with the concept students
are learning.
Gender differences were observed in teachers’
descriptions of student uses of technology as a
medium for engagement and content connections.
Male teachers consistently referred to technology
as a tool throughout the interviews; whereas female teachers referred to technology as a means
to facilitate learning and a resource to increase
student motivations to learn. Gender differences
in technology descriptions support existing research (Huang, Hood, & Yoo, 2013; Mitts, 2008;
Sherman, Sanders, Kwon, & Pembridge, 2009;
Weber & Custer, 2005). Affirming Huang, Hood,
and Yoo’s (2013), findings regarding web-based
gender behaviors, males in our study expressed
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preferences for visual tools like videos, while
females preferred to use audio media, such as
digitally recorded speeches. The impact of gender
differences in preferences for technology tools on
blended learning and online course development
are potentially significant. The types of web-based
learning experiences offered in an online course
environment might vary based on the gender of
the person designing the course.

Gender-Oriented TechnologyMediated Tasks
Other gender relevant outcomes—and perhaps
the most significant—were the differences in
the web-based instructional tasks that teachers
assigned their students. Male teachers, more
often than females, described their students’
technology-mediated assignments as activities
that required students to demonstrate their learning
by writing, presenting, building, and modeling.
Female teachers articulated a need for technology
task outcomes to provide students opportunities
to express understanding through completing an
assigned task and applying a specific technology.
These gender differences align with descriptions
of gender-specific activities in the literature review (Huang, Hood, & Yoo, 2013; Mitts, 2008;
Sherman, Sanders, Kwon, & Pembridge, 2009;
Weber & Custer, 2005). The orientation of tasks
for males tended to be product-oriented and more
concrete. In contrast, female teachers perceived
technology assignments to be more abstract and
promote social engagement.

Primary Sources and
Historical Thinking
We examined teachers’ discipline specific technology behaviors and found all teachers recognized
the value of technology in increasing access to
primary sources. Male teachers referred to information and primary source accessibility 60 times,
while female teachers made similar references 65
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times. Evidence that teachers are embracing the
value of technology to expand content with the
use of primary sources was present throughout
teachers’ descriptions of technology integration.
Outcomes support recommendations of social
studies researchers and suggest more positive
findings than previously observed (Cohen &
Rosenzweig, 2006; DeWitt, 2007; Friedman,
2006; Hicks, Doolittle, & Lee, 2004; Hicks &
Ewing, 2003; Marri, 2005; Martin & Wineburg,
2008; Swan, & Locascio, 2008). However, the emphasis on historical thinking touted by researchers
(Barton, 2005; Barton & Levstik, 2004; VanSledright, 2011; Wineburg, 2001) was not equally
present in teacher descriptions of technological
pedagogical and learning applications (see Figure
6). Males talked openly and with emphasis about
providing learning opportunities that promoted
historical thinking. While female teachers also
noted primary source document analysis, they
used fewer descriptions of discipline-specific
learning behaviors (e.g. sourcing, analysis, and
to be historians) in conjunction with technology
integration. In contrast, females described technology as an important tool for promoting perspective
taking and understanding of diverse perspectives
(Bers, 2008; Lenhart, Kahne, Middaugh, 2008;
Montgomery, 2009; Perkins-Gough, 2009; VanFossen, 2006). Males offered limited references
to perspective-oriented thinking. These gender
differences seem to suggest gender-oriented affective and cognitive focused thinking (Bloom,
Engelhart, Furst, Hill, & Krathwohl, 1956). Both
approaches to technology align with the recommendations social studies researchers offer for the
value technology offers in transforming learning,
which will impact future developments in blended
learning (Green, Ponder, & Donovan, 2014).

Technology Tool Outcomes:
Products or Processes
Males did not perceive technology as a means to
an end (Mitts, 2008; Sherman, Sanders, Kwon, &
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Figure 4. Gender frequencies in usage and descriptions of technology resources

Pembridge, 2009; Weber & Custer, 2005), which,
in our study, was a documented female point of
view. Male teachers described technology as a
process for learning. Their descriptions fit more
with a transformative view of learning than with
a traditional approach. Affirming research, males’
perceptions positioned technology as redefining
the research process and increasing access to
digitized sources (Bolick, 2006; Brush & Saye,
2009; Friedman & Heafner, 2007, 2008; Harris,
Mishra, & Koehler, 2009; Heafner & Friedman,
2008; Tally & Goldenberg, 2005; Whitworth &

Berson, 2003). In contrast, female teachers viewed
the learning process outside of technology and
one in which they were an integral part of student
knowledge development. Relationships between
students and teachers, for female teachers, were
central to supporting student learning. Technology for female teachers was a tool to complete
a specific task, which resulted in a measurable
product. Females, in contrast to males, did not
describe technology tasks involving student choice
in determining the technology tools utilized. The

Figure 5. Gender differences in verbs used to describe evidence of student learning outcomes
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Figure 6. Uses to support historical thinking

following quotes exemplify this difference. First,
a male teacher responded:
#9: I would define technology… there’s a number… I kind of look at it in two different
ways because [technology is] used frequently
as a means to an end for kids to research
information, it replaces the need for kids to
go out of the classroom and into the media
center like they traditionally would do to find
information and assimilate it. So technology is sort of as a reference guide. It’s used
frequently, umm, on the other hand, it can
also be used by me as a teacher to provide
them with pathways to find other information for primary sources. Students have to
analyze so it can actually be very, it can be
integrated into an instructive lesson times
in a way. That’s different than using the
media center in a traditional way. Ideally
also it would be provide them with the tools
to create something from the material that
hopefully would be evidence of some sort of
synthesis of their learning.
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Second, a female teachers stated:
#10: They [students] use technology, um, I think
it’s a lot more about how we use it and what
product they’re making with it. I mean, my
peers will tell you, it’s just research – just
merely look at information, and they can use
a textbook for that. If we’re using technology,
it’s for, to create something.
#10: There needs to be a product at the end of it.
Interviewer: So, okay, let me just re-cap what
you’ve said. So, you said you feel that it’s a
tool to make a product…
#10: Yeah.
Interviewer: …and you use it when it’s something
when you can create something, not just a
source of information.
#10: No, not just a source of information. Students
need to be able to use technology as a way
to express their thinking and model their
content understanding.
This contrasting view of technology as an end
(tool for historical/critical thinking) to a means
(to create new pathways of thinking, perspective
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taking, and content relevance) rather than a means
(process for assessing new information) to an end
(to create a product), are distinctly different gendersensitive points of view. Overall, all teachers view
technology as a vehicle for learning, but the mode
of transportation they envision looks quite different
based on whether the teacher is male or female.
These unique gender orientations lead to very
different learning opportunities for the students
enrolled in their courses. We suggest that the
teacher gender differences need to be considered
when designing professional development for
online course instruction and blended learning.
Gender differences in the purpose of technology
tasks, as found in this study, can greatly impact
what is included in web-based course development,
how courses are organized, and what is valued
online course delivery. The varying platforms for
web-based social studies education, limited peer
interaction, and inconclusive research combined
with insufficient academic gains, demonstrate a
need for further research into best practice concerning web-based social studies courses (Doering, Hughes, & Scharber, 2007; Kerr, 2007). We
also argue gender-oriented technology pedagogy
should be explored.

IMPLICATIONS AND
SCHOLARLY SIGNIFICANCE
Outcomes of our study suggest that gender is
an important factor that influences noticeably
different visions for how technology should be
used to teach social studies and support student
learning in secondary schools. The learning opportunities these teachers provide their students
vary greatly depending on gender. Furthermore,
females express lower efficacy in their technology skills and comfort. They promote greater
emphasis on perspective thinking and seek to
make learning relevant and meaningful through
technology integration. Female teachers nurture
creativity, a trait valued highly among technology

businesses. Female teachers have embraced the
information highway as a resource for primary
sources; yet, they have not reached the level of
historical thinking applications males employ.
Conversely, males project notions of technology
as a tool to build and model learning. Descriptions
of multi-dimensional media web tools permeate
male visions of effective technology integration
in social studies; however, the ability males have
to accomplish these goals is facilitated by greater
access to technology hardware. Males project
higher confidence with technology, although it
appears that their skills are more equivalent to
females than they perceive.
Men and women view their teaching roles, as
well as technology, differently; yet, both perspectives are equally important. This study supports
findings from existing research (Crocco, 2008;
Crocco, Cramer, & Meier, 2008; Francis, 2008).
Likewise, we suggest that men and women are
drawn to different attributes of technology and
do not share the same interests or ideas for how
technology should be utilized. Males and females
gravitate to different attributes valued in social
studies research. These findings counter those of
Francis (2008). Crocco, Cramer, and Meier (2008)
contend that without attention to gender “as part
of the effort to integrate technology into education, any gains will have only limited impact” (p.
30). The implications for transformative learning
mediated by technology and virtual learning experiences are significant. The online learning opportunities provided for students should embrace
and tap into the gender differences in how male
and female teachers perceive and utilize technology for understanding social studies. Given that
most social studies teachers have been left to fend
for themselves in locating and developing skills
in using hardware and software, as well as honing
online teaching skills (Journell, 2013), male and
female teachers are likely to select very different
applications, seek out different primary sources
and websites, and develop lessons integrating
technology or web-based courses with distinctly
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different learning outcomes (Doering, Hughes, &
Scharber, 2007; Kerr, 2007). What we conclude
from these differences is that gender should be a
consideration when making technology decisions
regarding access, training, professional development, and discipline-specific integration initiatives
in K-12 online and blended learning.

2.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND
FUTURE RESEARCH
While we acknowledge the limitations of generalizations based on qualitative research design, there
are findings from this study that deserve attention
on a larger scale. We contend that future research
is needed to explore the impact of these points.
There are clear patterns that raise concern for researchers and they should be points of discussion in
any efforts to expand technological usage in K-12
schooling. Our findings can also inform decisionmaking efforts to integrate more online learning
and blended learning opportunities. Who designs
and teaches these future blended and online virtual
classes will impact what instructional experiences
will look like and which learning attributes will
be emphasized. Given that gender has been and
continues to be a factor in shaping teaching and
learning, gender must also be a consideration in
blended online instructional design and virtual
course delivery. Our data can be a starting point
for recognizing the role of gender in online and
blended learning in high school social studies.
On the basis of our study, we offer the following recommendations:
1.
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A concerted effort for professional development needs to include equal representation of
all content areas, including social studies, and
must be geared toward online and blended
learning (see Journell, 2013). The teachers
in this study requested discipline-specific
examples of technology applications, which
was a specific concern acknowledged by

3.

4.

5.

female teachers. However, male and female
participants both noted the overemphasis on
STEM subjects during technology related
professional development.
Teachers need to be offered choices in professional development that serve both male
and female technology interests, and also
challenge gender-oriented perceptions. As
teachers transition to new roles of online
and blended learning instruction, these
professional development options will be
necessary to ensure the transformative and
revolutionary possibilities of web-based
learning are embraced.
Male and female teachers need the opportunity to share technology application
ideas but these experiences must not be
male dominated—they must also provide
females with an equal voice. Mutually beneficial collaboration and online professional
development learning communities (Petty,
Heafner, Farinde, & Plaisance, in press) will
be needed for teachers working in virtual
schools. Gender dynamics will also come
into play in those online environments.
Acknowledging the need for gender equity
is also an important consideration for online
and blended learning.
When professional development is provided,
emphasis on improving female teachers’ efficacy should be included with technology
training. This recommendation can greatly
impact how online professional development
and blended learning initiatives are designed
to foster technology confidence and efficacy
of female teachers.
Teachers should have equal access to technology, including its personal use. Providing
teachers technologies such as iPads to be
used at home and school is money well spent.
Teachers who reported greater personal use
were the teachers who rated their skills and
comfort higher and perceived themselves as
advanced technology users. As more virtual
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6.

course and blended learning options become
available, teachers will need equitable access
to technology tools.
Time to embrace technology-driven changes,
such as increased communication between
students and teachers, is not currently present
in the workday. Female teachers’ sense of intensification was exacerbated by an inability
to keep up with technology. One teacher reported a strong desire to use Twitter to create
a streaming consciousness, but felt that she
did not have to the time to adequately keep
up with student exchanges. The female need
to foster strong relationships with students
created this personal expectation to respond
to every post in blogs, discussion threads,
Nings, and other social networking tools.
Time to use technology, to learn technology, and to have students utilize technology
were shortages most teachers acknowledged.
Perhaps the current structure of secondary
schools needs to be reconsidered to afford
greater time for technology to revolutionize
learning as projected decades earlier. The
shift to virtual schools and more online
courses will be significant in redefining the
structure of secondary schools. The flexibility of time can address the challenges
described. One point that must not be overlooked is that time, even in virtual teaching
spaces, needs to be set aside and protected to
allow teachers the opportunities to advance
and hone their technology skills and expand
their knowledge of digital resources.

In closing, when teachers referred to an
“old school” or “very traditional” process, they
were specifically describing non-technology instructional practices. Technology is undeniably
impacting how social studies is taught. These
teachers, both male and female, are shifting their
instructional practices in order to accommodate
greater technology usage. This has made the
transition to constructivism a natural comple-

ment to technology integration. The move away
from lecture and teacher-centered instruction,
documented within the literature, is occurring
because of the impact of an urgent investment in
technology resources. The “slow revolution” of
technology driving pedagogical change is clearly
visible (Cuban, Kirkpatrick, & Peck, 2001), and
we posit the next step in this evolutionary process
of technology-mediated learning is the advancement of virtual and transformative learning spaces
(Green, Ponder, Donovan, 2014). Social studies
researchers have the opportunity to create new
pathways for learning and innovative classroom
practice through blended and online learning. In
this process of transformation, gender should be
a central consideration.

IMPLICATIONS FOR
ONLINE LEARNING
Almost two-thirds of institutions of higher education surveyed in 2011 (Allen & Seaman, 2011) indicated the significance of online learning in their
current and future planning. Allen and Seaman
(2011) found that over six million college students
were enrolled in at least one online course in the
fall semester of 2010. These numbers have grown
exponentially since tracking of online education
enrollments began almost a decade ago. Online
learning is becoming a ubiquitous experience for
higher education. Given the emphasis of online
learning in higher education, the natural progression in education is toward the adoption of online
learning environments for K-12 settings. The emergence of virtual high schools, the requirement of an
online course for high school graduation, and the
push for online courses offerings in high schools
are clear indicators of the forthcoming promotion
of shifting learning environments (Clark, 2001;
Molnar et al., 2013; Queen & Lewis, 2011; Rice,
2006; Watson et al., 2013). A total of 44 states
report engaging some form of online learning
activities in education (Picciano & Seamen, 2007),
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and 25 states have virtual high schools currently
in operation (Watson et al., 2013).
With any change, there are growing pains as
K-12 schools embrace online and blended learning
as a way to offer large enrollment regular courses,
course remediation, advanced placement courses,
diverse course options, and traditionally low
enrolled courses (Molnar, Huerta, Rice, Shafer,
Barbour, Miron, & Horvitz, 2014). As schools seek
to address shrinking budgets, online and blending
learning can be very appealing options. These new
school structures are not without limitations (Barbour, 2009; Barbour & Reeves, 2009; Cavanaugh,
Barbour, & Clark, 2009). Learning from current
technology uses, such as those presented in this
chapter, can help decision makers understand the
complexity that lies ahead as educators seek to
revolutionize teaching and transform learning with
online and blended learning platforms.

Martin, D., & Wineburg, S. (2008). Seeing
Thinking on the Web. The History Teacher, 41
(3), 305-319.
Solomon, G., Allen, N., & Resta, P. (2003).
Toward digital equity: Bridging the divide in
education. Boston: Pearson Education.
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KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS
21st Century Skills: Technology skills deemed
necessary for success in the 21st century, including critical thinking, invention, problem-solving,
and multicultural collaboration.
Access to Technology: Differences in availability of technology resources such as internet,
iPads, laptops, SmartBoards, apps, and other
software.
Apps: Software technology applications.
Behaviorism: Teacher directed learning and
instructional practices. Teacher uses of technology
to convey content knowledge.
Blended Learning: Courses that use some
face-to-face instruction mixed with some webbased instructional components. A flipped classroom uses a blended learning model.
Constructivism: Student centered learning
and pedagogical practices. Student-oriented technologies in which students are the primary users.
Epistemology: Theoretical framework that
informs pedagogical beliefs of teachers which
influence instructional decision-making.
Gender Divide: the propensity of technology
to attract males to the field. Preferred usage of
technology by males.

429


High School Teachers’ Gender-Oriented Perceptions of Technology Integration

Gender: Differences in male and female approaches to teaching and technology integration.
Integration: A seamless instructional process
of technology mediated learning in content areas.
Online Learning: Web-based courses taught
100% in a virtual learning environment.
Secondary Social Studies: a composite discipline represented history and the social sciences.
Courses taught in high school include World History, American History, U.S. History, Geography,
Political Science, Civics, Government, Economics, Psychology, Sociology, and etc.
Teacher Characteristics: Attributes of teachers including teaching experience, gender, age,
training, and professional development.
Technology: Classroom hardware and software, and online learning tools used by both
teachers and students.
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APPENDIX A

Interview Protocol
Begin with these questions:
1.
2.

How would you define your approach to teaching?
How would describe your teaching style on a scale of 1 to 5? 1= behaviorist (teacher directed
instruction) or 5= constructivist (student centered instruction). Explain your rating.
How would you define technology? Provide an example.
How would you classify yourself on a scale of 1-5? 1= digital immigrant or 5=digital native. Please
explain.
How comfortable are you in using technology on a scale of 1-5. 1= very unconformable or 5= very
comfortable. Please explain your rating.
What do you think should be the role of technology in teaching? Provide an example from your
teaching.
What do you think should be the role of technology in learning? Provide an example.
When you use technology what are your primary reasons for choosing to use technology? Describe
a specific usage of technology.
When you use other instructional methods what are your primary reasons for not using technology
tools?

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Perceptions of technology:
•
•
•
•

What types of technologies do you use for teaching social studies?
How do you integrate technology into the classroom?
Who are the primary users of technology in your social studies classes: you or your students?
Explain.
How do you define effective integration of technology in social studies?

Additional open-ended questions will be posed when appropriate. These will include questions to
explore specific technology tools mentioned by teachers:
•
•
•
•
•
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Please describe why you chose to use this technology.
Please describe how you use this software to teach social studies.
What does this application of technology looks like in your classroom? Give a specific content
example when you have used it.
How do you think the use of this technology impacts your work or students’ learning?
Please describe your reasons for choosing not using this technology.

High School Teachers’ Gender-Oriented Perceptions of Technology Integration

Table 6. Codes from original study
Meta Theme
Gender (emerged
in all themes)

Theme

Code

Sub Code

Sub Code

Workplace
environment

Barriers to technology
integration

Time, expertise, access,
resources, discipline, testing,
restrictions, professional
development

Content-specific
professional
development,
technology resources
and access

Teacher Autonomy

Perceived restraints

Teacher control (over students,
technology, curriculum &
pedagogy)

Independent learning
Dependent learning

Links between beliefs
and technological
practices

Philosophy defines technology
use
Technology use defines beliefs

Epistemological
Beliefs

Behaviorist
Constructivist

Mixed – middle ground

Non static practices

Perceptions of
Technology

In learning
In teaching

Definitional influences

Insecurity about
technology
Comfort with
technology

Perceptions of
Integration

Perceived benefits of
technology
Perceived limitations of
technology

Generational differences

Inequalities

Technology access inequality
Perceptions of students

Poverty as barrier to BYOT
Disciplinary problems
Advanced vs. general students

Applications

Types of technologies
Motivations for and against
technology
Access levels

Teacher Use
Student Use

Maintain attention of
students

Final Questions:
1.
2.

Please define in your own words what it means to effectively integrate technology in secondary
social studies classes.
Please feel free to add any additional comments that you may have concerning technology use in
secondary social studies classes.

APPENDIX B
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Table 7. Participant descriptions
Teacher
Number

Teacher Characteristics

1

Gender: Male
Teaches: World History, Civics and
Economics
Experience: 6 years
Technology Type: Very comfortable
and confident in his technology
abilities
Access: Has access to iPads and
uses them. His students also use
smartphones and laptops in the
classroom

He believes in the integration of technology in the classroom but he also states
that technology should not drive the instruction. Rather the right technology
should be found to supplement pedagogical decisions because technology is a
tool not a pedagogical approach. He is a constructivist and designs his classroom
instruction around student centered activities. He is comfortable letting go of the
control in the classroom and instead he views himself as a facilitator or learning
for the students.

2

Gender: Male
Teaches: U.S. History, World
History
Experience: 5 years
Technology Type: Considers himself
a tech super user of sorts
Access: His students will soon have
iPads in the classroom provided to
them by the school. Students have
been bringing their own technology
for a while.

This teacher describes himself as someone who vacillates between employing
traditional teacher directed instruction methods and student centered instruction
methods. He believes in giving students an increasing amount of ownership of
their learning and he feels that technology is something that can aid this process.
He also views technology as a tool to considerably save time when conducting
research and as a tool that enables students to accomplish certain tasks otherwise
not possible.

3

Gender: Female
Teaches: US History
Experience: 6 years
Technology Type: Confident
technology user, but a little
conservative in her usage
Access: She uses iPads sometimes
but has a hard time accessing them.
She does not have a smart board
in her classroom but her kids have
BYOT

She is a young teacher and, in my opinion, a technology native. She seems
very confident and comfortable with trying new technology apps and software.
However, her view on technology integration in the classroom is a little
conservative in that she believes that tech can make students lazy and she
therefore makes her students go to the library and use books. In addition she feels
that students are best able to “think for themselves” (engage in critical thinking)
without technology and she sometimes does not permit technology usage for this
reason – which to me is a traditional view of technology. She states however that
technology use in instruction is inevitable because students expect it and it’s the
only way to maintain students’ interest and engagement. Technology use is also
important in her opinion because it provide students with transferable skills they
need for the employment market and for college. I think she integrates technology
in her lessons more than she realizes.

4

Gender: Male
Teaches: U.S. History, Civics and
American Government
Experience: 10 years
Technology Type: Confident in
technology use, but not a native
Access: All his students have iPads
in the classroom

He is working within a magnate school with a STEM focus and their teaching
philosophy is focused on student centered instruction. He therefore considers his
teaching style as constructivist, which I think was less his own doing and more
a result of him working in the magnate school. He believes that technology is
a supplementary tool to the learning process for example as a way of accessing
information quickly and for visual aids. His students use technology more than
he does on a daily basis. Although he has technology incorporated in his lessons,
he still sometimes pursues non-technology class room instruction because he
believes that sometimes technology enables students to take short cuts that are not
beneficial to their learning.
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Teacher
Number

Teacher Characteristics

Teacher

5

Gender: Female
Teaches: U.S. History, Social
Studies
Experience: 15 years
Technology Type: Insecure hesitant
user, not a native.
Access: Has access to and uses the
computer labs. She has access to
iPads, but is a little insecure about
them

She is a more traditional teacher in that she employs teacher centered instruction
(lecture) in all her classes although she combines it with student centered
activities. She does allow her students to use their own technology but she seems
to be the main technology user in the classroom. She considers technology
mostly as a tool to show visual aids or as a presenter tool. Oftentimes she feels
her students are more engaged and that she “gets more out of them” when they
are allowed to use technology but she also notes that she feels technology in the
classroom is a distraction and she is afraid to give up the control of the learning.
Although she appreciates the added value of technology, she actually considers it
a burden because it adds to her workload in preparation and planning time. She
also feels technology can deter students from learning standard English and can
facilitate a tendency to become introverted.

6

Gender: Female
Teaches: Civics and Economics,
Social Studies, U.S. History
Experience: 15 years
Technology Type: Fairly confident
tech user but not a native
Access: She has access problems and
makes use of BYOT the most

Her teaching philosophy is a combination of teacher and student centered
instruction. She feels that with the topics she teaches, the curriculum is so
comprehensive that some lecture is unavoidable. She considers technology an aid
to enhance learning, to look up information, and also a tool for students to express
their comprehension of a topic. Technology can bring visual to the historical in a
way otherwise not possible and she makes use of technology in this way to make
students understand historical events better. I think she is more student centered
in her approach and more of a tech user than she realizes. Although she views
technology favorably, she mentions that it can be a little overwhelming and time
consuming.

7

Gender: Female
Teaches: All elective classes
Experience: 25 years
Technology Type: Not very
confident in her tech skills but eager
to learn more
Access: Some access barriers to
iPads etc., but her students use their
own technology sometimes

Her teaching approach is student centered and she wants students to be engaged
in hands on activities. However, she still believes that due to the size of the
curriculum in some of her classes, she still needs to give teacher directed
instruction such as lectures. She considers technology more than just a way to
obtain information. Instead technology is a tool for creating something based on
processing learned information and expressing it creatively. Because technology
appeals to younger people, younger than her, she feels that they get excited about
it and it’s a tool for them to express themselves in ways that give her an insight
into what her students are thinking: An insight not otherwise possible. She also
considers technology a way of keeping her students attention and as a way of
giving them options of how to approach a problem. It appears however that she is
the main consumer of technology in the classroom, not the students.

8

Gender: Male
Teaches: Social Studies,
Government, Civics and Economics
Experience: 15
Technology Type: He is comfortable
with technology, but doesn’t seem to
be a super user
Access: Some access problems
but students bring their own
smartphones, iPads and laptops

His teaching philosophy is based on student centered instruction and he believes
in allowing his students freedom to debate and discuss. He considers technology
aids as tools to enhance the learning but not tools that can replace the teacher. He
states that his students use technology in the class room more than himself but
when asked about this in detail he states that his students only use technology in
the classroom about twice a week whereas he uses it every day. He believes that
constructivist instruction style goes hand in hand with technology use however, I
think he considers himself more of a tech user than he really is.

9

Gender: Male
Teaches: Social Studies, U.S.
History
Experience: 15 years
Technology Type: Confident user,
but has a hard time incorporating
technology into his lesson planning
Access: He has some access
problems, mostly due to a lack of
planning. Kids bring their own
gadgets

This teacher describes himself as a constructivist and states that his classes
are a non-lecture format. He considers technology in two ways, first, as a tool
for gathering information and second, as a tool used to create something with
– something new that cannot be created without technology. In this way he is
(theoretically at least) integrating technology into the students’ learning process.
It seems to me that in his classrooms, he is the main consumer of technology,
not his students. He has ideals that are hard to put in practice and therefore in
the end, despite his ideals, it seems his students mostly use technology to access
information – not creating.
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Teacher
Number

Teacher Characteristics

10

Gender: Female
Teaches: No AP – only general level
social studies, primary focus World
History
Experience: 4 years
Technology Type: She is in my
opinion a native – confident in her
tech skills
Access: some access problems,
students use their smartphones

Her teaching style is mostly constructivist as she believes in student centered
instruction and exploratory learning for the students, with herself as a facilitator
only. She considers technology a tool for creating something in the learning
process, not just a tool for gathering information, and she is weary of what
she considers an over-consumption of technology (she believes in quality
over quantity!). Her approach is to use technology when it’s possible to create
something with it and she also believes in teaching students how to appropriately
use technology. She feels that technology makes the students more interested
and engaged. It seems that both teacher and students are using technology in the
classroom although mostly the teacher.

11

Gender: Female,
Teaches: World History, Social
Studies
Experience: 1 year of teaching
experience
Technology Type: Hesitant, but
confident technology user
Access: Has access to iPads but does
not use them.

She believes in the integration of technology in theory but is insecure in
integrating technology in her own classes. Planning and access are barriers for
her effectively integrating technology in her classroom. With more teaching
experience she will probably become more confident and better able to plan for
technology use in her lessons. She does use a lot of technology in her classroom
but mostly combined with teacher directed instruction. She would like to use it for
more student centered activities.

12

Gender: Female
Teaches: AP US history Holocaust
and Genocide
Experience: 5 years of experience
Technology Type: Insecure, but
capable technology user
Access: Has access to iPads and uses
them in her classroom

She is an able technology user however she is also an insecure and reluctant
technology user because she has fear of relinquishing control of the learning
process. By incorporating more technology usage in her classroom, she feels a
loss of control of the learning process and she does not trust that she will be able
to engage the students enough to stay interested. She also fears that if she does
not give the students a lecture version of the material they need then they will not
learn it (again, fear of letting go of controlling the learning process).
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