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In the aftermath of the 20th century, great advances in information technology have taken place. Developments in
information technology have deeply affected the daily life and the relationships between people. All sectors in the world are
trying to keep up with information technology and provide their systems through this technology. It is inevitable that the
information technology so deeply affects the education system. In the educational sector, where the elements such as overhead
projector, video, television and radio were used for a period of time, computers, projection devices and smart boards were
replaced by these materials. Technology, concretization of knowledge, a simpler structure rather than a complex structure;
education by providing important tools for different purposes has become an important element of the system. National projects,
the name are heard frequently, and some. Although it started to be used in educational institutions, it was it can be characterized
as a relatively new technological tool for most teachers and students.
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The blackboards entered the classes in the 1800s and became a symbol for traditional teaching for two
centuries. Smart boards also have the potential to become the second revolutionary teaching tool in the 21st century
(Gulsul and Tozmaz, 2010). Although the first smart board was developed in the early 1990s, its use took some time
to recognize its use potential. Due to its cost, it has been used primarily in the business environment and has become
widespread in school environments (Emre et al, 2011).

The increase of multi-channel education opportunities in education significantly changed the function of
school, teacher and books and continues to change. The school is not the only medium for gaining information, but
the teacher is no longer a source of information. In order to compete with a large number of sources of information,
textbooks must constantly renew and renew themselves. Nowadays, education has emerged from the triangle of
school-teacher-student and has moved to a multi-faceted education model with new technologies (Oguz, Oktay and
Ayhan, 2004, p. 21). With the development of information and communication technology, information has been
started to be reached by means of communication rather than through schools (Yildizhan, 2013).

Cogill (2002), to give information about smart boards in classroom teaching and to construct information, to
display information with existing resources and visuals, to comment on the subject, to discuss their answers by
asking open-ended or multiple-choice questions, to reinforce the subjects learned in the classroom with the students'
activities. To identify the points that they do wrong in their homework, to give verbal feedback about the students'
written work, to record the transactions with electronic pen, to write on electronic media such as pictures and videos,
to be able to perform experiments that cannot be done in class environment as interactive, to be able to direct the
lesson by connecting to internet for such purposes (trf. Coklar and Tercan, 2014).

In the context of the FATIH project, which has recently enabled the use of instructional technologies in
schools, it is noteworthy that the use of smart boards has become widespread in the learning environment and that
teacher competencies need to be revised. Considering the widespread prevalence of the use of interactive boards
with the FATIH project throughout the country, the use of these devices appears to be a basic ICT (Information and
Communication Technologies) competence for prospective teachers (Kayaduman, Sirakaya and Seferoglu, 2011).

Supporting and strengthening education and training with technological developments is of great importance
in terms of increasing the quality of education. In today's learning environments, teachers are expected to use
advanced technologies such as projection device, chalkboard, whiteboard and computer as well as advanced
technologies such as smart boards in their classes effectively and efficiently (Akyiiz et al., 2014).

Smart boards are an innovative technology, combined with the white and black board in a traditional
classroom environment with computer technologies, and are both a technology that helps improve the effectiveness
of learning and the quality of teaching (Jang and Tsai, 2012). Nowadays, there are different studies related to
technology integration and especially in the use of smart board in classrooms (Kennewell & Morgan, 2003;
Warwick & Kershner, 2008; Saltan, Arslan & Gok, 2010; Bulut & Kog¢oglu, 2012; Tekelioglu, Siiriicii, Ugur,
Do6nmez, Ok & Eren, 2010). These studies; It is noteworthy that the use of smart boards is about the benefits and
student motivation and success of the teacher and the student.
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Within the scope of the project of the Ministry of National Education, Increasing Opportunities and
Improving Technology Movement (FATIH), it has implemented the largest and most comprehensive education
movement put into effect in the world regarding the acquisition of the best education by each student, reaching the
highest quality educational content and ensuring equal opportunity in education and using technology in education.
In this context, the Ministry of National Education aims to develop skills such as technology use, interactive
communication, analytical thinking, problem solving and collaboration.

This research was carried out by students (9, 10, 11, 12) who benefited from the Smart Board application in
high schools in Tasova district of Amasya in Turkey. The class aims to determine its views. In this context, the
following questions were sought:

1.  What are the views of high school students on smart board applications?

2.  Smart board applications for high school students in classrooms (9, 10, 11, 12) does it differ
significantly from class?

Method. This research on the screening model determines the views of students enrolled in formal
secondary schools under the Ministry of National Education on the use of smart board. In a universe of many
elements, this model is scanning all or a group of samples or samples to be taken from the universe in order to reach
a general judgment about the universe (Karasar, 2007, p. 77-79). The universe of the research constitutes 1300
students studying in the official high schools in Tasova district of Amasya in Turkey. Surveys that do not agree to
complete the questionnaire and fill out the questionnaire are not included in the study. The number of questionnaires
that are suitable for statistical evaluation and evaluated is 1089. Computer attitude scale was used in Data Collection
by Beeland (2002). Data were analyzed in the SPSS 17 program in computer environment. Parametric testing
techniques, one-way variance analysis and post hoc tests were used in comparisons of variables.

Findings
In this section of the study, the results obtained as a result of statistical analysis of the data are included.
Table 1.
Distribution Of High School Students By Classes

Variants Sub-dimension f %
9th class 326 24,70
10th class 346 26,20
Classes 11th class 330 25,00
12th class 320 24,10
Total 1322 100,0

As shown in Table 1, 326 (24,7) of the high school students were 9th grade, 346 (26,2) were in the 10th
grade, 330 (25,0) were in the 11th grade and 320 (24,1) is a 12th grade student. According to the research data, the
distribution of students is close to each other.

Participants’ views on smart board are given in Table 2:

Table 2.
Opinions of High School Students on Smart Board Applications
Degree of Attendance
Never Rarely Occasionally | Frequently Always X SS
Article f % f % f % f % f %
| Temoylearning with | oo |15y | 430 | 9 | 314 | 238 | 226 | 17,0 | 492 | 372 | 357 | 138
the smart board
[ don't like getting
2 educated on a smart | 502 | 38,0 | 296 | 224 | 234 | 17,7 | 114 | 8,6 176 | 13,3 | 2,37 | 1,40
board
Good use of

3 | technology is effective | 112 8,5 186 | 14,1 | 258 | 19,5 | 286 | 21,6 | 480 | 36,3 | 3,63 | 1,32
in having a good job

I focus better in the
classroom when using

4 . 106 8,0 208 15,7 | 348 26,3 286 | 21,6 | 374 | 283 3,46 1,26
smart board while
teaching
If my teacher had used
5 | the smart board more, | 406 | 30,7 | 292 | 22,1 | 308 233 106 8,0 210 | 159 | 2,56 1,40
I'd have worked harder
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I know that learning to
use technology gives
me opportunities to
learn many new things

82

6,2

164

12,4

262

19,8

260

19,7

554

41,9

3,79

1,27

I can learn a lot when
my teacher uses a
smart board

94

7,1

202

15,3

352

26,6

314

23,8

360

27,2

3,49

1,23

I enjoy the lessons on
the smart board

90

6,8

162

12,3

328

24,8

278

21,0

464

35,1

3,65

1,25

I believe that the more
often teachers use a
smart board, the more
I enjoy school

190

14,4

258

19,5

334

25,3

234

17,7

306

23,1

3,16

1,36

10

I believe that learning
how to use a smart
board is important to
me

190

14,4

236

17,9

310

23,4

246

18,6

340

25,7

3,23

1,38

11

I feel comfortable
using a smart board

192

14,5

262

19,8

304

23,0

260

19,7

304

23,0

3,17

1,36

12

I enjoy using a smart
board

148

112

204

15,4

314

23,8

252

19,1

404

30,6

3,42

1,35

13

I don't think it's gonna
take longer to learn
when my teacher uses
a smart board

334

25,3

224

16,9

302

22,8

186

14,1

276

20,9

2,88

1,46

14

Using a smart board
doesn't scare me

284

21,5

124

9,4

176

13,3

198

15,0

540

40,8

3,44

1,59

15

I'm having trouble
using a smart board

818

61,9

188

14,2

136

10,3

70

5,3

110

83

1,84

1,28

16

Using smart board is
not frustrating

252

19,1

194

14,7

246

18,6

204

15,4

426

32,2

3,27

1,51

17

I will work as little as
possible using
technology

566

42,8

250

18,9

270

20,4

108

8,2

128

9,7

2,23

1,33

18

Smart boards are
difficult to use

664

50,2

248

18,8

206

15,6

96

7.3

108

8,2

2,04

1,29

19

I can learn more from
books than using smart
boards

274

20,7

248

18,8

370

28,0

146

11,0

284

21,5

2,94

1,40

20

When I think about
trying to use the smart
board, I panicked

818

61,9

148

112

174

132

74

5,6

108

8,2

1,87

1,30

Total

3,00

1,35

When Table 2 is examined, it is seen that participants generally use smart board usage (x= 3,00, ss= 1,35).
Students' participation in questionnaire options is high: Most of the students enjoy using smart boards. Participation
rate of participants is 54.3 %. 41.9 % of respondents are aware of the opportunity to use technology to give them
something new. Almost half of the students are aware that the use of a smart board frequently or always is effective
in the future (57.9 %). More than half of the participants enjoy the course with the smart board (56.1 %). Although
students are not afraid to use 55.8 % of the smart boards and 61.9 % of the students do not have any problems while
using smart boards, 69 % of the students have difficulty in using the smart board. 61.7 % of the participants do not
think that they will work less when using technology. 73.1 % of the students think that they are panicked when they
think of using the smart board, although students think that they will love the smart board, enjoy learning the smart
board and use the smart board to give them something new.
A parametric ANOVA test was performed to test whether the opinions of the participants regarding smart
board applications were meaningful in the class variable view and shown in Table 3.
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Table 3.
ANOVA Test Results for Smart Board Applications of High School Students
] . The source of
Articles Variats N X SS f p difference
9th class 326 3,92 1,31
10th class 346 3,60 1,36 9th class with 12th class
! [lthclass | 330 3,36 147 | L1422 000 among
12th class 320 3,42 1,31
9th class 326 3,44 1,52
10th class 346 3,83 1,32 10th class with 12th
2 Ilthclass | 330 3.79 1.30 7,632 000 class among
12th class 320 3,45 1,41
9th class 326 3,66 1,30
10th class 346 3,84 1,30
3 11th class 330 3,53 1,35 784 ~03
12th class 320 3,49 2,30
9th class 326 3,60 1,32
10th class 346 3,47 1,21
4 11th class 330 3,32 1,30 2,567 053
12th class 320 3,47 1,22
9th class 326 2,75 1,46
10th class 346 2,49 1,39
> 11th class 330 2,36 1,34 2,287 061
12th class 320 2,67 1,39
9th class 326 3,83 1,32
10th class 346 3,81 1,27
6 11th class 330 3,81 1,30 713 ~43
12th class 320 3,70 1,20
9th class 326 3,74 1,18
10th class 346 3,45 1,18
7 11th class 330 3,28 1,32 1,678 201
12th class 320 3,49 1,20
9th class 326 3,96 1,19 9th class with 10th class
10th class 346 3,54 1,30 among
8 11th class 330 3,47 1,30 9,879 000 9th class with 11th class
12th class 320 3,66 1,16 among
9th class 326 3,26 1,36
10th class 346 3,15 1,43
? 11th class 330 3,04 1,40 1,474 220
12th class 320 3,18 1,37
9th class 326 3,34 1,35
10th class 346 3,34 1,36
10 11th class 330 3,07 1,43 856 A47
12th class 320 3,19 1,37
9th class 326 3,30 1,30
10th class 346 3,24 1,41
1 [lthclass | 330 3,14 1,39 1,690 239
12th class 320 2,99 1,33
9th class 326 3,67 1,28
10th class 346 3,40 1,44
12 [lthclass | 330 3.04 135 2145 068
12th class 320 3,39 1,29
9th class 326 2,96 1,49
10th class 346 3,16 1,46
13 11th class 330 3,06 1,49 2,665 055
12th class 320 3,28 1,38
9th class 326 3,58 1,55
10th class 346 3,45 1,60
14 [lthclass | 330 3.40 1,58 1,330 ,263
12th class 320 3,34 1,62
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9th class 326 4,33 1,93
10th class 346 4,06 1,38 9th class with 11th class
15 Ilthclass | 330 4.03 137 4,052 007 among
12th class 320 4,23 1,25
9th class 326 3,50 1,50
10th class 346 3,30 1,56
16 11th class 330 3,08 1,49 880 405
12th class 320 3,20 1,44
9th class 326 2,05 1,37
10th class 346 2,26 1,31 10th class with 11th
17 Ilthclass | 330 2.36 133 3,184 023 class among
12th class 320 2,25 1,30
9th class 326 4,00 1,29
10th class 346 3,98 1,29
18 11th class 330 3,81 1,38 1,910 126
12th class 320 4,03 1,21
9th class 326 2,78 1,32
10th class 346 2,83 1,42
19 11th class 330 3,18 1,47 1,899 130
12th class 320 2,97 1,38
9th class 326 4,18 1,26
10th class 346 4,10 1,32
20 11th class 330 4,01 1,37 1,796 146
12th class 320 4,23 1,22

According to the findings in Table 3, a significant difference was observed in 5 items according to the class
variable of high school students' views on the use of smart boards. According to this, I enjoy learning with the smart
board 1n item has found a significant difference between the 9th grade and the 12th class in favor of the 9th grade
(F=11,142; p<,05). Less participation in this article of the 12th class may be due to the fact that they have been
connected to the smart board for a long time. According to the findings of the study, there was a significant
difference between the 10th and 12th grades in favor of the 12th grade in the item 1f I do not like to be educated by
smart board (F=7,632, p<,05). This result supports the previous article.

According to the findings of the study, I enjoy the lessons learned through the smart board arasinda item
between the 9th grade and the 10th grade and between the 9th grade and the 11th grade, there was a significant
difference in favor of the 9th grade (F=9,879, p<,05). The participation of 9th grade students to this article may be
due to their new start to school. According to the findings of the study, if use the smart board to give the ban is
distressing esinde item between the 9th grade and 11th class was found a significant difference in favor of the 11th
class (F'=4,052; p<,05). According to the findings of the study, A statistically significant difference was found
between the 10th grade and the 11th grade in favor of the 11th grade in the article I will work as little as possible
using technology (F=3,184; p<,05).

Conclusion and Recommendations. Considering the results of secondary school students' use of smart
boards, students are generally satisfied with the use of smart boards. It is thought that students use smart boards to
think that they are useful in learning the lessons and that they benefit from focusing on lessons better. Most studies
have found that using technology in education (especially the smart board) plays an effective and positive role in
learning (Smith vd., 2005; Beeland, 2002; Aydinli and Elaziz, 2010; Lewin et al., 2008; Siinkiir and Arabaci, 2012;
Schut, 2007; Alexiou Ray, 2006; Ates, 2010; Tate, 2002; Weimer , 2001; Thompson and Flecknoe; 2003; Glover
and Miller, 2001; Allen, 2005). Students are happy to use the smart board. However, most of the students think that
they are not afraid when using the smart board and have difficulty in using the smart board even though they do not
have difficulty in using the smart board. This may be due to fear of getting negative reactions from friends or
teachers because they did something wrong.

According to the results of the study, the 9th grade students enjoyed the most with the blackboard, while the
12th grade students did not participate in this article. The reason for this is that it is thought to be customary since
they have been teaching with smart board for many years. However, Grade 12 students are aware that the smart
board is useful in learning new things and that using technology can help them find new jobs.

As a suggestion to the study, the advantages, disadvantages, effects and results of the smart board should be
taken into consideration of all users. Teachers and students should be given effective training on the use of smart
boards.
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CTABJIEHHS YUHIB CTAPHINX KJIACIB 10 IHTEPAKTUBHUX JOILIOK
Hungupum Axmer
nupekTop cepenHboi mkonu B Ecence, TacoBa, Amaces, TypedunHa;
aCIipaHT, OCBITHIH MEHEHKMEHT
Yepracvrutl HayioHatbHuil yHisepcumem imeri boedana Xwenvnuybkoeo

Bemyn. Kineyo XX cmonimms nosHauenuil 6enuKumu O0CSHEHHAMU Y chepi IHBOPpMAYitiHUX MeXHON02I.
Po3zeumox yux mexnonoeiii 3Ha4HO GNAUHYE HA NOBCIAKOEHHE HCUMMS i CMOCYHKU MIdC to0bMU. Yci eanysi y cgimi
npasHyms Umu 6 Ho2y 3 IHOOPMAYIiHUMU MEXHON02IAIMU Mma 3a0e3neyyioms C80i cucmemu 3a 00NOMO20I0 Yux
mexHonoziu. Hemunyue, wo inghopmayitini mexnonozii, ki maxk Cymmeso nauearomv HA CUCMEMY, MAK HYUHMb
NOMYNCHUIL 8NAUS HA CUCEMY 0csimu. B oceimnvomy cexmopi, Oe enemenmu, maxi sk ideo, menebauenus i paodio,
BUKOPUCHOBYBATUCS NPOMAZOM NEBHO20 YACY, KOMN'TOMepu, NPOeKYitiHi npucmpoi i inmenexmyanvHi naamu Oyiu
s3amineni yumu mamepiaramu. TexHOIO2is KOHKpemusayii 3HaHb — Weuoue npocma, Hide CKIAOHA CMpPYKmMypd.
Oceima, Haoarouu 8axcaugi iHcmpymenmu 0Jis Pi3HUX Yineu, cmana 8axciusum enemenmom cucmemu. Hessaowcaouu
Ha me, WO 6 OCGIMHIX YCMAHO8AX NOYALU GUKOPUCMOBYBANU [HOOPMAYIIHI  MEXHOA02H, IX MOJICHA
0XapaKmepu3yeanu K 6IOHOCHO HOBULL MEXHOLO2IUHUL IHCIPYMeHM 015 OLIbULOCME BUKIAOAYI8 MA YUHIE.

Mema. Memoio docniosicenis € 6USHAUEHHs NO2TA0I6 VUHI6 CIapuiux K1acieé Ha 000amok « Posymua douwikay.

Memoou. Y Oocniodcenni mooenb CKpUHiHey BUKOPUCMOBYEMbC ON  BUSHAYEHHS OYMKU VUHIB,
3apaxoanux 00 o@IYiiHUX cepeonix wkin npu Minicmepcmsl HAYIOHATLHOT O0CEIMU, CIMOCOBHO GUKOPUCHIAHHS
«po3ymuoi dowkuy. [locnioocennss oxonuno 1300 cmyoenmis, wo HAgUarOMvbCs 6 OQPIYIUHUX CEPEOHIX WKONAX Y
pationi Tawoea Amacii 6 Typeuuuni. OnumyeanHs mux, sKi He NO200UNUCA 3ANO0BHUMU AHKEmY, He 8PAX08aHO.
Kinvxicmo anxem, sukopucmanux Ons CMamucmuyno2o oyiniosanis, cmanosums 1089. YV npoyeci 360py Ooanux
oyna euxopucmana xomn'tomepua wxana Beeland (2002). [lani 6yau npoananizoeani 6 npoepami SPSS 17 6
Komn'tomepromy cepedosuwyi. 1Ipu nopieHAHHI 3MIHHUX BUKOPUCIAHO MEMOOUKU NApAMEMPUiIHO20 MeCmy8anHs,
0OHOCMOPOHHIU OUCNEPCIUHUL AHANE3 T CNeYIaNbHI MeCmi.

Bucnoeok. 32iono 3 pezynbmamamu  OOCHONCEHHS YUHIM Y UYIIOMY RHOO0OAEMbCS KOPUCTTYEAMUCS
«PO3YMHOIO OOUKOIOY, BBANCAENBCA, WO KYPCU 3 «PO3YMHOIO OOUKOIY OLTblU eheKmubHi.

Knrouosi cnoea: ingopmamuxa, ingpopmayiini mexnonoeii, cmapmoopou, MmMexHOA02is, MeXHOI0SIUHI
IHCMpYMeHmu.
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OTHOUIEHHUE YUAIIUXCS CTAPIHIUX KIIACCOB K MHTEPAKTUBHBIM JTJOCKAM
He11abIpbiv Axmer
nupekTop cpenHeit mkonbl B Ecence, Tacosa, Ctamoyi, Typrms;
acrMpaHT, 00pa3oBaTeIbHBIA MEHEPKMEHT,
Yepracckuil HayuoHatbHwlll yHugepcumem umenu boeoana Xmervnuyrozo

Hocne 20-e0 eexa npousowiiu 6Ooaviuue OOCMUINCEHUSL 6 00naACMU UHPOPMAYUOHHBIX MEXHOIOSUM.
Pazeumue unghopmayuonnvix mexunonoeutli 2nyO0KO HOGIUSIO HA HOBCEOHEGHVIO JICU3HbL U OMHOULEHUS MeNHCOY
moovmu. Bce ompaciu 6 mupe nblmaiomcst uOmu 8 HO2y ¢ UHQOPMAYUOHHBIMU MEXHOIOUSIMU U 00eCneduearm
C8OU CUCMEMbl ¢ NOMOWBIO MOt mexHono2uy. Heuzbescno, umo ungopmayuonnsvie mexHoio2uu, Komopbole max
CUTLHO GNUSIOM HA CUCMEMY, MAK CUTbHO GIUSIOM HA cucmeMy 00pazosanus. B obpazosamenvrom cexmope, 20e
9/eMeHmbl, maKue Kax udeo, meiesuoenue U paouo, UCHOIb308ANUCH 8 MEYEHUE ONPEOeIeHHO20 Repuodd 6pemeH,
KOMNbIOMEPDL, NPOEKYUOHHbIE YCMPOUCMEA U UHMELIeKMYAIbHble NIambl ObLIU 3AMEHEeHbl IMUMU MAMEPUATAMU.
Texnonoeus, KoHKpemuzayusi 3HaHUL, Oo0dee Npocmas CMPYKMypd, dem CIONCHAs. CMpYKmypa, o00pazosanile,
NpedoCmasnss  8adNCHble UHCMPYMEHmbl Ol PA3IUYHLIX Yeaell, CMAlo BAJXCHbIM INeMEeHmOM CUCTHEMDbL.
Hayuonanvuvie npoexmuvl u Hazeanue, Komopoe ciedyem Yacmo CIbluamv, A MAKdlce HeKOmopvle u3z HuXx.
Hecmompss na mo, umo e2o Hayamu uUcnoaw3osamv 8 00pPA308AMENIbHbIX YUPEHCOSHUSX, €20 MOICHO
0XAPAKMepU308amy KAk — OMHOCUMETbHO — HOBbIL  MEXHON02UYeCKUll  UHCpyMenm  Ong  OOTbUUHCTNEA
npenooasamerneil U Y4aujuxcs.

Knwouesvie cnosa: unpopmamuxa, uHGOpMayuoHHble  MEXHOIOUU,  CMapmoOOpo,  MexXHON02Us,
MEeXHON02UYeCKUe UHCIPYMEHMbL.
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