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Abstract

This study was on students’ views on the use of Interactive Whiteboards (IWBs) for
enhancing classroom learning in the secondary schools in 6th grades. Quantitative research
method design was conducted in the study and participants were the sixth grades students
(N=378) in 10 secondary schools. Eleven closed questions (Yes/No) and forty items Likert-type
questionnaire were used to collect data on the IWB use for classrooms learning. Mean score of
11 closed items were 73.65. of 40 items, mean scores of 36 items were higher than 3.00 and
only two items were lower than 3.00. Reliability for Likert-type items various between excellent
(0=0.92) and good (0=0.87).

Keywords: Interactive whiteboards (IWB), improving learning, grade sixth, quantitative

research method.

Ortaokulda Ogrenimi Artirmak i¢in Akilh Tahta Kullanimi
Uzerine Ogrenci Goriisleri

Ozet

Bu ¢alisma, ortaokul 6. simiflarda ogrenimi artirmak icin akilli tahta (IWBs) kullanimi
hakkinda 6grenci goriisleri iizerinedir. Veriler nicel olarak 10 ortaokulda, 378 ogrencinin
katilimi ile toplanmigtir. Arastirmadaki sorularin 11 tanesi kapali (Evet / Hayir) ve 40 tanesi
Likert-tipidir. Elde edilen skorlar gostermistir ki; 11 sorunun ortalamast ellinin 73.65 ve 40
sorunun ortalamast tigiin (3/5) iizerindedir. Sadece 2 sorunun ortalamasi 3’iin altindadir.
Likert-tipi sorularin giivenirlik katsayilart miikemmel (0=0.92) ve iyi (a=0.87) arasindadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Akilli Tahta, ogrenimin gelistirilmesi, altinct siif, nicel arastirma

yontemi.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, numerous educational technology (ET) products have been widely
used in classrooms, one of which is the Interactive Whiteboard (IWB) (Betcher, &
Lee, 2009). Educational technology equipment, such as IWB, has developed in
parallel with the increased importance of technology in education. This new device,
an electronic IWB, is also known under different brands such as Smartboard, and
Promethean, has replaced traditional black boards in some schools (Becta, 2006) for
enhancing learning in classrooms (Glover, Miller, Averis, & Door, 2007; Hodge, &
Anderson, 2007; Duran & Cruz, 2011; Aubusson, Burke, Schuck, Kearney, &
Frischknect, 2014; Luo, & Yang, 2016). This tool has been manufactured by Smart
Technology in the years of 1991 (Smart Technology, 2006), and it has been used in
classrooms since 1997 (Cogil, 2002). In Turkey, since 2003, IWB has been used
extensively in the primary and secondary classrooms as well as in other countries
(European Commission Report=ECR, 2013; Akkoyunlu, & Baskan, 2015; Balta, &
Duran, 2015). These developments suggest that IWB technology is an excellent
modern device in education (Kennewell, & Beauchamp 2007; Liang, Huang, & Tsai,
2012; Kilic, Guler, & Tatli, 2015). According to the ECR (2013), IWB use in
classrooms is between 65 and 75% globally, but it varies according to regions and
countries. Some countries such as United Kingdom, United States, Canada, Taiwan,
Japan, Malaysia China and Australia have invested enormous amounts of money on
IWBs (Karsenti, 2016) and they are also aware of the importance of using this
technology, and they are also willing to integrate IWBs in learning (Emron, &
Dhindsa, 2010; Aubusson, Burke, Schuck, Kearney, & Frischknect, 2014). In
reference to ECR (2013), IWB has a high prevalence in primary (100%) and
secondary schools (98%) in UK. Globally, IWB use is becoming increasingly popular,
at all levels but especially in the lower grades. In Turkey, there are considerable
variations between schools depending on their location. However in early 2013 the
Turkish government has approved an open bid system for the purchase of 13 million
tablet PCs under the Fatih Project by 2016, as many as 16 million tablets will be
distributed in primary schools in order to improve educational technology conditions
and increase the efficiency of the learning in primary and secondary schools as part
of this project (Kurt 2013; Akkoyunlu, & Baskin, 2015; Dogan, Cinar, & Seferoglu,
2016). According to ECR (2013), Turkey will soon rank second globally in the use of
tablet PCs in primary schools. For most of the world, IWB is one of the most current
modern educational technology tools. According to predictions based on research, use
of IWB in classrooms will continue to expand as seen in Figure 1 (Karsenti, 2016).
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Figure 1. Presence of interactive white boards (IWB) in classrooms of various
countries (Karasenti, 2016)

As soon as IWB was introduced in the classrooms, it has noticeably contributed to
the effectiveness of learning process, which has been a reform in schools (Digregorio,
& Sobel-Lojeski, 2010; Aubusson, Burke, Schuck, Kearney, & Frischknect, 2014).
The current works suggests that when IWBs are implemented to provide some benefits
students in learning process, which are summarized as following:

1.1. Advantages of Using IWB in the Classroom

With this technology, subjects are processed both visually and verbally, learning
become easier and knowledge transfer becomes more permanent (Beeland, 2003;
Hennesy, & Warwick, 2010).

Since the necessary course materials are prepared beforehand and teacher reflects
the documents on the screen, students can focus directly on the topic of the lesson
(Hall, 2011). The teacher can determine students’ requirements, amount of detail
learned and how much they understand (Liang, Huang, & Tsai, 2012). In general, the
student feels more relaxation and effective, while learning the topic using IWB
(Lacina, 2009). IWB provides opportunities such as ease in reviewing previous
problems of students, doing repetition work (Digregorio & Sobel-Lojeski, 2010), easy
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access to information and resources (Tomei, 2013). IWB’ use of technology plays a
powerful role in the development of their pedagogical skills in various areas (Glover,
Miller, Averis, & Door, 2007; Hodge, &Anderson, 2007). This tool plays an important
role for applying the question-answer education method and immediate recycling (Xu,
& Moloney, 2011). IWB can receive the output of the texts for sharing with the others
(Parker, & Martin, 2010) which can them also be reused in the future; so it saves time
(Tertemiz, Sahin, Can, & Duzgun 2015). Due to IWB storage capabilities, thousands
of animations, questions, maps, pictures, films and documents are available for reuse;
teachers represent the topics in a better and in a way which is easier to understand
(Karsenti, 2016). IWB is able to engage the entire class thereby gaining the students’
interest (Morgan, 2008) and increasing their self-confidence (Hartsel, Herron, Fang,
& Radhod, 2010). IWB increases student attendance (Wood, & Ashfield, 2008),
motivates students to try harder, makes them more competitive (Interactive
Technology, 2010). Furthermore, it and encourages collaboration among students
(Armstrong, 2005). It raises their level of interest and motivation (Sarsa, & Soler,
2011), maintains their attention for a longer period of time and improves energy levels
and encourages active participations (Gray, Hagger-Vaughan, Pilkington, Tomkins,
2005; Ardichvili, 2008). IWB contributes to more articulate presentations and
enhances social skills of students (Blue, & Tirotta, 2011). Students tend to learn more
easily by visual and auditory modalities (Mavers, 2009; Sarsa, & Soler, 2011).
Importantly, the class is fun and is not stressful for the students (Al-Shenton, &
Padgett, 2007). IWB makes students creators and inventors (Lacina, 2009), helps them
to develop self-confidence (Glover, Miller, Averis, & Door, 2007) and creates more
positive behaviour (Mavers, 2009). The student does not feel obliged to take notes
because they will receive a hardcopy of the lesson. When the student misses a lesson,
they can access the needed information from IWB through the Internet (Parker, &
Martin, 2010). These factors show that the IWB makes learning easier, quicker and
contributes effectively learning (Cakiroglu, 2015).

1.2. Purpose of the Study

The study aims to evaluate and to analyze how secondary school 6th grade students
view on the contribution of the use of IWB technology to learn. Within the main
purpose of this context, the following research phases of the text will be answered,;

e Reasons for selecting the grade 6%;
e  Students view on IWB use;
e  Students view on IWB use as contribution of learning IWB usg;

e Impact of the social factors on students™ IWB use;
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1.3. Significance of the Study

Educator is the responsibility of the education system to employ a variety of
opportunities for the students to gain interests learn the best way. Besides teachers’
ability to do so, they benefit from educational technology instruments. The most
prominent of these tools is the IWB. This device is perfectly integrated into education
system and has turned from being a technology to delivery system for learners in
classrooms. There has been considerable amount of research examining the issue of
integrating contemporary educational technology, IWBs, into classrooms. It has been
examined to better understand how this device’ use effects in learning in classrooms.

Considering previous many studies technological devices, IWBs, are widely used
in classrooms and integrated in education in recent years (Beeland, 2003; Emron,
&Dihandsa; 2010; Tertemiz, Sahin, Can, & Duzgun, 2015). The majority of those
studies investigated teachers’ perceptions (Beeland, 2003; Lai, 2010; Abdulhamid;
2014; Oz, 2014; Balta, & Duran, 2015; ), motivation (Morgan, 2008; Digregorio,
&Sobel-Lojeski, 2010; Sarsa, & Solar, 2011), student-teacher interaction (Liang,
2012), different learning styles (Hatami, 2012) participate and collaborate (
Armstrong, 2005), students’ attitude towards technology (Emron, & Dhindsa, 2010;
Demir, Ozturk, & Dokme, 2011) and educational technology (Celik, 2012; Oz,
2014).Students’ views toward IWB use in the classrooms have been examined for
learning (Aytac, 2013; Tertemiz, Sahin, Can, & Duzgun, 2015).

As the quantity of IWBs in Turkish classrooms is increasing, the productivity of
these devices in promoting learning will continue to be questioned. In this context, in
the early 2013 the Turkish government has approved the Fatih Project by 2016, as
many as 16 million tablets will be distributed in primary schools in order to improve
educational technology conditions and increase the efficiency of the learning in
primary and secondary schools (Kurt 2013; Akkoyunlu, & Baskin, 2015).

Literature on students™ view of the contribution of the use of IWB technology in
classrooms is still limited. We hope that this study contributes on the subject. The
study might therefore offer valuable insight to the processes that influence IWB
technologies’ contribution to learning in 6th grade classrooms. E.g.; IWBs can
improve the quality of learning at classrooms by diversifying learning resources
(graphics, videos, audio), and by learning activities. In this context, in recent years, IWB
educational technology is evolving rapidly making it one of the most fantastic
educational tools in schools.

2. Method

2.1. Methodology
The design for this research study is a quantitative research method (Sofaer, 2002).
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2.2. Participants

Three hundred seventy-eight students participated in this study from 5 public and 5
private schools in Anatolian districts in Istanbul, Turkey. As much as possible, schools
were selected that had good quality IWB and teachers had been actively using them
in their classes since 2010. Pre-studies were performed at other schools, which had
the same specifications. Responses of high school and university students showed
several differences. According to the results of pre-studies, it was concluded that the
grade 6 is the most appropriate level (Table 1) as their responses most closely
represent primary and secondary school students. Therefore, this study is based on
grade 6 students; 60.31% of the students are in public schools. The other 39.69%
students are in private ones.

Table 1.
Grades and Percentages of the Participants.
Elementary Secondary School High University
School School
Grades 5 6 7 8 9 13 1 2
Was IWB actively used in your 66.7 737 672 658 636 579 514 484
classes in previous years?
Is IWB constantly used in your 58.7 69.6 645 603 56.2 543 412 349
classes?
Would you like to use IWB in 91.7 856 842 823 647 588 523 495
your courses?
Avre you in favour of the use of 86.6 882 834 824 595 60.6 524 478

the IWB in classrooms in

2.3. Data Collection

In this study, the data were collected by quantitative. Data were collected during the
spring education semester of the school year 2015-2016. Quantitative data were
collected by the survey questions. To determine students view on IWB use (11closed
and 12 Likert types) and as contribution of learning IWB use (13) questions were
administered. Fifteen questions were asked in order to examine the impact of the
social factors on students™ IWB use. To make it easier to answer, students were given
a pencil and eraser at the beginning of the survey. Surveys were performed during a
three-week period, on different days with equal time intervals. The questionnaires
were answered by 378 students from 10 schools and then evaluated.

2.4. Instrument Development

In this study, the appropriate questionnaires were constructed and recent studies were
examined (Mathews-Aydinli and Elaziz 2010; Parker, & Martin, 2010; Tertemiz,
Sahin, Can, & Duzgun, 2015; Luo, & Yang, 2016). Creating scale survey for research
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were distributed for feedback from 4 random students at 6 different schools. Teachers
were selected by their field of expertise. To enhance content validity of the instrument,
three experienced teachers from different secondary schools carefully reviewed all
items of the instrument and vague items, unclear directions, words and unnecessary
items were excluded or reduced according to experts’ opinions. After review by two
experts in survey question design, they were administered to the participants and scale
survey tables created for research. For responses in the closed choice section evaluated
and multiple choice section, using the 5-point Likert scale, each item was coded (1:
Strongly Disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: No idea, 4: Agree, 5: Strongly Agree) (Streiner,
2003). However, a score below 3 on this scale denoted a negative attitude, a score of
vicinity 3 a neutral attitude and a score above 3 a positive attitude. The overall
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients for survey multiple choice questions estimated for the
instruments were computed by using SPSS.

To ensure the reliability of the study, the survey questions were arranged so that
some close meaningful questions were asked to resolve the contradictions in different
ways in different tables.

2.5. Data Analysis

The collected data were analysed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) packet programme version 21. The scores in the Likert scale are between 1
and 5. If the score approaches 5, the positive rate is high. The analysis issues in the
text can be classified according to the Likert scale: agree (A=Agree+ Strongly Agree)
and disagree (DA= Disagree+ Strongly Disagree), and option of the "No Idea" was
excluded. The statics calculation are the means and standard deviations (SD) were
calculated using the same program and are given in tables in the text. For the reliability
and internal consistency of the values in the tables, Cronbach's alpha coefficients are
calculated and interpreted by the limits of validity.

3. Results

Results of this study are presented in quantitative forms, which include the statistical
results.

3.1. Reasons for Selecting the Grade 6th

According to the results of pre-studies, it was concluded that the grade 6 is the most
appropriate level (Table 1) as their responses most closely represent primary and
secondary school students. Another reason for the selection of the sixth grade, children
at this age is generally passed from abstract thinking to concrete thinking.
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3. 2. Students View on IWB Use

Eleven closed questions were asked in order to examine the general view of students
about IWB use during lessons (Table 2). Majority of participants exhibited mostly
positive views towards IWBs.

Table 2.
Descriptive of Students™ Views toward IWBs use

N=378, % of students’ evaluate statement about  Positive Neutral Negative
IWB (Yes) (No)

1 Are there advantages of using the IWB in classrooms? 83 5 12
What are the attitudes towards using IWB in 64 13 23
classrooms?

3 Do you think that homework is better reviewed using 67 12 21
IWB?

4 Do you understand subjects better when learning is 78 4 18
done with IWB compared to ordinary learning
courses?

5 Do you think that classical explanation of subjects is 69 7 24
better with IWB use compared to explanations with
wB

6 Do you think that the handouts are a good help inthe 59 16 25
IWB courses to learning better?

7 Do you learn better with using IWB the topics content 81 3 16
the image, auditory, digital and figure?

8 Does the use of IWB in the classrooms benefit of 63 8 29
presentation your works?

9 Will you advice your classmates the use IWB in their 82 1 17
classrooms?

10 Will you use IWB in future? 86 0 14

11 Which one do you prefer in class: IWB (Yes) WB 78 3 19
(No)?

3.3. Students View on IWB Use, Descriptive Statistics

Likert-type 15 questions were asked in order to examine the general view of students
about IWB use during lessons. Mean views of students towards IWBs use in
classrooms is nearly 3.70 or 74. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for questions in this
section is 0.91 (Table 3).

Table 3.
Descriptive Statistics for Students’ Views of the IWB use
0=,91 N=378 % of students Disagree (DA)/Agree (A) with each statement
Statements Mean  SD DA A
1 I’m happy to use the IWB in class 3,76 1,16 17,3 69,0
As long as the IWB used in the classroom, my curiosity in
2 technological education is growing 3,86 118 155 70,7

When taught with IWB, | have more fun and are cheerful

during the lesson 4,02 1,00 103 7.6

Bayburt Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, Yil: 2016 Cilt: 11 Sayr: 2



O. Cakiroglu 623

| am easily able to present various sources and documents

4 using IWB 3,95 1,18 12,0 793
| like to use IWB in learning due to the many applications

5 which are provided 3.49 128 239 574

6 IWB gives me more confidence while learning in class 3,00 1,34 225 519

7 | can more practice with IWB in lessons 3,94 117 216 764

g IWB encourages me to use the new technology 3,93 119 204 778
IWB provides easy display for visual documentation, such as

9 pictures, diagrams, videos and animations 4,16 072 340 87,9
In using IWB | realize how technology and education are

10 interwoven 3,81 1,07 13,70 70,7

11 |WB creates many new opportunities in education 265 1.06

12 Presentation of lecture with IWB is excellent 3,93 1,18 12,0 746

3.4. Students view on IWB use as contribution of learning IWB use

As five-point Likert-type, 13 questions were asked to students in order to examine the
students view on IWB use the contribution of learning in class. Responds of most of
participants, 67.48 %, were positive views towards use of IWB technologies’
contribution to learning in 6th grade classrooms. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for this
part of the questionnaire is 0.92 (Table 4).

Table 4.
Students’ Views on the Impact of Contribution of Learning of the IWB use

a=,92, N=378 % of students Disagree(DA)/Agree (A) with each statement

© 00 N O U WN B

e
w N P O

Statements

increases my motivation, energy and eagerness

makes lesson more interesting

helps me grasp concepts and ideas

makes me contribute more, competitive, argumentative
makes me creative

makes me concentrate more to lesson

makes teacher and student more interactive

makes lesson more enjoyable, fun and game-like
makes lesson more planned and organized

makes for instant feedback between student and teacher
makes learning easier and without stress

makes it easier to review past subjects

makes me pay more attention to lessons

Mean

3,77
3,89
3,48
3,67
3,67
3,46
3,79
4,29
2,92
3,61
2,31
3,77
371

SD

1,13
0,90
1,41
1,29
1,26
1,23
0,94
0,89
1,35
1,19
1,32
1,17
1,18

DA

19,0
8,9
21,6
14,1
18,9
13,8
8,6
51
21,7
17,8
16,9
13,5
7,4

A

76,8
82,2
67,2
56,6
69,0
57,9
74,2
86,2
57,6
69,2
67,2
55,8
57,4

Figure 2 is presented with emphasis on the impact of learning the among teacher-
student-IWB. This tool assists understandably student’s learning and teacher’s
teaching. Students, teachers and IWB together contribute to improving of enhancing
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learning. The combination of these trio contributes to effective learning and they are
indispensable in today's learning in classrooms.

—  eaching
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Figure 2. Schematic presentation of the contribution to the learning of students,

teachers and IWB

3.5. Impact of the Social Factors on Students™ IWB use.

Fifteen Likert-type questions were asked to students in order to examine their general
social factors how IWB use influences to them. The positive scores of participants
were around of 3.44 or 68.72. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for this part of the
questionnaire is 0.87 (Table 5).

Table 5.
Impact of the Social Factors on Students™ IWB use

a=,87, N=378 % of students Disagree(DA)/Agree (A) with each statement

0 N O O WN

10

11
12
13
14
15

Statements

IWB improves my................

personal skills

critical skills

social skills

presentation skills

curiosity about educational technology
opportunities for different learning styles
possibility to experiment in a virtual environment

appeals to eye, ear and brain at the same time it makes knowledge
more permanent

visual and auditory ability

improves my learning more quick and looking forward the
subjects

accelerates learning

concentrate better in lessons because of not writing in notebook
quality of learning in the lesson

makes more comments on subjects

learning to be permanent

Mean

3,35
3,46
3,83
3,82
3,83
3,32
3,12

3,86
3,47
3,57

3,52
3,59
3,67
3,61
3,87

SD

1,31
1,32
1,21
1,38
1,13
1,63
111

1,27
1,64
1,36

1,13
1,32
1,15
1,14
1,13

DA

11,2
13,4
12,7
9,9

14,9
15,6
13,1

18,3
18,8
23,2

17,6
27,2
11,4
12,6
10,9

61,3
58,8
81,1
83,2
70,1
53,8
86,3

72,5
53,3
66,3

63,2
65,3
69,7
71,3
74,6
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4. Discussions

As in other countries, use of IWBs technology in the classroom is increasing rapidly
in Turkey. Thanks to Fatih project, Turkey is expected to have the second highest use,
just behind the United Kingdom (ECR, 2013; Kurt 2013; Karsenti, 2016). Somehow,
Karsenti (2016) reported that IWB use in various schools in Turkey is thirty-five
percent.

As the ages and grade levels of the students’ increase, their interest in and positive
views towards IWB use decrease (Table 1). Reason for the selection of the sixth grade,
children at this age is generally passed from abstract thinking to concrete thinking.
Statistics on the results of the pre- study has shown that the most appropriate level
selections were the grade 6th (Table 1). This finding played the most important role
as it provided the reason for selecting grade 6 students for this study.

Various views of students on IWB use in classrooms were investigated. As seen
in Table 2, the views of students on the use of the IWB are entirely positive (Yes). Of
the 11 questions, three scores show high value: Q1 (83), Q9 (82) and Q10 (86).
According to the latter, students are strongly identified the use of IWB in classrooms
in the future. This findings confirm the previous study (Mathews-Aydinli and Elaziz
2010; Balta, & Duran, 2015; Tertemiz, Sahin, Can, & Duzgun, 2015).

Students were asked 12 different survey questions about providing benefits of
IWB use in the classroom (Table 3). Of the 12 questions, one questions had the
highest (Q9; 87.9) and one question had the lowest value (Q5; 57.4). The others scores
appears to be vicinity of 73, which is the good result ( 0=0.91).

As given in Table 4, students' views on as contribution of learning the use of IWB
are examined in 13 surveys questions. When asked whether IWB use enhanced their
learning, responses were strongly positive. The general average of the positive scores
in learning section given to the questions of the students seems to be around 70.
According to students’ views IWBs create an atmosphere of entertainment—fun and
games, which question had the highest value: Q8 (86.2). Of the most important
findings was that with visual orientated subjects of students’ state that IWBs play an
especially important role and particularly make lesson more interesting, and increases
energy and eagerness of younger students. These findings suggest that in the views of
the students, the use of the IWB in the classrooms takes over a positive role in
learning. Similar findings on the contributions of IWBs to academics were found in
previous research (Mathews-Aydinli and Elaziz 2010; Lopez 2010; Digregorio, &
Sobel-Lojeski, 2010; Karsenti, 2016).

The relationship between learning-technology is presented by the author in Fig. 2.
Where it is clearly understood that how learning and IWB is intertwined. Students,
teachers and IWB together contribute to improving of enhancing learning. This trio
constitutes the most perfect learning elements in classrooms, recently.
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Besides showing the effect of IWB use on learning (Table 4), In Table 5, contains
questions (15) on the impact of social factors on students. According to the students’
views, IWB use also shows the influence on students’ personal skills, such as critical
(Q2) and presentation (Q4) skills, and curiosity about educational technology (Q5).
In this section, three scores have the high value, which are Q3 (81.1), Q4 (83.2) and
Q7 (86.3). In particular, the visual and experiential content, Q7, has the highest score.
It is understood from this finding that visual and experiential activities using IWBs
have the highest/greatest impact on enhancing learning. As seen in Table 5, results
show that IWB increases participants’ social factors, accelerate and enhances
permanent knowledges to learn (Kennewell and Beauchamp 2007; Ardichvili 2008;
Sarsa, & Soler, 2011; Tertemiz, Sahin, Can, & Duzgun, 2015).

As a result of the above findings the studies regarding the use of interactive
whiteboards indicate that they improve learning (Aytac, 2013; Yang, & Teng, 2014;
Khamis, & Wafa, 2014; Luo, & Yang, 2016), they increase student participation and
they have positive effects on student academic success (Tataroglu, & Erduran; 2009;
Akbas, & Pektas, 2011 ).

5. Conclusion

The aim of this study investigated the 6™ grade students’ views on the use of IWB in
enhancing learning. According to the results of this research, the views of students
toward the uses of IWBs exhibit a very favourable description overall. IWB use is
becoming ever more present in the learning process and more popular in classrooms
day after day. Therefore, the shift from traditional whiteboard towards using newly
developed IWB globally as well as in Turkish schools settings is a must since
beginning with “Fatih project”.

Students' general views regarding the use of the IWB in classrooms were strongly
positive and almost all students have participated in this view. Accordingly, the
incorporation of enhanced learning with strong potential will affect the IWB use with
virtual and auditory contributions. Students have expressed their views that the IWB
technology used in classrooms will positive affect on student academic learning
success process, such as “efficient learning”, “more effective and permanent
learning”, “increasing the interest of students” and “impact of the social factors of
students”. The relationship in enhancing learning among students-teachers-1WBs is
presented in Figure.2.

5.1. Suggestions

e Developed scale applied to each different discipline with minor changes and
students- teachers’ views about the IWB spread to all grades (including
university school) can be studied.
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o Experimental studies on the effect of the IWBs usage on students’ achievement
can be administered.

e Students should be encouraged to use the educational technology tools,

e Research should aim to outcomes of contribution and enhancing learning with
the use of IWB

e Collaboration should be provided by the teachers, technician and school
managers for effective use of the IWBs

e Encouraging the educational administration to provide all governmental and
private schools with IWBs.
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Genigsletilmis Ozet

Bu caligmanin amaci, ilkdgretim 6.sinif 6grencilerinin goriisiinde, siniflarda akillt
tahta kullanildigindan, 6grenim ve 6grenime katkisinin belirlenmesi amaglanmustir.
Calisma Istanbul Anadolu bdlgesinde, akill tahta ile donanimli 5 devlet 5 6zel okulda
378 ogrencinin katilimi ile 2015-2016 6gretim yili bahar déneminde yapilmistir.
Yapilan ¢aligmada, ilk, orta, lise ve Universite dgrencileri arasinda, simiflarda akilli
tahta kullanildiginda en yiiksek oranlardan birisi olan 6. siniflar se¢ilmistir. Bu sinifin
sec¢ilmesinin bir nedeni de somut kavramdan, soyut kavrama gecis yasi olmasindandir.
Yas ve smif yiikseldikg¢e 6grencilerin akilli tahtaya olan ilgisinin azaldig1 goriilmistiir.

Caligma i¢in detayli literatiir aragtirmasi yapilmis ve son yillarda akilli tahtanin en
¢ok kullanilan egitim teknolojileri aleti oldugu kanisina varilmgtir (Glover, Miller,
Averis, & Door, 2007; Hodge, & Anderson, 2007; Duran & Cruz, 2011; Aubusson,
Burke, Schuck, Kearney, & Frischknect, 2014; Luo, & Yang, 2016). Diger iilkeler
gibi, Tirkiye de smiflarda akilli tahta kullanimi hizla yayildigi ¢aligmalarda
goriilmiistiir (ECR, 2013; Kurt 2013; Karsenti, 2016).

Calismada asagidaki sorulara cevap aranmaya ¢alistimistir. Ogrenci goriisi ile;
e Akilli tahta kullanimu,
e Akilli tahtanin 6grenime katkisi,
e Akilli tahtanin 6grencilerin sosyal karakterlerine etkisi.

Nitel olarak yapilan arastirmada, sorularin 11 tanesi kapali (Evet / Hayir) ve 40
tanesi Likert-tipidir.

Anket sorular1 aragtirmaci tarafindan olusturulmustur. Arastirmanin giivenilirligi
i¢in, anket sorulari, ayni anlami igerecek sekilde farkli olarak diizenlenmistir. Sorulart
once konularinda uzman ve en ¢ok akilli tahta kullanan iki (Matematik ve Fen)
Ogretmen tarafindan incelenmis, uygun olmayanlar elimine edilmistir ve sonra ayni
donanimli 6 okulda rastgele segilen dorder dgrenciye uygulanmistir. Celigkili olan
sorular ayni hocalar tarafindan tekrar incelenerek uygunsuz olanlar ¢ikartilmustir.

Katilimeilar, 60.31% devlet ve 39.69% 06zel okullardan olugan 6.sinif
ogrencilerinden olugmustur. Veriler, 3 haftada farkli giinlerde fakat esit zaman
araliklarinda 10 okulda 378 &grenciye isimsiz olarak uygulanmigtir. Nicel bir
aragtirma yontemi uygulanan ¢aligmada, anket vasitasi ile toplanan veriler SPSS 21
versiyon paket programi (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) ile analiz edilmistir.
Coktan se¢meli sorular 5° 1i likert skalas1 kullanilarak degerlendirilmistir (Streiner,
2003). Her bir soru (1: Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum, 2: Katilmiyorum, 3: Fikrim yok, 4:
Katiltyorum, 5: Kesinlikle Katiltyorum) olarak kodlanmigtir. Degerlendirme olarak;
3’un altindakiler olumsuz, 3 fikir beyan etmemek ve 3 {izeri olumlu kabul edilmistir.
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Arastirmadaki sorular iki asamadan olusmaktadir. 11 tanesi kapali uglu ve 40
tanesi ¢oktan segmeli-Likert tipinden olusturulmustur. Birinci boliimdeki kapali
sorularla (Tablo 2), 6grencilerin, siniflarda akilli tahta kullanim1 hakkindaki goriisleri
ve dgrenime katkisinin belirlenmesi amaglanmistir.  Ogrenciler bu sorulara biiyiik
cogunlukla akilli tahtanin 6gretimde kullanilmasini ve Ogretime katkisi oldugu
yoniinde olumlu cevap vermislerdir.

Coktan se¢meli-Likert tipi sorular da 3 parcadan olusmustur. Ogrencilerin akill
tahta hakkindaki; genel gorisleri, 6grenmeye katisi ve Ogrencilerin karakterlerine
etkisi. Ogrencilerin akilli tahta hakkindaki genel degerlendirmesini tayin etmek igin,
12 soru sorulmustur (Tablo 3). Katilimcilarin biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugu (ortalama 74%)
olumlu bir tavir sergilemisler ve Cronbach’s alpha tutarlilik katsayist 0.91
bulunmustur. ikinci kistmda, akilli tahtamin &grencilerin 6grenime katkisinin
motivasyonel etkisini arastirmak igin 13 soru sorulmustur (Tablo 4). Ogrenciler
burada sorulan sorulara da 67.48 % ortalama ile olumlu cevap vermislerdir. Buradaki
sorularin cevaplarindaki Cronbach’s alpha giivenirlilik katsayisinin degeri de 0.92
olarak hesaplanmustir. Akilli tahtanin 6grencilere kazandirdigi diger bir olumlu
avantaj da kisisel karakterlerine etkisi 15 soru ile belirlemeye ¢aligilmistir (Tablo 5).
Verilen cevaplarin anlagilmistir ki, akli tahta 6grencilerin; sunum, gorsel isitsel-kalict
bilgi ve derse odaklanma gibi katkilart oldugu goriilmiistiir. Burada Cronbach’s alpha
tutarhilik katsayisinin degeri 0.87 olarak bulunmustur. Bu pozitif bulgular diger
aragtirmacilarin ¢aligmalari ile karsilastirildiginda uyumlu oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Metindeki (Sekil 1) semada, Ogretmen-Ogrenci-Akilli Tahta dongiisiinde, akill
tahtanin 6grenime katkisi hakkinda nasil bir fikir verdigi goriilmektedir. Bu uglu
birlesimden, akilli tahtanin 6grenimi gelistirdigi ve katkisi agik¢a goriilmektedir.

Bulgulardan; akilli tahta ile yapilan dersler 6grencilere, eglence-hos ve oyun gibi
ilgi gekici gelmekte, 6grencilerin 6grenmeye olan motivasyonunu artirmakta ve istekli
kildigr agikga goriilmiistiir. Akill tahtanin, 6zellikle gorsel ve deneysel aktivitelerde
ogrencilerin daha ¢ok dikkatini c¢ektigi ve Ogrenimine katki sagladigi verdikleri
cevaplardan anlasilmaktadir. Ogrencilerin; sunum ve merakina dikkat cektigi gibi,
ogrendikleri bilgilerin de daha kalict oldugu 6grenci cevaplarindan ve literatiirdeki
caligmalardan anlasilmaktadir (Kennewell and Beauchamp 2007; Ardichvili 2008;
Sarsa, & Soler, 2011; Tertemiz, Sahin, Can, & Duzgun, 2015). Akilli tahta,
ogrencilerin akademik bagarisina olumlu etki ettigi arastirmada ortaya ¢iktigi gibi
literatiire ¢aligmalarinda da rastlanmaktadir (Tataroglu, & Erduran; 2009; Akbas, &
Pektas, 2011).
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