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Seda ARSLAN, Gildem Alev OZKOK

MESLEKI GELiSIMDE CEVRIM iCi OGRENME ORTAMLARINA
YONELIK OGRETMEN GUVENIi OLCEGI GELISTIRME CALISMASI

0z

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik
gliven algilarini cesitli degiskenler acisindan incelemek tizere aragtirmacilar ta-
rafindan gelistirilen gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci ortaya koymaktir. Olgek,
2024-2025 egitim-6gretim yili Bahar dsneminde Samsun 1l Milli Egitim Miidiirlii-
gir'ne bagl devlet okullarinda gorev yapan 610 égretmene uygulanmigtir. Ornek-
lem se¢imi, 6l¢iit drnekleme yontemi ile gergeklestirilmis olup, Ogretmen Biligim
Ag1 iizerinden Fatih Projesi BT nin ve Internetin Bilingli Kullanimi Kursu'nu ta-
mamlamig olmak 6l¢iit olarak belirlenmistir. Olgek formu, 6gretmenlere ¢evrim ici
olarak sunulmus ve yanitlar yine ¢evrim i¢i ortamda toplanmistir. Elde edilen veri
seti rastgele iki gruba ayrilmis (n; = 296, n, = 314) ve birinci grup tizerinde Agim-
layic1 Faktor Analizi, ikinci grup tizerinde ise Dogrulayict Fakt6r Analizi uygulan-
mustir. Agimlayici Faktor Analizi sonucunda, 5’1i Likert tipinde 15 madde ve i
faktorden olusan bir yap1 elde edilmistir. Ol¢egin toplam varyansi %71.15 olarak
hesaplanmus ve faktorler alan yazini dogrultusunda “Sistem Yonetimine Giiven’,
“Egitim Igerigine Giiven” ve “Ogrenme Ortamina Giiven” olarak adlandirilmistir.
Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi sonuglari, 6lgegin ¢ faktorlii yapisinin dogrulandigini
ve onerilen modelin iyi uyum gosterdigini ortaya koymustur (RMSEA = 0.086,
CFI = 0.97, NFI = 0.96, GFI = 0.89, IFI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.065). Cronch alpha de-
gerine gore Olcegin giivenirlik diizeyi degerlendirilmis olup, 6l¢egin tamami i¢in
a = 0.924 olarak hesaplanmistir. Boyutlara iliskin Cronbach alfa katsayilar1 0.896,
0.929, 0.876 olarak bulunmustur. Bu bulgular, gelistirilen 6lgegin giivenilirlik dii-
zeyi yliksek bir 6l¢me araci oldugunu gostermektedir. Sonug olarak, 6gretmenlerin
gevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik giiven algilarini 6lgmeye yonelik gegerli ve
gtivenilir bir 6lgek gelistirilmis ve psikometrik 6zellikleri dogrulanmigtr.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Cevrim ici Ogrenme Ortami, Giiven, Ogretmen Giiveni,
Olgek Gelistirme.
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A STUDY ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF A TEACHER TRUST SCALE
FOR ONLINE LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS iN PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

ABSTRACT

This study aimed to present a valid and reliable measurement tool developed
by researchers to examine teachers' perceptions of trust in online learning envi-
ronments in terms of various variables. The scale was administered to 610 teachers
working in public schools affiliated with the Samsun Provincial Directorate of Na-
tional Education in the Spring semester of the 2024-2025 academic year. Sample
selection was carried out using the criterion sampling method, and completing the
Fatih Project Conscious Use of IT and Internet Course through the Teacher Infor-
mation Network was determined as the criterion. The scale form was presented
to the teachers online, and the responses were collected online. The dataset obtai-
ned was randomly divided into two groups (n; = 296, n, = 314), and Exploratory
Factor Analysis was applied to the first group and Confirmatory Factor Analysis
was applied to the second group. As a result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis, a
structure consisting of 15 items and three factors in the 5-point Likert type was
obtained. The total variance of the scale was calculated as 71.15%, and the factors
were named "Trust in System Management", "Trust in Educational Content", and
"Trust in Learning Environment", in line with the literature. The results of the Con-
firmatory Factor Analysis revealed that the three-factor structure of the scale was
validated and the proposed model fit well (RMSEA = 0.086, CFI = 0.97, NFI = 0.96,
GFI = 0.89, IFI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.065). The reliability of the scale was evaluated
according to the Cronbach’ alpha value, which was calculated as o = 0.924 for the
entire scale. Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the dimensions were 0.896, 0.929,
and 0.876. These findings show that the developed scale is a measurement tool with
high reliability. As a result, a valid and reliable scale was developed to measure te-
achers' perceptions of trust in online learning environments, and its psychometric
properties were verified.

Keywords: Online Learning Environment, Trust, Teacher Trust, Scale Deve-
lopment.
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GIRIS

Bilgi ve Iletisim Teknolojilerindeki (BIT) hizli degisim ve déniigiimler, degisen
6grenme ihtiyaglarini karsilayabilmek adina 6grenme ortamlarini da 6nemli dlgii-
de sekillendirmektedir (Murray, 2008). Geleneksel olarak 6grenmenin fiziksel sinif
ortamlariyla sinirli oldugu anlayisina karsin, bireylerin bilgiye zaman ve mekan-
dan bagimsiz olarak erisimini saglayan ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlar1 6grenenlere
yeni bir 6grenme bi¢imi sunmaktadir (Chang ve Fisher, 2003; Ozkdok, 2009). Cev-
rim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarinin sundugu olanaklara ragmen, 6grenenlerin ortama
yonelik giiven eksikligi kaygiya neden olmaktadir (Paliszkiewicz ve Skarzynska,
2021). Bu dogrultuda, alan yazininda giiven kavraminin ¢evrim i¢i 6grenmenin
benimsenmesinde etkili bir degisken olarak daha kapsamli sekilde incelenmesi ge-
rektigi vurgulanmaktadir (Boe, 2018; Pelet ve Papadopoulou, 2012; Wang, 2014).

Giivenin tanimi arastirildigr disiplin i¢indeki giiven iligkisinin baglamina ve
dogasina gore farklilik gosterebilmektedir (Lippert, 2001). Bu nedenle giiven, gii-
niimiize kadar ¢esitli disiplinlerde farkli sekillerde kavramsallastirilarak ele alin-
mistir (Benda, Kramer, Baak ve Feitosa, 2023; Ejdys, 2018; Gefen, Karahanna ve
Straub, 2003; Hoy ve Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Launer, Cetin ve Paliszkiewicz,
2022; Mcknight ve Chervany, 1996; Muir, 1994; Pavlou ve Gefen, 2004; Rotter,
1967; Rousseau, Sitkin ve Camerer, 1998; Shapiro, 1987; Zucker, 1986). Alan yazi-
ninda yaygin olarak kabul géren giiven tanimlarindan biri Mayer, Davis ve Scho-
orman (1995) tarafindan yapilmistir. Mayer ve digerlerine (1995, 5.712) gore giiven
“bir bireyin, kars1 tarafin kendisi i¢in 6nemli bir davranisi gerceklestirecegine ina-
narak savunmasiz kalmay1 géniillii olarak kabul etmesidir” Rousseau (1998, 5.395)
gliveni, “bireyin bagkalarinin niyet ve davranislarina iliskin olumlu beklentilere
dayanarak psikolojik olarak savunmasizligi kabul etme egilimini igeren bir durum”
olarak kavramsallagtirmistir. Lewicki ve McAllister (1998, s.439) giiven kavrami-
n1 “bir bagkasinin davranigina dair emin olunan olumlu beklentiler” olarak ifa-
de ederken, giivensizligi “bir baskasinin davranisina dair emin olunan olumsuz
beklentiler” olarak tanimlamuislardir. Rotter (1967, 5.653) ise giiveni daha genel bir
ifadeyle “genellestirilmis beklenti” olarak tanimlamuistir.

Giiven, kisilerarasi iligkilerde giivenen kisinin 6zellikleri, giivenilen kisinin ni-
telikleri ve giivenin verildigi baglam cergevesinde ele alinmistir (Hardin, 2002).
Giiven arastirmalari, baslangigta kisileraras: iliskiler baglaminda giiveni incelense
de zamanla giivenilen taraf olarak nesneler, kurumlar ve teknolojilerin ele alin-
masiyla daha kapsamli bir arastirma alani haline gelmistir (Ejdys, 2018). Glivenin
farkli alanlara uygulanmasiyla birlikte 6zellikle bilgi ve iletisim teknolojileri bagla-
minda, bireylerin yalnizca diger insanlara degil ayni zamanda teknolojiye de giiven
gelistirebilecegine yonelik calismalar yapilmaya baglamistir (Bhattacherjee, 2002;
Gefen, 2000; Lippert ve Swiercz, 2005; McKnight, 2005).
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Giivenilen tarafin insan, kurum veya teknoloji olmasi fark etmeksizin giiven
oztinde 1- Savunmasizlik ve risk iceren bir durum, 2- Glivenilen tarafin niyet,
yetkinlik veya davranislarina iliskin olumlu beklentiler, 3- Bu beklentiler dogrul-
tusunda risk alma ve goniillii olarak iliskinin belirsizligini kabul etme 4- Siirecin
gerceklestigi baglamsal kogullar gibi bilesenlere sahip psikolojik bir durum olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Bu ortak bilesenler, giivenin kisileraras: iligkilerden kurumsal
yapilara ve dijital sistemlere kadar farkli alanlarda benzer bicimde isleyigini miim-
kiin kilmaktadir. Bu baglamda, bireylerin djjital ortamlarla kurdugu gtiven iligki-
sini aciklamak amaciyla ortaya ¢ikan e-gtiven kavramyi, yeni bir giiven tiirii olarak
ozellikle teknoloji alaninda ¢alisan arastirmacilarin ilgisini cekmistir (Ejdys, 2018).

E-Gilven

Alan yazininda teknolojik giiven (Ejdys, 2018; Mcknight, Carter, Thatcher ve
Clay, 2011) , djjital giiven (Akram ve Ko, 2014; Launer vd., 2022; Pietrzak ve Taka-
la, 2021), e-giiven (Ben Mansour, 2016; Pham, Vu ve Tran, 2020; Rofiah, Amelia
ve Ronald, 2023; Taddeo, 2016; Tamimi ve Sebastianelli, 2007) ve ¢evrim i¢i gliven
(Aljazzaf, Perry ve Capretz, 2010; Bart, Shankar, Sultan ve Urban, 2005) olarak
adlandirilan kavram, giivenilen taraf olarak teknolojinin ele alindig1 6zel bir gii-
ven tiirit olarak goriilmektedir (Lippert ve Forman, 2006). Lippert (2001) e-gii-
veni, bireyin teknolojiyle ilgili belirli beklentilerine dayali olarak teknolojiye kars:
savunmasiz olma istekliligi olarak tanimlar. McKnight ve digerleri (2011), e-giive-
ni, bir teknolojinin vaat edilen islevleri yerine getirme yetenegine duyulan inang
olarak ele alir. Teknolojiye giivenin var olamayacagina iligkin tartismalarin aksine
(Friedman, Khan ve Howe, 2000), insanlarin her gecen giin teknolojiye daha fazla
bagimli olmasi teknolojiye giivenin 6nemini artirmaktadir (Ejdys, 2018; Lippert ve
Forman, 2006). Alan yazininda e-giiven ¢alismalariin; dijital araglar, otomasyon
sistemleri, yazilimlar, yapay zeka tabanli uygulamalar, web teknolojileri ve ¢evrim
i¢i ortamlar baglaminda ele alindig1 goriilmektedir (Gefen, Karahanna ve Straub,
2003; Korba ve Xu, 2002; Lankton, Mcknight ve Tripp, 2015; Launer vd., 2022;
Lee ve See, 2004; Liu ve Wu, 2010; McKnight vd., 2011; Nazaretsky, Cukurova ve
Alexandron, 2022; Ooge, Kato ve Verbert, 2022; Shahzad, Xu ve Javed, 2024; Wang,
2014).

Teknolojinin egitim sistemimize giderek daha fazla dahil edildigi bir diinyada,
ogretmenlerin teknolojiyle degisen iliskisini anlamak giderek daha 6nemli héle
gelmektedir (Francis, 2010). Ogretmen giiveni, bu iliskiyi kavramsallagtirmanin
bir yolu olarak son yillarda egitim teknolojileri alaninda 6ne ¢ikan arastirma konu-
larindan biri olmustur (Bee, 2018; Choi, Jang ve Kim, 2023; Nazaretsky vd., 2022;
Wang, Bian ve Chen, 2024). Ogretmenlerin teknolojiyi benimsemeleri ve siirdiirii-
lebilir bi¢cimde kullanmaya devam etmeleri agisindan giiven, belirleyici bir degis-
ken olarak degerlendirilmektedir (Boe, 2018; Nazaretsky vd., 2022)
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E-giiven ¢alismalarinin giderek artmasi, bu kavramin nasil ol¢iilecegi sorusu-
nu 6nemli hale getirmistir (Ejdys, 2018). McKnight ve digerleri (2011), mevcut
e-gliven Ol¢lim araglarimin yeterli diizeyde olmadigini belirterek teknolojiye dog-
rudan odaklanan daha kapsamli 6l¢eklerin gelistirilmesi gerektigini vurgulamustir.
Alan yazininda, egitim alaninda gerceklestirilen e-giiven ol¢ek calismalari; yapay
zeka, bulut tabanli sanal 6grenme ortamlari, ¢evrim ici aracilar ve ¢evrim i¢i 6g-
renme ortamlar1 baglaminda incelenmigstir (Balaskas, Tsiantos, Chatzifotiou ve Ri-
gou, 2025; Benbasat ve Wang, 2005; Boe, 2018; Choi vd., 2023; Choung, David ve
Ross, 2023; Hew ve Syed Abdul Kadir, 2016; Nazaretsky vd. 2022; Ooge, Dereu ve
Verbert, 2022; Pelet ve Papadopoulou, 2012; Rofiah vd., 2023; Shahzad vd., 2024;
Wang, 2014; Wang vd., 2024). Ote yandan, gevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik
olgek ¢aligmalarinda giivenin; 6grenenlerin ¢evrim i¢i derslere devamliligy, cevrim
i¢i ders tasarimindaki rolii, ortami kullanma niyetleri, 6grenme siirecine baglilik-
lar1 ve ¢evrim i¢i 6grenmenin basarisi iizerindeki etkileri baglaminda ele alindig1
gortilmektedir (Boe, 2018; Jairak, Praneetpolgrang ve Mekhabunchakij, 2009; Pa-
liszkiewicz ve Skarzynska, 2021; Rofiah vd., 2023; Wang, 2014).

Olgek gelistirme caligmalarinda, él¢iilmek istenen kavramin agik bir sekilde
tanimlanmasi ve boyutlarinin net olarak belirlenmesi gerekmektedir (Kilig Cak-
mak, Cebi ve Kan, 2014). Giiven iliskisi, giivenen tarafin giivenilen tarafa yonelik
beklentilerinin ti¢ temel nitelik dogrultusunda sekillenmesiyle tanimlanmaktadir
(Bhattacherjee, 2002; Gefen, 1997; Mayer vd., 1995; McKnight, Choudhury ve
Kagmar, 2002). Bu dogrultuda, alan yazininda yer alan giiven ve e-giiven olcekle-
rinin boyutlar1 incelendiginde, 6lgeklerin 6nemli bir kisminin iig temel giiven bo-
yutu (iyi niyet, yeterlilik, giivenilirlik) ¢ercevesinde yapilandirildig: goriilmektedir
(Benbasat ve Wang, 2005; Ben Mansour, 2016; Choung vd., 2023; Cui, Shen, Yan ve
Huang, 2020; Lankton vd., 2015; Lee ve Turban, 2001; McKnight vd., 2011; Ooge
vd., 2022; Wang, 2014).

Giivenen tarafin temel beklentilerinden biri, giivenilen tarafin kendi ¢ikarlari-
nin otesinde karsi tarafin yararini gozetmesi, destekleyici davranislarda bulunmas:
ve zarar vermekten kacinmasidir. Bu beklenti iyi niyet boyutunu olusturmaktadir
(Bhattacherjee 2002; Gefen, 1997; Mayer vd., 1995; Mcknight vd.,2002). Benda ve
digerleri (2023) iyi niyet boyutunu duyussal temelli giiven kapsaminda ele almis-
lardir. Mcknight ve digerleri (2011), iyi niyet boyutunu teknolojinin giivenenin
bekledigi duyarli yardimi ve destegi saglamasi seklinde kavramsallagtirmiglardr.

Giivenen tarafin giivenilenin belirli bir alanda gerekli bilgi, beceri ve uzmanli-
ga sahip olmasu ile ilgili beklentisi yeterlilik boyutuna karsilik gelmektedir (Bhat-
tacherjee 2002; Gefen, 1997; Mayer vd., 1995; Mcknight vd.,2002). Mcknight ve
digerleri (2011) yeterlilik boyutunu teknolojinin kendinden beklenen islevleri yeri-
ne getirmesi, bir gérevi tamamlamak i¢in gerekli 6zelliklere sahip olmasi seklinde
kavramsallagtirmiglardur.
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Giivenen tarafin giivenilenin belirli ilke, deger ve normlara bagl kalarak tutarli
bicimde davranmast ile ilgili beklentisi ise giivenilirlik boyutunu olugturmaktadir
(Bhattacherjee 2002; Gefen, 1997; Mayer vd., 1995; Mcknight vd.,2002). Benda ve
digerleri (2023), yeterlilik ve giivenilirlik boyutlarini biligsel temelli giiven kapsa-
minda degerlendirmislerdir. Mcknight ve digerleri (2011) giivenilirlik boyutunu
teknolojinin 6ngoriilebilir bicimde ¢alismasi yoniiyle giivenilir ve tutarli olmasi
bakimindan ele almiglardir.

Alan yazininda ti¢ temel giiven boyutu (iyi niyet/yeterlilik/giivenilirlik) gerce-
vesinde gelistirilmis bircok 6l¢ek bulunmasina karsin, cevrimici 6grenme ortam-
lar1 baglaminda gelistirilmis giiven 6l¢eklerinin sayica yetersiz kaldig1 goriilmekte-
dir. Ozellikle ulusal alan yazininda 6gretmenlerin ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina
yonelik glivenini dogrudan ele alan herhangi bir ¢alismaya rastlanmamustir. Ulus-
lararasi alan yazininda ise, 6gretmen 6rneklemine yonelik arastirmalar kisith ol-
makla birlikte ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarinin 6zelliklerinin kapsaml sekilde
degerlendirilmedigi goriilmektedir. Ogrenciler, 6gretim tasarimcilar1 ve égretim
tyelerinin ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik giiven algilarini degerlendir-
mek amaciyla cesitli 6lgekler gelistirilmistir (Boe, 2018; Hew ve Syed Abdul Ka-
dir, 2016; Ooge vd., 2022; Wang, 2014). Wang'in (2014) galismasinda 6grencilerin
gliven algilar1 sosyo-teknik cercevede ele alinmig; ancak sosyal faktorler, ¢evrim
i¢i 6grenme ortaminin daha ¢ok es zamanli dogasina uygun olarak yapilandiril-
mustir. Ayrica Wang'in (2014) ¢alismasinda 6grenenlerin giiven algilarini etkileyen
ortamla ilgili psikolojik faktorler incelenmemistir. Beenin (2018) ¢alismasinda
Ogretim iyelerinin giiveni, sisteme ve yonetime yonelik giiven olmak tizere iki bo-
yutta ele alinmuis; ancak ortamla ilgili yalnizca sistem 6zellikleri degerlendirilmis-
tir. Ogretmen orneklemi ile gerceklestirilen bir caligma olmasina ragmen, Hew ve
Syed Abdul Kadir’in (2016) ¢alismasinda ise ortam 6zellikleri ayrintili olarak de-
gerlendirilmemis ve 6gretmenlerin ortama yonelik giiven algilar1 genel cercevede
incelenmistir. Diger yandan, Ooge ve digerlerinin (2022) galismasinda giivenin iig
temel boyutu ele alinmis; ancak ¢evrimigi 6grenme ortami biitiincil olarak deger-
lendirildiginden ortama yo6nelik 6zellikler smnirli sekilde incelenmistir. Mevcut 61-
geklerin 6grenenlerin gevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamina yonelik gliven algilarini sinirl
boyutlariyla ele almasi, yeni ve kapsamli bir 6lgek gelistirme ¢alismasinin gerekli-
ligini ortaya ¢ikarmigtir. Alan yazininda ¢evrim igi 6grenme ortamlarini kapsam-
I1 sekilde ele alan ve ortama yonelik 6gretmen giivenini {i¢ temel giiven boyutu
cercevesinde degerlendiren bir 6lgege rastlanmamustir. Mesleki Gelisimde Cevrim
I¢i Ogrenme Ortamlarina Yonelik Ogretmen Giiveni Olgegi, dgretmenlerin gevrim
i¢i 6grenme ortaminin sistem yonetimine, egitim icerigine ve ortam 6zelliklerine
yonelik giiven algilarini, giivenin {i¢ temel boyutunu temel alarak degerlendirmeyi
amaglamaktadir. Bu yoniiyle ¢alisma alan yazinina 6zgiin bir katk: saglamaktadur.
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YONTEM

Arastirma Modeli

Bu calismada Mesleki Gelisimde Cevrim Ici Ogrenme Ortamlarina Yonelik Og-
retmen Giiveni Olgegi gelistirilmesi amaglanmaktadir. Bu amaca yénelik olarak
aragtirmada tarama modelinden yararlanilmigtir. Tarama modeli, evrenden se-
gilen 6rneklem tizerinden verilerin toplanmasina olanak taniyan betimleyici bir
yaklagimdir (Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun, 2015). Arastirma kapsaminda agcimlayici
ve dogrulayici faktor analizi sonuglarina dayali olarak 6gretmenlerin mesleki geli-
simlerinde ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik giiven yapilarini belirleyen bir
olgme arac gelistirilmistir.

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanin ¢alisma grubunu, 2024-2025 egitim-6gretim yili Bahar doéne-
minde Samsun I Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii’ne bagl okul éncesi, ilkokul, ortaokul
ve lise diizeyindeki devlet okullarinda gorev yapan ve ¢aligmaya goniillii olarak
katilan farkli branglardan 610 6gretmen olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada ¢alisma
grubunun belirlenmesinde amagli 6rnekleme tiirlerinden 6lgiit 6rnekleme kul-
lanilmistir. Olgiit érneklemede, 6nceden belirlenen dlgiitleri saglayan durumlar
aragtirmaya dahil edilmektedir (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2013). Bu dogrultuda aras-
tirmanin &rneklemine dahil edilecek 6gretmenlerin, Ogretmen Bilisim Agrnda
(OBA) yer alan Fatih Projesi — BT ve Internetin Bilingli ve Giivenli Kullanimi kursu-
nu tamamlamig olmalar 6l¢iit olarak belirlenmistir. Fatih Projesi — BT ve Internetin
Bilingli ve Giivenli Kullanimi kursu OBA platformunda 6gretmenler tarafindan es
zamansiz olarak alinmakta ve etkilesimli tahta kurulumu yapilan devlet okulla-
rinda gérev yapan tiim 6gretmenler i¢cin tamamlanmasi gerekli bir egitim niteligi
tasimaktadir. Ayrica egitimin tamamlanma durumu, ilgili okullarda gorev yapan
bilisim teknolojileri 6gretmenleri tarafindan takip edilmektedir. Egitimin devlet
okullarinda gorev yapan 6gretmenlerin biiyiik bir kismi tarafindan tamamlanmis
olmasi, aragtirmada olgiitil karsilayan 6gretmenlere ulasimi kolaylastirdigindan,
Fatih Projesi — BT ve Internetin Bilingli ve Giivenli Kullanimi kursunu tamamlamis
olmak olc¢iit olarak belirlenmistir.

Agimlayici faktér analizi igin 296 goniillii 6gretmenden veri toplanmistir. Og-
retmenlerin 176’s1 kadin ve 120’si erkektir. AFA i¢in kullanilan ¢aligma grubu veri-
leri Tablo 1'de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 1. AFA Calisma Grubu Demografik Bilgiler

Degiskenler Grup Frekans Yiizde
Cinsiyet Kadin 176 59,5
Erkek 120 40,5
25-30 10 34
31-40 109 36,8
Yas 41-50 129 43,6
51-60 44 14,9
61 ve tizeri 4 1,4
Bilisim Teknolojileri 31 10,5
Matematik 38 12,8
Ozel Egitim 13 44
Turkge 38 12,8
Brans Fen Bilimleri 16 54
Smif Ogretmeni 40 13,5
Yabanci Dil 20 6,8
Sosyal Bilgiler 13 4.4
Diger 86 29,1

Dogrulayici faktér analizi igin 314 goniillii 6gretmenden veri toplanmistir. Og-

retmenlerin 188’i kadin ve 126’1 erkektir. DFA i¢in kullanilan ¢alisma grubu veri-
leri Tablo 2'de sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. DFA Calisma Grubu Demografik Bilgiler

Degiskenler Grup Frekans Yiizde
Cinsiyet Kadin 188 59,9
Erkek 126 40,1
25-30 8 2,5
31-40 113 36
Yas 41-50 137 43,6
51-60 55 17,5
61 ve tizeri 1 0,3
Bilisim Teknolojileri 33 10,5
Matematik 26 8,3
Ozel Egitim 13 4,1
Tiirkge 34 10,8
Brang Fen Bilimleri 13 4,1
Smnif Ogretmeni 41 13,1
Yabanci Dil 30 9,6
Sosyal Bilgiler 15 4,8
Diger 109 34,7
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Olgek gelistirme galigmalarinda érneklem biiyiikliigiiniin belirlenmesine ilis-
kin alan yazmminda farkli yaklagimlar bulunmaktadir. Aragtirmacilar, degisken
say1s1 ve beklenen faktor sayisindaki artisa bagli olarak daha biiyiik 6rneklemler
onermektedir. Hair, Black, Babin ve Anderson (2014), gozlem sayisinin degisken
sayisina oranina iligkin olarak 20:1 oraninin kabul edilebilir bir 6rneklem biiytiklii-
g1 oldugunu belirtmektedir. Tabachnick ve Fidell (2007) ise 300 kisilik bir 6rnek-
lemi iyi, 500 kisilik 6rneklemi ¢ok iyi, 1000 ve lizerini ise miikemmel olarak deger-
lendirmektedir. Bu ¢alismada 6rneklem biiyiikligii belirlenirken, alan yazininda
sunulan oneriler dikkate alinarak her bir 6l¢ek maddesi i¢in en az 20 6gretmenin
¢aligma grubuna dahil edilmesine dikkat edilmigtir.

Veri Toplama Araglari

Mesleki Gelisimde Cevrim ici Ogrenme Ortamlarina Yonelik Ogretmen Giive-
ni Olgegi gelistirme siireci, madde havuzunun olusturulmasi, uzman gériislerinin
alinmasi, pilot ¢aligma, 6l¢egin uygulanmasi, faktor analizi, giivenirlik ¢aligmalari
siralamastyla (Hinkin, 1995) yiiriitiilmistir.

Madde Havuzunun Olusturulmasi

Mesleki Gelisimde Cevrim ici Ogrenme Ortamlarina Yonelik Ogretmen Giive-
ni Olgegi'ni gelistirmek amaciyla 6ncelikle giiven ve e-giiven kavramlarina iliskin
ulusal ve uluslararasi alan yazininda yer alan 6lgek ¢aligmalar: incelenmistir. Bu
incelemeler sonucunda, giiven ve e-giiven kavramlarinin alan yazininda {i¢ temel
gliven boyutu ¢ercevesinde yapilandirildig: belirlenmistir. Bu kapsamda giivenin
ti¢ temel boyutu ¢ercevesinde gelistirilmis 6l¢ceklerdeki madde ifadeleri analiz edil-
mis ve bu ifadelerin yapilandirilma bi¢imi ¢aligmanin baglamina uygun sekilde de-
gerlendirilmistir (Benbasat & Wang, 2005; Ben Mansour, 2016; Choung vd., 2023;
Cui vd., 2020; Lankton vd., 2015; Lee ve Turban, 2001; McKnight vd., 2011; Ooge
vd., 2022; Wang, 2014).

McKnight ve arkadaslar1 (2011), bireylerin giiven iliskisi i¢cinde olduklari nes-
neleri farkl 6zellikler dogrultusunda degerlendirdiklerini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu
baglamda, 6l¢cegin maddeleri olusturulurken, giivenilen olarak ele alinan ¢evrim
i¢i 6grenme ortamlarinin, 6grenenlerin beklentileri gercevesinde nasil algilandi-
g1 Olgen Olgekler incelenmistir (Bart vd., 2005; Chang ve Fisher, 2003; Khiala-
ni, 2018; Ozkok, 2013; Ozksk, Walker, 2004; Walker ve Biiyiikoztiirk, 2009). Bu
incelemeler dogrultusunda, 6grenenlerin beklentilerine gore ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme
ortamlarinin niteliklerinin sistem yonetimi, egitim icerigi ve dgrenme ortami bo-
yutlar1 ¢ergevesinde ele alinmasina karar verilmistir. Belirlenen sistem y6netimi,
egitim icerigi ve 6grenme ortami boyutlar: altinda yer alan maddeler, giivenin {i¢
temel boyutu (iyi niyet, yeterlilik, giivenilirlik) dikkate alinarak olugturulmus; ifa-
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delerin dili, yapilandirma bi¢imi ve kullanim baglamina uygun sekilde diizenlen-
mistir. Tablo 3’te, alan yazininda yer alan giiven boyutlarinin ¢aligma kapsaminda
ele alindig1 baglama ait agiklamalar verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Giiven Boyutlari ve Boyutlara Iliskin A¢iklamalar

Giiven

Tanimlama

boyutu !

P Cevrim i¢i 6grenme ortami sistem yonetiminin ihtiyaglara cevap vermesi,

Iyi Niyet S L L . .

kullanic1 deneyimini kolaylagtirmasi ve destekleyici bir yaklagim sergilemesine
(Benevolence) 1 e 0 .
yonelik 6gretmen beklentilerine karsilik gelir.

Yeterlilik Ogretmenlerin ¢evrim igi 6grenme ortaminda sunulan egitim iceriginin akademik

(Ability) stireglerine yeterli katkiy: saglayacagina iliskin olumlu beklentilerine kargilik gelir.

Giivenilirlik Ogretmenlerin gevrim i¢i §grenme ortaminin sundugu 6grenme deneyiminin
(Integrity) dogru, giivenilir ve tutarli olmasina yonelik olumlu beklentilerine karsilik gelir.

Sisteme giiven, insan etkilesimlerinden bagimsiz olarak teknolojinin kendi
ozellikleri ve islevselligine dayanarak olusturulan bir giiven duygusudur. Teknolo-
jinin giivenilen bir taraf olarak ele alinmasi gerektigini vurgular ve kullanicilarin
teknolojiye duydugu giivenin, tamamen teknolojinin sagladigi 6zelliklerden kay-
naklandigini ifade eder (Boe, 2018; Hernandez-Ortega, 2011; Lankton vd.,2015).
Ozellikle yapay zekéya yonelik yapilan giiven 6l¢egi aragtirmalarinda, giivenin sis-
tem benzeri (system-like trust) ve insan benzeri (human-like trust) olmak tizere iki
temel boyutta ele alindig1 gorillmektedir (Lankton vd., 2015). Calisma baglaminda
olusturulan Sistem Yonetimine Giiven boyutu, giivenin temel boyutlarindan biri
olan iyi niyet boyutu ile iliskilendirilerek maddeler yapilandirilmistir. Sistern Yone-
timine Giiven boyutuna ait maddeler, ¢evrim igi 6grenme ortami sistem yonetimi-
nin ihtiyaglara cevap vermesi, kullanici deneyimini kolaylastirmas: ve destekleyici
bir yaklagim sergilemesine yonelik 6gretmen beklentilerine karsilik gelmektedir.

Cevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarinda yer alan egitim iceriklerinin yeterliligi,
Ogrenme ortamina yonelik olumlu 6grenen algilari acisindan 6nemli goriilmektedir
(Balaman & Bag, 2023; Lee, Yoon ve Lee, 2009; Ozkok vd., 2009; Walker, 2004).
Alan yazininda ¢evrim i¢i ortamlarin sundugu igerikler ile giiven arasinda iligki ku-
ran ¢alismalar bulunmaktadir (Karimov, Brengman, & Van Hove, 2011; Khialani,
2018; Wang ve Emurian, 2005; Wang, 2014). Calisma baglaminda olusturulan Egi-
tim Icerigine Giiven boyutu, giivenin temel boyutlarindan biri olan yeterlilik boyutu
ile iliskilendirilerek maddeler yapilandirilmigtir. Egitim Icerigine Giiven boyutuna
ait maddeler, ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortaminda sunulan igerigin akademik siireglere
yeterli katkiy: saglamas1 bakimindan 6gretmenlerin olumlu beklentilerine karsilik
gelmektedir.
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Cevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik psikolojik ve sosyal 6grenen algilarini
anlamak ortamin etkililigi igin énem tasimaktadir (Chang ve Fisher, 2003; Ozkok,
2013; Ozkék vd., 2009; Walker, 2004). Alan yazininda gevrim i¢i ortamlarin sun-
dugu deneyimi sosyal ve yapisal olarak giiven temelinde ele alan 6lgek ¢aligmalari
bulunmaktadir (Karimov, Brengman ve Van Hove 2011; Khialani, 2018; Pelet ve
Papadopoulou, 2012; Wang ve Emurian, 2005; Wang, 2014). Calisma baglaminda
olusturulan Ogrenme Ortamina Giiven boyutu, giivenin temel boyutlarindan biri
olan giivenilirlik boyutu ile iliskilendirilerek maddeler yapilandirilmistir. Ogrenme
Ortamina Giiven boyutuna ait maddeler, 6gretmenlerin ¢evrim i¢ci 6grenme
ortaminin sundugu 6grenme deneyiminin dogru, giivenilir ve tutarli olmasina
yonelik olumlu beklentilerine kargilik gelir.

Tablo 4’te taslak 6l¢ege ait boyutlar, boyutlarin iliskilendirildigi giiven boyutlar1
ve boyutlara ait madde 6rnekleri verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Giiven Boyutlari ve Boyutlara Iliskin Madde Ornekleri

fligkilendirilen

Boyut Giiven Boyutu Maddeler
Sistem yonetiminin her zaman erisilebilir olmasi,
Sistem Yonetimine fyi Niyet 6grenme siirecimi destekler.
Giiven (Benevolence)  gistem yénetiminin her yerden erigilebilir olmast,
6grenme siirecimi destekler.
Egitim (kurs) i¢eriginin, galigmalarim igin sagladig
Egitim ierigine Yeterlilik bilgi yeterlidir.
Giiven (Ability) Egitim (kurs) i¢eriginin, konuyu anlamam igin sundugu
6rnekler yeterlidir.
Ogrenme ortaminin, mesleki gelisimde farkli egitim
Ogrenme Ortamina Giivenilirlik firsatlar1 sundugundan siiphem yoktur.
Giiven (Integrity) Ogrenme ortaminin, diger 6gretmenlerle dogru iletisim

kurmamu saglayacagindan kugkum yoktur.

Olgek gelistirme ¢aligmalarinda madde havuzunun olabildigince genis olmasi
tercih edilmektedir (Biyiikoztiirk, 2002). Calismada, ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortam-
larinda 6gretmen giivenini 6lgmeye yonelik, her biri igin farkl alternatiflerin de
bulundugu 34 maddelik bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Bu taslak maddeler,
6n eleme amaciyla 7 6gretmenin degerlendirmesine sunulmustur. Bu agamada
6gretmenlerden goriis alinmasinin temel amaci, alternatif olarak olusturulmus
birbiri ile ayn1 anlama gelen ifadeler arasindan amaca en uygun ve anlasilir olan
maddelerin segilerek uzman goriisiine hazirlanmasidir. Ogretmenlerden alinan
geri bildirimler sonucunda madde sayis1 20’ye diistiriilmiistiir.
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Uzman Gériginiin Ainmasi

Olusturulan 20 maddelik taslak dl¢cek formu, kapsam gegerliliginin ve dil/ifa-
de agisindan anlagilabilirliginin degerlendirilmesi amaciyla uzman goriisiine su-
nulmustur. Taslak 6l¢ek formu konu alaninda bilgi sahibi olan ve ¢aliyma konusu
hakkinda bilgilendirilen Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Egitimi alaninda 6g-
retim {iyesi 5 uzman, Egitim Bilimleri alaninda 6gretim tiyesi 1 uzman, Olgme ve
Degerlendirme alaninda 6gretim {iyesi 1 uzman ve Tiirkge Egitimi alaninda doktora-
sint tamamlamis 3 uzman tarafindan degerlendirilmistir. Uzmanlarin goériislerinin
almabilmesi i¢in tiglii derecelendirme (uygun/kismen uygun/uygun degil) formu
e-posta araciligiyla uzmanlara gonderilmistir. Hazirlanan uzman degerlendirme
formunda her bir madde, ¢evrim ici 6grenme ortamlarinda giiveni 6lgebilme, il-
gili boyutla iliskili olma, ifadenin anlagilirlig1 ve dilin uygunlugu basliklar: altinda
degerlendirilmistir. Uzman degerlendirmeleri dogrultusunda 6lgekten 5 madde
¢ikarilmig, elestirilen maddeler tizerinde Onerilen diizeltmeler yapilmistir. Son
durumda Sistem Yonetimine Giiven, Egitim Icerigine Giiven, Ogrenme Ortamina
Giiven olmak tizere ii¢ boyut ve 15 maddeden olugan taslak form olusturulmustur.

Olgek maddeleri, besli Likert derecelendirme 6lcegi kullanilarak yapilandiril-
mistir. Puanlama o maddeyi okuyan 6gretmenlerin maddeye katilma diizeylerine

gore “Hi¢ Katilmiyorum (1), “Katilmiyorum (2)” “Emin Degilim (3)”, “Katiliyo-
rum (4)” ve “Tamamen Katiliyorum (5)” seklinde olusturulmustur.

Pilot Uygulama

15 maddeden olusan 6n uygulama formu; dil ve ifade netligi, yanitlamada ko-
laylik, uygulama siiresinin yeterliligi gibi 6l¢iitler dogrultusunda degerlendirilmek
tizere, aragtirmanin hedef kitlesi i¢inde yer alan ve uygun 6rnekleme yoluyla segi-
len 20 6gretmene sunulmustur. Uygulama sonrasinda her égretmen ile ayr1 ayr1
goriigme yapilarak 6lgek maddeleri ile ilgili geri bildirim vermeleri istenmistir. Bu
siiregte, her bir maddenin tiim 6gretmenler tarafindan ayn: anlamda yorumlanip
yorumlanmadigr degerlendirilmis anlam belirsizligi ya da ifadenin anlagilmasin
zorlagtiran durumlar belirlenmeye ¢aligilmigtir. On uygulama sonrasinda égret-
menlerden alinan geri bildirimler dogrultusunda gerekli goriilen diizenlemeler
yapilmus, boylece 6lgek son halini alarak uygulamaya hazir duruma getirilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Ogretmenlere veri toplama aracinin uygulanabilmesi i¢in, Milli Egitim Bakan-
ligr'nin “Aragtirma Uygulama Izinleri Bagvuru ve Degerlendirme Modiilii” tizerin-
den bagvuru yapilmistir. Modiil tizerinden yapilan bagvurunun kabul edilmesi so-
nucu Samsun ilinde gorev yapan 6gretmenlerle iletisime gegebilmek i¢in Samsun
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Il Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii'nden gerekli izinler alinmugtir. Fatih Projesi BT nin ve
Internetin Bilingli ve Giivenli Kullanimi Kursu’nu alan dgretmenler ile arastirmaya
baslamadan once iletisime gegilerek calismanin amaci ve kapsamu ile ilgili bilgi ve-
rilmis ve ¢alismaya katilabilmeleri i¢in bir baglant1 adresi paylagilmistir. Caligmaya
katilan 6gretmenler bu baglanti araciligiyla ¢evrim i¢i ortamda formu doldurmus
ve tliim veriler eksiksiz bi¢cimde elde edilmistir. Herhangi bir veri kayb: yasanma-
muigtir.

Gecerlik, Givenirlik ve Etik

Uzman goriisleriyle kapsam gegerliligi saglanan 6l¢egin yap1 gecerliligini in-
celemek amaciyla, aragtirma kapsaminda toplanan nihai veriler tizerinde faktor
analizi gerceklestirilmistir. Toplamda 610 6gretmenden elde edilen veriler rastgele
ikiye boliinerek dlcegin yapr gegerliligi icin ilk veriye (n=296) A¢imlayici Faktor
analizi (AFA), elde edilen faktor yapisinin dogrulanmasi i¢in ikinci veriye (n=314)
Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. Dogan, Soysal ve Karaman (2017),
oOlgek gelistirme ¢aligmalarinda yaygin olarak kullanilan verinin rastgele ikiye bo-
linmesi yontemini inceleyip, AFA ve DFA sonuglarini karsilastirarak giiglii faktor
yapisi bulunan 6lgeklerde bu yontemin uygulanabilir oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Ve-
rilerin analizine baglamadan veri seti u¢ (extreme), sapan (outlier), eksik (missing)
veya hatali degerler olup olmamasi bakimindan kontrol edilmistir. Ayrica her bir
maddeye gore u¢ deger kontrolii yapilmis ve bu baglamda maddelerin z standart
degerleri incelenmistir. Tabachnick ve Fidelle (2013) gore z degeri +3.30’tin di-
sindaysa ug deger olarak ele alinmalidir. Tiim maddeler i¢in z degerleri belirlenen
araliktadir. George ve Mallery (2010), carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin +2 arali-
ginda bulunmasi durumunda dagilimin normal kabul edilebilecegini belirtmek-
tedir. Yapilan analizde tiim maddelerin ¢arpiklik ve basiklik degerleri bu aralikta
saptanmis ve verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigi sonucuna ulasilmigstir. Ayrica R
programinda psych paketi (Revelle, 2022) kullanilarak Mardia testi ile ¢ok degis-
kenli normallik kontrol edilmistir. Sonuglar, ¢carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin her
ikisinin de p>.05 olmasi nedeniyle ¢ok degiskenli normallik varsayimini sagladigi-
n1 gostermektedir (Li, 2015). Cok degiskenli ug deger icin Mahalanobis uzakliklari
ki-kare dontisiimil yapilmistir. Tabachnick ve Fidelle (2013) gore p<.0001 diizeyin-
de olan degerler ug deger olarak nitelendirilir. (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013). Analiz
sonucunda tiim maddelerin degerleri p>.001 oldugu gériilmiis ve ¢ok degiskenli
u¢ degere rastlanmamustir.

Olgegin 6rneklem yeterliligini degerlendirmek amaciyla Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) katsayist hesaplanmis ve Barlett kiiresellik testi uygulanmistir. Bu islemin
ardindan, 6l¢egin faktor yapisini belirlemek ve maddelerin bu faktorlere uyumunu
degerlendirmek amaciyla, Temel Bilesenler Analizi (Principal Component Analy-
sis - PCA) teknigi kullanilarak Varimax dik dondiirme yontemiyle AFA gercekles-
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tirilmigtir. AFA ile elde edilen faktor yapisinin dogrulugunu test etmek icin DFA
uygulanmistir. Olgegin maddelerine gore madde istatistikleri verilerek ayirt edi-
cilikleri incelenmistir. Olgegin giivenirligini degerlendirmek amactyla Cronbach
Alfa katsayis1 hesaplanmistir. Verilerin analizi i¢in SPSS 26 ve LISREL 8.80 prog-
rami1 kullanilmistir.

BULGULAR

Verilerin Faktdr Analizine Uygunluguna iliskin Bulgular

AFA, iliskili birgok maddeyi daha az sayida ortiik veya gizil yapiya indirgemeyi
amaglayan ¢ok degiskenli bir istatistiksel yontemdir (Henson ve Roberts, 2006).
Ancak her veri setine AFA uygulanmasi uygun olmayabilir ve analizin gegerli so-
nuglar iiretebilmesi i¢in belirli varsayimlarin kargilanmast gerekmektedir. Ilk ola-
rak, 6lgek maddelerinde u¢ degerlerin varlig1 kontrol edilmelidir. Tabachnick ve
Fidell (2013), bir maddenin z standart degerinin +3,30 araliginin diginda olmasi
durumunda maddenin ug deger olarak kabul edilebilecegini belirtmistir. Yapilan
analizler sonucunda, 6l¢ek maddelerinde herhangi bir u¢ degere rastlanmamustir.

Faktor analizine gecilmeden Once, verilerin faktor analizi i¢in uygunlugunu
KMO katsayis1 hesaplanmis ve Barlett Kiiresellik Testi ile uygulanmistir. KMO de-
geri, 6rneklem biiytikliigiiniin ve degiskenler arasindaki korelasyonun faktor ana-
lizine uygunlugunu test etmek amaciyla kullanilan bir élgiittiir. KMO degerinin
0.60’tan biiyiik olmasi, 6rneklemin AFA i¢in uygun oldugunu géstermektedir (Ka-
iser, 1960). Analizde elde edilen 0.897’lik KMO degeri, 6nerilen KMO degerinden
yiiksektir. Barlett Kiiresellik Testi ise degiskenler arasindaki korelasyon matrisinin
birim matristen farkli olup olmadigini belirlemeye yonelik bir testtir. Test sonucu-
nun anlaml ¢ikmasi, korelasyon matrisinin birim matris olmadigini ve dolayisiyla
verinin AFA igin uygun oldugunu gésterir (Thompson, 2004). Analiz sonucunda
Barlett testi verilerine uygulanmasindan elde edilen ki-kare degeri anlamli bulun-
mustur (y*=3133,621, df=105, p=.000).

A¢imlayici Faktér Analizine iliskin Bulgular

AFA kapsaminda farkli faktor ¢ikarma yontemleri bulunmaktadir. Alan yazi-
ninda en yaygin kullanilan yéntemler arasinda TBA ve Temel Eksen Analizi (TEA)
yer almaktadir (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum ve Strahan, 1999; Henson ve Ro-
berts, 2006). Karaman, Atar ve Aktan (2017) tarafindan yapilan bir ¢alismada,
AFAda kullanilan faktor ¢ikarma yontemleri kargilastirilmis ve ortak varyansin
yiiksek oldugu yapilarda bu yontemlerin benzer sonuglar trettigi ifade edilmistir.
Bu aragtirmada, a¢iklanan varyansin daha yiiksek oldugu yontemlerden biri olan
TBA fakt6r ¢ikarma yontemi olarak tercih edilmis, dondiirme islemi igin ise vari-
max yontemi kullanilmistir.
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Faktor sayisinin belirlenmesinde alan yazininda farkli yontemler bulunmakta-
dir. Yaygin olarak kullanilan yontemler arasinda, Kaiser’in (1960) 6nerdigi 1'den
biylik 6zdegerin dikkate alinmasi ve yamag birikinti grafigindeki kirilma noktasi-
nin belirlenmesi yer almaktadir (Fabrigar vd.,1999; Kline, 2011; Velicer ve Jackson,
1990). Ayrica paralel analiz yontemi kullanilarak faktor sayisina karar verilebilir.
Horn (1965) tarafindan gelistirilen bu yontemde faktor sayisina karar verilirken
rastgele veri iiretilmesi gerekir. Uretilen rastgele veri setinden elde edilen 6zdeger
ile gercek verideki 6zdeger karsilastirilir. Uretilmis olan 6zdegerin gercek veriden
elde edilen 6zdegerden biiyiik oldugu nokta faktor sayisini gosterir (Ledesma ve
Mora, 2007).Tablo 5’te 4. Noktada simiilatif 6zdeger gercek 6zdegerden daha bii-
yuktir. Paralel analiz sonucuna gore 3 faktorlii yapr elde edilmistir.

Tablo 5. Paralel Analiz Sonucu Ozdeger Tablosu

Maddeler Ozdeger
Simiilatif Gergek

1 6.94 7.006
2 2.43 2.480
3 1.215 1.217
4 0.692 0.676
5 0.621 0.613
6 0.530 0.485
7 0.444 0.439
8 0.390 0.392
9 0.342 0.336
10 0.306 0.307
11 0.281 0.277
12 0.232 0.231
13 0.217 0.210
14 0.186 0.184
15 0.169 0.147

Buna ek olarak, kararli bir faktor yapisinin saglanabilmesi igin faktor yiikleri-
nin en az 0.30 olmasi, her faktoriin en az ti¢ madde icermesi ve birden fazla faktore
yiiklenen maddeler arasinda en az 0.10 fark bulunmasi gerektigi belirtilmektedir
(Fabrigar vd., 1999; Stevens, 2002). Yapilan AFA sonucunda, bazi maddeler birden
fazla faktore yitklenmis olsa da faktor yiikleri arasindaki farkin 0.10'dan fazla oldu-
gu belirlenmis ve nihai olarak 15 maddeden ve {i¢ boyuttan olusan faktor yapisina
ulagilmistir. Tablo 6da maddelerin dondiriilmiis faktor ytikleri matrisi ve Tablo
7'de faktorlerin 6z deger dagilimlar1 verilmistir.
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Tablo 6. Dondiiriilmiis Faktor Yiikii Matrisi

Egitim Icerigine Ogrenme Ortamima  Sistem Yonetimine

Maddeler Giiven Giiven Giiven

Egt_icerik_guv_1 0.830

Egt_icerik_guv_2 0.825

Egt_icerik_guv_3 0.816

Egt_icerik_guv_5 0.771

Egt_icerik_guv_4 0.752

Ogr_ortm_guv_3 0.848

Ogr_ortm_guv_4 0.800

Ogr_ortm_guv_2 0.769

Ogr_ortm_guv_1 0.744

Ogr_ortm_guv_5 0.581

Sistem_yon_guv_2 0.900
Sistem_yon_guv_3 0.874
Sistem_yon_guv_1 0.823
Sistem_yon_guv_4 0.772
Sistem_yon_guv_5 0.584

Tablo 7. Faktérlerin Oz Deger Dagilim:

Egitim igerigine ~ Ogrenme Ortamimna  Sistem Yonetimine

Giiven Giiven Giiven
Ozdeger 7.022 2.581 1.071
Agiklanan Varyans 46.81 17.205 7.141
Agiklanan Toplam Varyans 71.157

Olgekte, 6zdegeri 1'in iizerinde olan iig faktér belirlenmis olup bu faktérlerin
ozdegerleri 7.022, 2.581 ve 1.071dir (Tablo 7). Faktor yiikleri degerlendirildiginde,
Egt_icerik_guv faktoriinde 0.752 ile 0.830 arasinda degisen 5 madde Ogr_ortm_
guv faktoriinde 0.581 ile 0.848 arasinda degisen 5 madde ve Sistem_yon_guv fak-
toriinde 0.584 ile 0.900 arasinda degisen 5 madde oldugu goriilmektedir. Faktor-
lerin agikladig varyans incelendiginde, Egt_icerik_guv faktorii toplam varyansin
%46.81’ini agiklamakta olup alan yazini da dikkate alinarak Egitim Icerigine Giiven
olarak isimlendirilmistir. Ogr_ortm_guyv faktorii toplam varyansin %17.85’ini agik-
lamakta olup Ogrenme Ortamina Giiven olarak isimlendirilmistir. Sistem_yon_guv
faktorii toplam varyansin %7.141’ini agiklamakta olup Sistemn Yonetimine Giiven
olarak isimlendirilmistir. Ol¢egin genelinde, bu ii¢ faktériin toplam agiklayicili-
&1 %71.157 olarak hesaplanmistir. Tiim faktor yiiklerinin 0.30’un iizerinde oldugu
gozlemlenmistir. Bu bulgular dogrultusunda 6l¢egin AFA sonuglarina gore giiglii
bir faktor yapisina sahip oldugu ve ti¢ faktorlii bir yap: gosterdigi belirlenmistir.
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Faktor sayisinin belirlenmesinde kullanilan temel yontemlerden biri de Yamag
Birikinti Grafigine (Scree Plot) bakmaktir. Yamag Birikinti Grafigi her faktore ait
Ozdegerlerin grafiksel olarak siralanmasiyla elde edilir. Bu grafikte bilesenlerin kat-
ki diizeyleri gorsel olarak izlenebilir; grafikteki dirsek noktasi, anlamli faktorlerin
sayisinin belirlenmesinde kritik 6neme sahiptir (Cattell, 1966). Sekil 1 incelendi-
ginde t¢tinct faktorden sonra 6zdegerlerin diistis egrisinin yatay bir seyir izledigi
goriilmektedir. Bu durum, ilk ti¢ faktoriin anlaml faktorler olarak kabul edilebile-
cegini gostermektedir. Ugiincii faktorden sonra gelen faktdrlerin dzdegerleri 1’in
altina diiserek aciklayicilik giictinti kaybetmekte ve bu noktadan sonra eklenen
faktorlerin modele anlamli katk: saglamadig1 anlagilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla, Yamag
Birikinti Grafigi bulgular1 dogrultusunda veri setinde ti¢ faktorlii bir yapinin uy-
gun oldugu soylenebilir.

Sekil 1. Yamag Birikinti Grafigi

Scree Plot

=

2

Ozdeger

o+

Faktor Numarast

Dogrulayici Faktor Analizine iliskin Bulgular

AFA sonucunda 15 maddeden ve ii¢ faktérden olusan 6l¢egin faktor yapisinin,
farkli bir veri setinde DFA yontemi ile dogrulanmasi amaglanmigtir. DFA, AFAnin
aksine teori gelistirmekten ziyade mevcut teoriyi sinamaya yonelik ¢ok degisken-
li bir istatistiksel yontemdir ve temel amaci belirlenen faktor yapisinin farkls bir
orneklemde dogrulugunu degerlendirmektir (Kline, 2011). Bu dogrultuda DFA,
Lisrel 8.80 programi kullanilarak gerceklestirilmistir. Analiz siirecinde maddeler
ug degerler agisindan incelenmis ve herhangi bir u¢ degere rastlanmamustir.
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DFAda faktor yiiklerinin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmasi ve modelin veriyle
uyumunun alan yazininda belirtilen kriterlere uygunluk gostermesi gerekmekte-
dir. Bu iki kogul saglandiginda yapi gegerli kabul edilir ve test edilen modelin uy-
gulanan 6rneklemde dogrulandigi sonucuna ulasilir. Faktor yiiklerine iligkin an-
lamlilik degerlendirmesinde, elde edilen t degerlerinin %95 giiven araliginda kritik
esik olan +1,96 sinirlar1 disinda bulunmas: durumunda faktor yiiklerinin anlaml
oldugu kabul edilir (Cokluk, Sekercioglu ve Biyiikoztiirk, 2010).

Olgegin DFA sonuglarina gore, tiim boyutlardaki ¢ degerleri 1.96'nin iizerinde
bulunmugtur (Tablo 8). Bu dogrultuda, DFA analizinde yer alan tiim maddelerin
ait oldugu boyutlarla istatistiksel olarak anlamli iligkiler gosterdigi belirlenmistir.

Tablo 8. T Deger Tablosu

Boyut Madde t

Sistem_yon_guv_1 19.71%

Sistem_yon_guv_2 22.26*

Sistem Yonetimine Giiven Sistem_yon_guv_3 16.91%
Sistem_yon_guv_4 14.47*

Sistem_yon_guv_5 12.27%

Egt_icerik_guv_1 18.76*

Egt_icerik_guv_2 19.31*

Egitim igerigine Giiven Egt_icerik_guv_3 20.57*
Egt_icerik_guv_4 16.89*

Egt_icerik_guv_5 17.18*

Ogr_ortm_guv_1 14.38*

Ogr_ortm_guv_2 16.08*

Ogrenme Ortamina Giiven Ogr_ortm_guv_3 17.28*
Ogr_ortm_guv_4 17.73*

Ogr_ortm_guv_5 12.85%

*t>1,96

Sekil 2, ol¢egin DFA sonuglarina iliskin standartlastirilmig faktor yiiklerini
gostermektedir. Olcegin belirlenen boyutlari icin standart faktor yiikleri sirasiyla
sistem yonetimine giiven faktori i¢in 0.63 ile 0.89, egitim icerigine giiven faktori
i¢in 0.80 ile 0.91 ve 6grenme ortamina giiven faktori i¢in 0.67 ile 0.84 arasinda de-
gismektedir. Genel olarak degerlendirildiginde, DFA sonuglar1 dogrultusunda tim
maddelerin yiiksek diizeyde standart faktor yiiklerine sahip oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Sekil 2. Standartlastirilmis Faktor Yiikleri Grafigi

0 .55 o5

Chi-Sgquare=288.98, df=87, P-value=0.00000, RMSEA=0.08¢

Modelin veri uyumuna iligkin kesme degerleri ile aragtirma sonuglarinin deger-
lendirilmesi Tablo 9'da sunulmustur. Modelin zayif veri uyumu gostermesi, yapinin
dogrulanmadiginiifade eder (Schumacker ve Lomax, 2015). Anlamli bulunan ki-ka-
re degeri (y?=705.02, df=260, p<.001) model uyumu agisindan zayif bir 6l¢iit olarak
kabul edilmekte olup ki-kare istatistiginin 6rneklem biiyiikliigiine bagl olarak an-
lamli hale gelme egiliminde oldugu bilinmektedir (Byrne, 2011). Bu nedenle, alan
yazininda siklikla ki-kare ve serbestlik derecesi oraninin kullanilmas: 6nerilmekte-
dir (Hoe, 2008). Bu oranin 3’iin altinda olmas1 mitkemmel uyumu, 3 ile 5 arasinda
olmast ise iyi uyumu gostermektedir (Kline, 2011). DFA sonucunda elde edilen
oran 3.32 (288.98/87) olarak hesaplanmis olup iyi uyum gosterdigi belirlenmistir.
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RMSEA degerinin 0.10’un altinda olmasi iyi uyumu, 0,05’in altinda olmast ise
mitkemmel uyumu ifade etmektedir (Schumacker ve Lomax, 2015). Caligmada
elde edilen RMSEA degeri 0.086 olarak bulunmus ve iyi uyum sagladigi gorilmis-
tiir. Diger model uyum indeksleri incelendiginde 6l¢egin ti¢ boyutlu yapisinin dog-
rulandig: belirlenmistir (y%(87)=288.98, p<.001, RMSEA=.086, CFI=.97, NFI=.96,
GFI=.89, IFI=.97, SRMR=.065). CFI, NFI ve IFI indeksleri, alan yazininda belir-
tilen kriterlere gore mitkemmel uyumu gosterirken, y%df, RMSEA, GFI ve SRMR
indeksleri iyi uyum saglandigini ortaya koymustur. Model veri uyumlarinin tiimi
alan yazininda belirtilen araliklarda elde edildigi i¢in modifikasyon yapilmamustir.
Sonug olarak, ti¢ boyutlu ve 15 maddeden olusan dl¢egin hem AFA hem de DFA
sonuglarina gore yap gecerliginin saglandigi belirlenmistir.

Tablo 9. Model Veri Uyumu

indeks Miikemmel Uyum fyi Uyum A;if;:::la Sonug
xldf 0-3 3-5 3.32 fyi Uyum
RMSEA ,00 < RMSEA <,05 ,05 < RMSEA <,10 0.086 Iyi Uyum
CFI ,95 < CFI < 1,00 ,90 < CFI <,95 0.97 Mitkemmel Uyum
NFI ,95 < NFI < 1,00 ,90 < NFI <,95 0.96 Miikemmel Uyum
GFI 90 < GFI < 1,00 ,85< GFI <,90 0.89 tyi Uyum
IFI ,95 < IFI < 1,00 ,90 < IFI < ,95 0.97 Miitkemmel Uyum
SRMR ,00 < SRMR <,05 ,05 < SRMR <,10 0.065 Iyi Uyum

(Schumacker & Lomax, 2015)

Olgegin yakinsak gegerliginde AVE ve CR degerleri de incelenmistir. AVE de-
geri 0.50den kiigiik ve CR degeri 0.60’ dan biiyiikse yakinsak gegerliliginin saglan-
dig1 alan yazininda belirtilmistir (Hair vd., 2014). Bu ¢alisgmada AVE degeri 0.45 ve
CR degeri de 0.75 olarak elde edilmis olup yakinsak gecerlik saglanmustir.

Madde Analizi ve Giivenirlige iliskin Bulgular

Madde ayirt ediciligi madde-toplam korelasyonlari ile, giivenilirlik boyutlar1
Cronbach alfa katsayist ile incelenmistir. Tablo 10da her bir maddeye iliskin or-
talama, standart sapma ve madde ayirt ediciligini gosteren madde-toplam kore-
lasyon degerleri sunulmustur. Madde-toplam korelasyonu, maddelerin odl¢tiigii
yapiyla ne kadar uyumlu oldugunu belirlemekte olup bu degerin 0.30’un iizerinde
olmasi maddelerin yeterli diizeyde ayirt edici oldugunu gostermektedir (Ozgelik,
2010). Buna karsin, 0.20’nin altinda kalan maddelerin 6l¢ekten ¢ikarilmasi 6neril-
mektedir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda, 6lgege ait madde-toplam korelasyon deger-
lerinin 0.430 ile 0.754 arasinda degistigi ve tiim maddelerin yeterli ayirt edicilige
sahip oldugu belirlenmistir.
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Tablo 10. Maddelere Iliskin Madde Toplam Korelasyonu

Madde Ortalama SS Madde-Toplam Korelasyonu
Sistem_yon_guv_1 4.39 0.59 0.435
Sistem_yon_guv_2 4.45 0.55 0.466
Sistem_yon_guv_3 4.45 0.574 0.430
Sistem_yon_guv_4 4.24 0.592 0.456

Sistem_yon_guv5 4.16 0.668 0.463
Egt_icerik_guv_1 3.62 0.81 0.742
Egt_icerik_guv_2 3.63 0.796 0.754
Egt_icerik_guv_3 3.50 0.827 0.749
Egt_icerik_guv_4 3.53 0.875 0.725
Egt_icerik_guv_5 3.52 0.851 0.761
Ogr_ortm_guv_1 3.79 0.788 0.648
Ogr_ortm_guv_2 3.69 0.871 0.685
Ogr_ortm_guv_3 3,74 0,822 0,698
Ogr_ortm_guv_4 3,74 0,738 0,693
Ogr_ortm_guv_5 3,77 0,779 0,574

DFA ile dogrulanan yapinin giivenirlik analizi sonucunda, 6l¢egin tamami icin
Cronbach alfa katsayis1 0.924 olarak hesaplanmistir. Boyutlara ait giivenirlik kat-
sayilar1 ise 0.876 ile 0.929 arasinda degismekte olup bu degerler 6lgegin giivenir-
liginin yiiksek diizeyde oldugunu gostermektedir. Tablo 11'de her bir boyuta ait
Cronbach alfa katsay1 degerleri sunulmustur.

Tablo 11. Giivenirlik Tablosu

Olgek Alfa Madde Sayisi (n)
Sistem Yonetimine Giiven 0.896 5
Egitim Ierigine Giiven 0.929 5
Ogrenme Ortamina Giiven 0.876 5
Tiim Boyutlar 0.924 15
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Olgek puanlar1 ve alt boyut puanlar: ilgili maddelerin toplamlar iizerinden
hesaplanmistir arasindaki iligki Tablo 12'de sunulmustur. Olgek puanlari, ilgili
maddelerin toplamlar: tizerinden hesaplanmigtir. Yapilan normallik analizi sonu-
cunda, basiklik ve ¢arpiklik degerlerinin +1 araliginda oldugu gériilmustiir. Bu ne-
denle Pearson korelasyon analizi uygulanmigtir. Korelasyon analizinde, belirlenen
boyutlar arasinda diigiik diizeyde pozitif yonde anlaml iligkiler tespit edilmistir
(r=0.370, p<.05; r=0.338, p<.05). Buna karsn, belirli iki degisken arasindaki iligki-
nin daha yiiksek diizeyde ve pozitif yonde oldugu belirlenmistir (r=0.712, p<.05).
Genel olarak, ilgili boyutlardan alinan puanlarin birlikte artis gosterdigi veya azal-
dig1 sonucuna ulagilmistir.

Tablo 12. Olcek Boyutlari Arasindaki Iliski Tablosu

Sistem Egitim Ogrenme
Olgek Carpikik  Basiklik  Yonetimine  icerigine Ortamina
Giiven Giiven Giiven
Sistem Yonetimine Giiven -0.123 -0.615 1
Egitim Igerigine Giiven -0.193 0.077 0.370** 1
Ogrenme Ortamina Giiven -0.4 0.817 0.338** 0.712** 1

r: Pearson korelasyon katsayisy; **p<.01

TARTISMA, SONUC VE ONERILER

Mesleki gelisim, 6gretmenlerin 6gretme-6grenme siireglerindeki degisimlere
uyum saglamalar1 ve pedagojik yeterliklerini siirekli olarak giincellemeleri baki-
mindan 6nemli bir role sahiptir. Ogretmenlerin mesleki uygulamalarinda déniis-
tiirtici ve kalic1 bir degisim hedefleyen mesleki gelisim siiregleri, ¢evrim i¢i 6g-
renme ortamlarinin sagladigi olanaklar sayesinde siireklilik kazanmaktadir (Dede,
Eisenkraft, Frumin ve Hartley, 2016).

Ogretmen giiveni, 6gretmenlerin mesleki gelisim faaliyetlerine katilimini ar-
tiran belirleyici bir unsur olarak degerlendirilmektedir. (Bektas, Kiling ve Glimiis,
2022; Karacabey, Bellibag ve Adams, 2022). Ogrenmenin geleneksel ortamlardan
dijital ortamlara tagindig1 gliniimiizde, 6gretmenler de mesleki 6grenmeleri ve ge-
lisimleri i¢in ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarini tercih etmektedir. Bu noktada 6gret-
menlerin ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina giiven duymalari, mesleki gelisimlerine
katk: saglamas1 bakimimdan 6nemli olabilir. Bu ¢alismada ii¢ temel giiven boyutu
(iyi niyet, yeterlilik, giivenilirlik) cercevesinde 6gretmenlerin ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme
ortamlarina yonelik giiven algilarini 6lgmeye yonelik gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgek
geligtirilmesi amag¢lanmugtir. Olgek gelistirme siirecinde Hinkin'in (1995) metodo-
lojisi takip edilmistir. Olcek 5’li likert dlgeginde ti¢ boyut ve 15 maddeden olus-
maktadir.
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Olgegin kapsam ve gériiniis gegerliginin saglanabilmesi amaciyla 6lgek uzman
goriisine sunulmustur. Uzmanlardan alinan geri bildirimler neticesinde uygun
goriilen diizeltmeler yapilmistir. Olgegin yap1 gegerliliginin saglanabilmesi ama-
cryla oncelikle verilerin faktdr analizine uygunlugu icin KMO katsayist hesaplan-
mis ve Barlett kiiresellik testi uygulanmisti. KMO katsayisi i¢in 0.897 degerine
ulasilmis ve Barlett kiiresellik testi sonucu (y* =3133.621, df=105, p=.000) anlaml
bulunarak olgekten elde edilen verilerin analiz i¢in uygun oldugu sonucuna ula-
silmistir. Varimax dik dondiirme yontemi kullanilarak gerceklestirilen AFA sonu-
cunda, ti¢ faktorde yer alan maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin 0.581 ile 0.900 arasinda
degistigi belirlenmistir. Ayrica, ti¢ faktor tarafindan agiklanan toplam varyansin
%71.157 oldugu tespit edilmistir. Olgegin tamamu igin giivenirlik katsayist 0.924
olarak hesaplanmis ve yiitksek giivenirlik diizeyi elde edilmistir. AFA ile elde edi-
len faktorler DFA ile test edilmigtir. DFA sonucunda elde edilen bulgular 6nerilen
modelin iyi uyum gosterdigini ve ii¢ faktorlii yapinin dogrulandigini ortaya koy-
mustur.

Sistem Yonetimine Giiven boyutu altinda gevrim i¢i 6grenme ortaminin sistem
yonetimine yonelik 6zellikleri glivenin iyi niyet boyutu ¢ercevesinde degerlendi-
rilmistir. Buna gore maddeler 6grenme siirecine katk: saglayacak bigimde siste-
min siireklilik gostermesi, zamandan ve mekidndan bagimsiz ve farkli cihazlardan
erigilebilir olmasi, kullaniciya siireci kontrol edebilme imkéani sunmasi ve gerekli
durumlarda destek kanallarina erisim saglamasi gibi faktorleri igerecek sekilde
yapilandirilmistir. Benzer sekilde Ooge ve digerleri (2022) ¢alismalarinda, gevrim
i¢i 6grenme sistemine yonelik giiveni, sistemin kullanicinin yararini gozettigi ve
gelisimini 6nceledigi algisina dayandirarak giivenin iyi niyet boyutu gergevesin-
de ele almiglardir. Hew ve Syed Abdul Kadir (2016) 6gretmenlerin gevrim igi 68-
renme sistemine duydugu giiveni, sistemin 6gretim siireclerini etkin bir sekilde
destekleyecegine olan inanglariyla iliskilendirmislerdir. Benzer sekilde Boe (2018)
de, sisteme duyulan giiveni, sistemin kullaniciya sagladig: fayda tizerinden ele al-
mugtir. Mesleki Gelisimde Cevrim ici Ogrenme Ortamina Yonelik Ogretmen Giiveni
olgeginde de sistem yonetimin fayda saglayan ve destek veren yapisi giiveni artiran
faktorler olarak ele alinmigtir.

Egitim Icerigine Giiven boyutu altinda, ¢cevrim i¢i 6grenme ortaminda yer alan
egitim iceriginin Ozellikleri giivenin yeterlilik boyutu gercevesinde degerlendiril-
mistir. Buna gére maddeler, egitim igeriginin 6grenme siirecine katk: saglayacak
bicimde caligmalar igin yeterli bilgi sunmasi, konuyu anlamay1 kolaylastiracak
ornekler saglamasi, bilgiyi pekistirecek ve uygulama imkani tanryacak etkinlik-
ler icermesi, igerik ile sinif ici etkinlikler arasinda biitiinlik kurmasi ve 6grenme
kaynaklarinin gesitliligini kapsayacak yeterlilikte olmasi seklinde yapilandirilmis-
tir. Ooge ve digerleri (2022), gevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamina yonelik giiveni, dgre-
nenlerin matematik seviyelerini gelistirmedeki yeterliligi baglaminda ele almis ve
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yeterlilik boyutunu kullanmiglardir. Cevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarinda egitim ice-
riklerinin giiven olusumuna etkisini dogrudan inceleyen ¢aligmalar sinirli olmak-
la birlikte aragtirmalar ¢evrim i¢i ortamlarda giivenin olusumunda igerik temelli
faktorlerin 6nemli bir rol oynadigini gostermektedir (Karimov, Brengman, & Van
Hove, 2011; Khialani, 2018; Wang ve Emurian, 2005; Wang, 2014). Wang’in (2014)
caligmasinda, ¢evrim ici 6grenme ortamina yonelik gitvenin 6nemli bir onctilii
olarak igerik, ytiksek bilgi ve tasarim kalitesi baglaminda ele alinmistir. Calismada,
icerigin dogru, giincel, kapsamli ve iyi yapilandirilmig olmasi, 6grenenler agisin-
dan giiveni artirict bir faktor olarak degerlendirilmistir. Benzer sekilde, Hew ve
Syed Abdul Kadir'in (2016) ¢alismasinda, 6gretmenlerin ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme or-
tamlarina yonelik giiven algisinin, ortamin igerik tasariminin zenginligi ve cesitli-
ligi ile de iligkili oldugu vurgulanmistir. Arastirmada, grafikler, videolar, ses dosya-
lar1, animasyonlar ve diger ¢oklu ortam 6gretim materyallerinin entegre edilmesi
gibi faktorlerin, 6gretmenlerin 6grenme ortamina dair algisini giiglendirdigi ve
giiven olusumunu destekledigi belirtilmistir. Alan yazininda yer alan ¢aligmalara
benzer sekilde, Mesleki Gelisimde Cevrim ici Ogrenme Ortamina Yonelik Ogretmen
Giiveni 6l¢eginde de icerigin kapsayiciligi ve gesitliligi giiveni artiran faktorler ola-
rak degerlendirilmistir.

Ogrenme Ortamina Giiven boyutu altinda, grenme ortaminin ozellikleri gii-
venin giivenilirlik boyutu ¢ergevesinde degerlendirilmistir. Buna gére maddeler,
6grenme ortaminin mesleki gelisimde farkli egitim firsatlar1 sunmasi, diger 6g-
retmenlerle dogru iletisimi saglamasi, mesleki gelisime iligkin geri bildirimlerin
dogrulugu, sunulan mesleki gelisim egitimlerinin mesleki uygulamalarla tutarlilig
ve arayliz baglantilarinin kullaniciy1 dogru bilgiye yonlendirmesi cercevesinde ya-
pilandirilmistir. Ooge ve digerleri (2022), ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamina yonelik gii-
veni bir yoniiyle, 6grenme ortaminin dogrulugu ve tutarliligi baglaminda ele almis
ve giivenilirlik boyutunu kullanmislardir. Alan yazininda teknolojiye yonelik giive-
ni inceleyen ¢aligmalar, giiven olusumunda yalnizca teknik islevselligin degil, ayn1
zamanda kullanicilarin psikolojik ve duygusal tepkilerinin de kritik bir rol oyna-
digin1 vurgulamaktadir (Choung vd., 2023). Bu baglamda, gevrim i¢i ortamlarda
6grenen deneyimlerinin, ortama yonelik giiven gelisimini 6nemli 6l¢iide etkiledigi
aragtirmalarla desteklenmektedir (Hew ve Syed Abdul Kadir, 2016; Karimov, 2011;
Khialani, 2018; Wang ve Emurian, 2005; Wang, 2014). Wang (2014), ¢evrim ici
6grenme ortamiyla edinilen olumlu deneyimlerin, kullanicilarin giiven algisinin
gelismesinde 6nemli bir rol oynadigini belirterek 6grenme ortaminin tasarimryla
ilgili faktorlere lgeginde yer vermistir. Mesleki Gelisimde Cevrim i¢i Ogrenme Or-
tamina Yonelik Ogretmen Giiveni 6lgegi, alan yazininda gevrim i¢i ortamlara yone-
lik giiven ¢aligmalarinda psikolojik ve sosyal faktorleri ele alan ¢alismalara (Kari-
mov, 2011; Khialani, 2018; Wang ve Emurian, 2005) benzer sekilde 6gretmenlerin
gevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarinda gegirdikleri olumlu deneyimleri giiveni artiran
faktorler olarak degerlendirmistir.
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Alan yazinindaki ¢aligmalarin bir kisminda ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarinin
ozellikleri dikkate alinarak 6grenenlerin giiven algilar1 incelenmis, bir kisminda
ise giivene iligkin degerlendirmelerde dogrudan giivenin temel boyutlar: esas alin-
mistir. Bu galigma ile gelistirilen Mesleki Gelisimde Cevrim i¢i Ogrenme Ortamina
Yonelik Ogretmen Giiveni Olgeginde ise her iki yaklagim bir arada kullanilmustir.
Olgek, ¢evrim igi 6grenme ortaminin sistem yonetimi, egitim icerigi ve ortamla
ilgili 6zellikleri gitvenin temel boyutlar: olan iyi niyet, yeterlilik ve giivenilirlik ¢er-
cevesinde ele alinmisgtir. Bu yoniiyle 6l¢ek, alan yazinindaki ¢aligmalardan ayril-
makta ve alana 6zgtin bir katki sunmaktadir.

Olgme aracina yonelik sonuglar degerlendirildiginde 6lgegin, 6gretmenlerin
gevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik giiven diizeylerini belirlemede gegerli ve
gtivenilir 6lgiimler sunacag1 sdylenebilir. Cevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarinda 6gret-
menlerin giiven algilarinin hangi degiskenlerden etkilendiginin belirlenmesi, gev-
rim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarinin gelistirilmesinde tasarimcilara yol gosterebilir.

Bu ¢aligmanin, Tiirkiye ve diger iilkelerde ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yo-

nelik farkli 6lgme araglarinin gelistirilmesine katki sunmasi ve ileride gerceklesti-
rilecek arastirmalara rehberlik etmesi beklenmektedir.

TESEKKUR VE ACIKLAMALAR

Calismamiza katki saglayan tiim 6gretmenlere tesekkiir ederiz.

CIKAR CATISMASI

Makalenin yazarlari arasinda, ¢alisma kapsaminda herhangi bir kisisel ve finan-
sal ¢ikar catigmasi bulunmamaktadir.

YAZAR KATKISI

Calisma Dizayni: SA(%50), GAO(%50)

Veri Toplama: SA(%50), GAO(%50)
Istatistiksel Analiz: SA(%50), GAO(%50)
Makalenin Hazirlanmast: SA(%50), GAO(%50)
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A STUDY ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF A TEACHER TRUST SCALE
FOR ONLINE LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS iN PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

ABSTRACT

This study aimed to present a valid and reliable measurement tool developed
by researchers to examine teachers' perceptions of trust in online learning envi-
ronments in terms of various variables. The scale was administered to 610 teachers
working in public schools affiliated with the Samsun Provincial Directorate of Na-
tional Education in the Spring semester of the 2024-2025 academic year. Sample
selection was carried out using the criterion sampling method, and completing the
Fatih Project Conscious Use of IT and Internet Course through the Teacher Infor-
mation Network was determined as the criterion. The scale form was presented
to the teachers online, and the responses were collected online. The dataset obtai-
ned was randomly divided into two groups (n; = 296, n, = 314), and Exploratory
Factor Analysis was applied to the first group and Confirmatory Factor Analysis
was applied to the second group. As a result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis, a
structure consisting of 15 items and three factors in the 5-point Likert type was
obtained. The total variance of the scale was calculated as 71.15%, and the factors
were named "Trust in System Management", "Trust in Educational Content", and
"Trust in Learning Environment", in line with the literature. The results of the Con-
firmatory Factor Analysis revealed that the three-factor structure of the scale was
validated and the proposed model fit well (RMSEA = 0.086, CFI = 0.97, NFI = 0.96,
GFI = 0.89, IFI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.065). The reliability of the scale was evaluated
according to the Cronbach’ alpha value, which was calculated as o = 0.924 for the
entire scale. Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the dimensions were 0.896, 0.929,
and 0.876. These findings show that the developed scale is a measurement tool with
high reliability. As a result, a valid and reliable scale was developed to measure te-
achers' perceptions of trust in online learning environments, and its psychometric
properties were verified.

Keywords: Online Learning Environment, Trust, Teacher Trust, Scale Deve-
lopment.
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MESLEKI GELiSIMDE CEVRIM iCi OGRENME ORTAMLARINA
YONELIK OGRETMEN GUVENIi OLCEGI GELISTIRME CALISMASI

0z

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, 6gretmenlerin ¢evrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik
gliven algilarini cesitli degiskenler acisindan incelemek tizere aragtirmacilar ta-
rafindan gelistirilen gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme araci ortaya koymaktir. Olgek,
2024-2025 egitim-6gretim yili Bahar dsneminde Samsun 1l Milli Egitim Miidiirlii-
gir'ne bagl devlet okullarinda gorev yapan 610 égretmene uygulanmigtir. Ornek-
lem se¢imi, 6l¢iit drnekleme yontemi ile gergeklestirilmis olup, Ogretmen Biligim
Ag1 iizerinden Fatih Projesi BT nin ve Internetin Bilingli Kullanimi Kursu'nu ta-
mamlamig olmak 6l¢iit olarak belirlenmistir. Olgek formu, 6gretmenlere ¢evrim ici
olarak sunulmus ve yanitlar yine ¢evrim i¢i ortamda toplanmistir. Elde edilen veri
seti rastgele iki gruba ayrilmis (n; = 296, n, = 314) ve birinci grup tizerinde Agim-
layic1 Faktor Analizi, ikinci grup tizerinde ise Dogrulayict Fakt6r Analizi uygulan-
mustir. Agimlayici Faktor Analizi sonucunda, 5’1i Likert tipinde 15 madde ve i
faktorden olusan bir yap1 elde edilmistir. Ol¢egin toplam varyansi %71.15 olarak
hesaplanmus ve faktorler alan yazini dogrultusunda “Sistem Yonetimine Giiven’,
“Egitim Igerigine Giiven” ve “Ogrenme Ortamina Giiven” olarak adlandirilmistir.
Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi sonuglari, 6lgegin ¢ faktorlii yapisinin dogrulandigini
ve onerilen modelin iyi uyum gosterdigini ortaya koymustur (RMSEA = 0.086,
CFI = 0.97, NFI = 0.96, GFI = 0.89, IFI = 0.97, SRMR = 0.065). Cronch alpha de-
gerine gore Olcegin giivenirlik diizeyi degerlendirilmis olup, 6l¢egin tamami i¢in
a = 0.924 olarak hesaplanmistir. Boyutlara iliskin Cronbach alfa katsayilar1 0.896,
0.929, 0.876 olarak bulunmustur. Bu bulgular, gelistirilen 6lgegin giivenilirlik dii-
zeyi yliksek bir 6l¢me araci oldugunu gostermektedir. Sonug olarak, 6gretmenlerin
gevrim i¢i 6grenme ortamlarina yonelik giiven algilarini 6lgmeye yonelik gegerli ve
gtivenilir bir 6lgek gelistirilmis ve psikometrik 6zellikleri dogrulanmigtr.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Cevrim ici Ogrenme Ortami, Giiven, Ogretmen Giiveni,
Olgek Gelistirme.
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INTRODUCTION

Rapid changes and transformations in Information and Communication Te-
chnologies (ICT) have also significantly shaped learning environments to meet
changing learning needs (Murray, 2008). Despite the traditional understanding
that learning is limited to physical classroom environments, online learning envi-
ronments that enable individuals to access information independently of time and
place offer learners a new form of learning (Chang and Fisher 2003; Ozkok 2009).
Despite the opportunities offered by online learning environments, learners’ lack
of trust in the environment causes anxiety (Paliszkiewicz & Skarzynska, 2021). Ac-
cordingly, the literature emphasises that the concept of trust should be examined
more comprehensively as an effective variable in the adoption of online learning
(Boe, 2018; Pellet and Papadopoulou, 2012; Wang, 2014).

The definition of trust may differ depending on the context and nature of the
trust relationship within the discipline being investigated (Lippert, 2001). For this
reason, trust has been conceptualised and discussed in different ways in various
disciplines (Benda, Kramer, Baak, & Feitosa, 2023; Ejdys, 2018; Gefen, Karahanna,
& Straub, 2003; Hoy and Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Launer, Cetin & Paliszkiewicz,
2022; Mcknight and Chervany, 1996; Muir, 1994; Pavlou and Gefen, 2004; Rotter,
1967; Rousseau, Sitkin, & Camerer, 1998; Shapiro, 1987; Zucker, 1986). One of the
widely accepted definitions of trust in the literature was provided by Mayer et al.
(1995). According to Mayer et al. (1995, p.712), trust is “an individual’s voluntary
acceptance of being vulnerable, believing that the other party will perform an im-
portant behavior for him/her” Rousseau (1998, p.395) conceptualized trust as “a
state that involves an individual’s tendency to accept psychological vulnerability
based on positive expectations of others’ intentions and behaviors.” Lewicki and
McAllister (1998, p.439) defined the concept of trust as “certain positive expec-
tations about another’s behavior”, while insecurity defined it as “certain negative
expectations about another’s behavior”. Rotter (1967, p.653), on the other hand,
defined trust as a “generalized expectation” in a more general way.

Trust is discussed within the framework of the characteristics of the trusting
person in interpersonal relationships, the qualities of the trusted person, and the
context in which trust is given (Hardin, 2002). Although trust research was initially
examined in the context of interpersonal relationships, it has become a more com-
prehensive field of research over time, considering objects, institutions, and tech-
nologies as trusted parties (Ejdys, 2018). With the application of trust to different
fields, especially in the context of information and communication technologies,
studies have begun to be conducted on how individuals can develop trust not only
in other people but also in technology (Bhattacherjee, 2002; Gefen, 2000; Lippert
and Swiercz, 2005; McKnight, 2005).
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Regardless of whether the trusted party is a person, institution, or technology,
trust can be considered a psychological state with components such as 1) vulnera-
bility and risk, 2) positive expectations regarding the intentions, competencies, or
behaviours of the trusted party, 3) taking risks in line with these expectations and
voluntarily accepting the uncertainty of the relationship, and 4) contextual condi-
tions in which the process takes place. These common components enable trust to
function similarly in different areas, from interpersonal relationships to organiza-
tional structures and digital systems. In this context, the concept of e-trust, which
emerged to explain the trust relationship established by individuals with digital
environments, has attracted the attention of researchers working in the field of
technology as a new type of trust (Ejdys, 2018).

E-Trust

In the literature, technological trust (Ejdys, 2018; Mcknight, Carter, Thatcher,
& Clay, 2011), digital trust (Akram & Ko, 2014; Launer et al., 2022; Pietrzak & Ta-
kala, 2021), e-trust (Ben Mansour, 2016; Pham, Vu, & Tran, 2020; Rofiah, Amelia,
and Ronald, 2023; Taddeo, 2016; Tamimi and Sebastianelli, 2007), and online trust
(Aljazzaf, Perry, & Capretz, 2010; Bart, Shankar, Sultan, & Urban, 2005) are seen
as special types of trust in which technology is considered a trusted party (Lippert
and Forman, 2006). Lippert (2001) defines e-trust as an individual’s willingness to
be vulnerable to technology based on certain expectations. McKnight et al. (2011)
treat e-trust as the belief in a technology’s ability to perform promised functions.
Contrary to the arguments that trust in technology cannot exist (Friedman, Khan,
& Howe, 2000), the fact that people are increasingly dependent on technology inc-
reases the importance of trust in it (Ejdys, 2018; Lippert and Forman, 2006). In
the literature, e-trust studies; digital tools, automation systems, software, artificial
intelligence-based applications, web technologies, and online environments (Ge-
fen, Karahanna & Straub, 2003; Korba and Xu, 2002; Lankton, Mcknight, & Tripp,
2015; Launer et al., 2022; Lee and See, 2004; Liu and Wu, 2010; McKnight et al.,
2011; Nazaretsky, Cukurova & Alexandron, 2022; Ooge, Kato, & Verbert, 2022;
Shahzad, Xu, & Javed, 2024; Wang, 2014).

In a world where technology is increasingly being incorporated into our edu-
cation system, it is becoming increasingly important to understand teachers’ chan-
ging relationship with technology (Francis, 2010). Teacher trust, as a way to con-
ceptualize this relationship, has been one of the prominent research topics in the
tield of educational technologies in recent years (Bge, 2018; Choi, Jang, & Kim,
2023; Nazaretsky et al., 2022; Wang, Bian, & Chen, 2024). Trust is considered as a
determining variable for teachers to adopt technology and continue to use it susta-
inably (Boe, 2018; Nazaretsky et al., 2022)
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The increasing number of e-trust studies has made the question of how to
measure this concept important (Ejdys 2018). McKnight et al. (2011) stated that
current e-trust measurement tools are not sufficient and emphasized the need to
develop more comprehensive scales that focus directly on technology. In the lite-
rature, e-trust scale studies have been conducted in the field of education; artificial
intelligence has been examined in the context of cloud-based virtual learning en-
vironments, online agents, and online learning environments (Balaskas, Tsiantos,
Chatzifotiou, & Rigou, 2025; Benbasat and Wang, 2005; Boe, 2018; Choi et al.,
2023; Choung, David & Ross, 2023; Hew and Syed Abdul Qadir, 2016; Nazaretsky
et al. 2022; Ooge, Dereu, & Verbert, 2022; Pellet and Papadopoulou, 2012; Rofiah
et al., 2023; Shahzad et al., 2024; Wang, 2014; Wang et al., 2024). On the other
hand, trust in scale studies for online learning environments; It is seen that it is
discussed in the context of learners’ attendance to online lessons, their role in on-
line course design, their intention to use the environment, their commitment to
the learning process and their effects on the success of online learning (Boe, 2018;
Jairak, Praneetpolgrang, & Mekhabunchakij, 2009; Paliszkiewicz and Skarzynska,
2021; Rofiah et al., 2023; Wang, 2014).

In scale development studies, the concept to be measured should be clearly de-
fined and its dimensions should be clearly determined (Kili¢ Cakmak et al., 2014).
A relationship of trust is defined by the shaping of the expectations of the relying
party towards the trusted party in line with three basic qualities (Bhattacherjee,
2002; Gefen, 1997; Mayer et al., 1995; McKnight, Choudhury, & Kag¢mar, 2002).
Accordingly, when the dimensions of the trust and e-trust scales in the literature
are examined, it is seen that a significant part of the scales are structured within
the framework of three basic trust dimensions (goodwill, competence, reliability)
(Benbasat & Wang, 2005; Ben Mansour, 2016; Choung et al., 2023; Cui, Shen, Yan,
& Huang, 2020; Lankton et al.,, 2015; Lee and Turban, 2001; McKnight et al., 2011;
Ooge et al., 2022; Wang, 2014).

One of the main expectations of the relying party is that the trusted party con-
siders the other party’s benefit beyond their own interests, engages in supportive
behaviour, and avoids causing harm. This expectation constitutes the goodwill di-
mension (Bhattacherjee, 2002; Gefen, 1997; Mayer et al., 1995; Mcknight et al.,
2002). Benda et al. (2023) discussed the goodwill dimension within the scope of af-
fective-based trust. McKnight et al. (2011) conceptualised the goodwill dimension
as technology providing the responsive help and support that the trustee expects.

The expectation of the relying party that the trusted person has the necessary
knowledge, skills, and expertise in a certain field corresponds to the competence
dimension (Bhattacherjee 2002; Gefen, 1997; Mayer et al., 1995; Mcknight et al.,
2002). McKnight et al. (2011) conceptualised the competence dimension as tech-
nology performing the functions expected of it and having the necessary features
to complete a task.
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The expectation of the trusting party that the trustee behaves consistently by
adhering to certain principles, values, and norms constitutes the reliability dimen-
sion (Bhattacherjee 2002; Gefen, 1997; Mayer et al., 1995; Mcknight et al., 2002).
Benda et al. (2023) evaluated the dimensions of competence and reliability within
the scope of cognitive-based trust. McKnight et al. (2011) discussed the reliability
dimension in terms of technology being reliable and consistent in terms of its pre-
dictable operation.

Although many scales have been developed within the framework of the th-
ree basic trust dimensions (goodwill/competence/reliability), the number of trust
scales developed in the context of online learning environments is insufficient. In
particular, no study in the national literature has directly addressed teachers’ trust
in online learning environments. In the international literature, although research
on teacher sampling is limited, the characteristics of online learning environments
have not been comprehensively evaluated. Various scales have been developed to
evaluate students] instructional designers, and faculty members’ perceptions of
trust in online learning environments (Boe, 2018; Hew and Syed Abdul Qadir,
2016; Ooge et al., 2022; Wang, 2014). In Wang’s (2014) study, students’ percepti-
ons of trust were discussed in a socio-technical framework; however, social factors
are structured in accordance with the synchronous nature of the online learning
environment. In addition, Wang (2014) did not examine environment-related ps-
ychological factors that affect learners’ perceptions of trust. In Bee’s (2018) study,
the trust of faculty members was discussed in two dimensions: trust in the system
and management; however, only system characteristics related to the environment
were evaluated. Although it was a study conducted with a sample of teachers, Hew
and Syed Abdul Kadir (2016) did not evaluate the characteristics of the environ-
ment in detail, and the perceptions of teachers’ trust towards the environment were
examined in a general framework. On the other hand, Ooge et al. (2022) discussed
three basic dimensions of trust; however, because the online learning environment
is evaluated holistically, the features of the environment have been examined in a
limited way. The fact that existing scales address learners’ perceptions of trust in the
online learning environment with limited dimensions has revealed the necessity of
a new and comprehensive scale development study. No scale in the literature com-
prehensively deals with online learning environments and evaluates teacher trust
in the environment within the framework of the three basic trust dimensions. The
Teacher Trust Scale for Online Learning Environments in Professional Development
aims to evaluate teachers’ perceptions of trust in system management, educational
content, and environmental characteristics of the online learning environment ba-
sed on three basic dimensions of trust. In this respect, this study makes a unique
contribution to the literature.
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METHOD

Research Model

This study aimed to develop a Teacher Trust Scale for Online Learning Environ-
ments in Professional Development. For this purpose, a survey model was used in
the research. The survey model is a descriptive approach that allows the collection
of data from a selected sample from the population (Fraenkel, Wallen & Hyun,
2015). Within the scope of this research, a measurement tool was developed to
determine the trust structures of teachers towards online learning environments in
their professional development based on the results of exploratory and confirma-
tory factor analyses.

Working Group

The study group consisted of 610 teachers from different branches who volun-
tarily participated in the study and worked in pre-school, primary, secondary, and
high school public schools affiliated to the Samsun Provincial Directorate of Nati-
onal Education in the Spring semester of the 2024-2025 academic year. Criterion
sampling, a purposive sampling type, was used to determine the study group. In
criterion sampling, situations that meet predetermined criteria are included in the
study (Yildirim & Simsek, 2013). In this direction, it was determined as a criterion
that the teachers to be included in the sample of the research had completed the
Fatih Project - Conscious and Safe Use of IT and Internet course in the Teacher
Information Network (OBA).The Fatih Project ~ Conscious and Safe Use of IT and
Internet course is taken asynchronously by teachers on the OBA platform and is a
training that must be completed by all teachers working in public schools where
interactive boards are installed. In addition, the completion of training is moni-
tored by information technology teachers working in the relevant schools. Since
the completion of the training by most of the teachers working in public schools
facilitates access to teachers who meet the criteria in the research, completing the
Fatih Project — Conscious and Safe Use of IT and Internet course was determined as
the criterion.

Data were collected from 296 volunteer teachers for exploratory factor analysis.
Of the teachers, 176 were women and 120 were men. The study group data used for
the EFA are presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. AFA Working Group Demographic Information

Variables Group Frequencies Percent
Gender Woman 176 59,5
Male 120 40,5
25-30 10 34
31-40 109 36,8
Age 41-50 129 43,6
51-60 44 14,9
61 and over 4 1,4
Information Technologies 31 10,5
Mathematics 38 12,8
Special Education 13 44
Turkish 38 12,8
Branch Science 16 54
Classroom Teacher 40 13,5
Foreign Language 20 6,8
Social Studies 13 4.4
Other 86 29,1

Data were collected from 314 volunteer teachers for the confirmatory factor
analysis. Of the teachers, 188 were women and 126 were male. The working group
data used for the CFA are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. DFA Working Group Demographic Information

Variables Group Frequencies Percent
Gender Woman 188 59,9
Male 126 40,1
25-30 8 2,5
31-40 113 36
Age 41-50 137 43,6
51-60 55 17,5
61 and over 1 0,3
Information Technologies 33 10,5
Mathematics 26 8,3
Special Education 13 4,1
Turkish 34 10,8
Branch Science 13 4,1
Classroom Teacher 41 13,1
Foreign Language 30 9,6
Social Studies 15 4,8
Other 109 34,7
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Different approaches exist in the literature regarding the determination of
sample size in scale development studies. Researchers recommend larger samples
based on the increase in the number of variables and expected number of factors.
Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2014) state that a 20:1 ratio is an acceptable
sample size regarding the ratio of the number of observations to the number of
variables in the study. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) evaluate a sample of 300 pe-
ople as good, a sample of 500 people as very good, and 1000 and above as excellent.
In this study, while determining the sample size, attention was paid to including
at least 20 teachers in the study group for each scale item, taking into account the
suggestions presented in the literature.

Data Collection Tools

The development process of the Teacher Trust Scale for Online Learning Environ-
ments in Professional Development involved creating an item pool, obtaining ex-
pert opinions, conducting a pilot study, implementing the scale, performing factor
analysis, and conducting reliability studies (Hinkin, 1995).

Creation of the Item Pool

To develop the Teacher Trust Scale for Online Learning Environments in Professi-
onal Development, first, scale studies in the national and international literature on
the concepts of trust and e-trust were examined. These examinations determined
that the concepts of trust and e-trust were structured within the framework of
three basic trust dimensions in the literature. In this context, item expressions at
scales developed within the framework of the three basic dimensions of trust were
analysed, and the way these expressions were structured was evaluated in accor-
dance with the context of the study (Benbasat & Wang, 2005; Ben Mansour, 2016;
Choung et al,, 2023; Cui et al., 2020; Lankton et al., 2015; Lee and Turban, 2001;
McKnight et al., 2011; Ooge et al., 2022; Wang, 2014).

McKnight et al. (2011) reveal that individuals evaluate the objects they have a
trust relationship with in terms of different characteristics. In this context, while
creating the items of the scale, scales that measure how online learning environ-
ments, which are considered as trusted, are perceived within the framework of
learners’ expectations were examined (Bart et al., 2005; Chang and Fisher, 2003;
Khialani, 2018; Ozkok, 2013; Ozkok, Walker, 2004; Walker & Bityiikoztiirk, 2009).
In line with these examinations, the characteristics of online learning environ-
ments were considered within the framework of system management, educational
content, and learning environment dimensions according to the expectations of the
learners. The items under the dimensions of system management, training content,
and learning environment were created by considering the three basic dimensions
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of trust (goodwill, competence, reliability); it is arranged in accordance with the
language of the expressions, the way they are structured, and the context of use.
Table 3 provides explanations of the context in which the trust dimensions in the
literature are discussed within the scope of this study.

Table 3. Trust Dimensions and Explanations of Dimensions

Trust

. . Definin,
dimension 8

The online learning environment corresponds to the teachers’ expectations for the
Benevolence system management to respond to the needs, facilitate the user experience and
exhibit a supportive approach.

It corresponds to the positive expectations of teachers that the educational content
Ability offered in the online learning environment will make sufficient contribution to their
academic processes.

It corresponds to teachers’ positive expectations that the learning experience offered

Integrit . . . . . .
ity by the online learning environment is accurate, reliable and consistent.

Trust in the system is a sense of trust built on the characteristics and functio-
nality of the technology itself, independent of human interactions. It emphasises
that technology should be treated as a trusted party and states that users’ trust in
technology stems entirely from the features provided by technology (Bee, 2018;
Hernandez-Ortega, 2011; Lankton et al., 2015). In trust scale research, especial-
ly for artificial intelligence, trust is handled in two basic dimensions: system-like
trust and human-like trust (Lankton et al., 2015). The Trust in System Manage-
ment dimension, which was created in the context of the study, was structured by
associating it with the goodwill dimension, which is one of the basic dimensions of
trust. Items belonging to the Trust in System Management dimension correspond
to teachers’ expectations for the online learning environment system management
to meet the needs, facilitate the user experience, and exhibit a supportive approach.

The adequacy of educational content in online learning environments is consi-
dered important in terms of positive learner perceptions of the learning environ-
ment (Balaman & Bas, 2023; Lee, Yoon, & Lee, 2009; Ozkok et al., 2009; Walker,
2004). Several studies have established a relationship between the content offered
by online environments and trust (Karimov, Brengman, & Van Hove, 2011; Khi-
alani, 2018; Wang and Emurian, 2005; Wang, 2014). The Trust in Educational
Content dimension, which was created in the context of this study, was structured
by associating it with the competence dimension, which is one of the basic dimen-
sions of trust. The items belonging to the Trust in Educational Content dimension
correspond to teachers’ positive expectations regarding the content presented in
the online learning environment, making a sufficient contribution to academic
processes.
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Understanding psychological and social learner perceptions of online learning
environments is important for their effectiveness (Chang and Fisher, 2003; Ozkok,
2013; Ozkok et al., 2009; Walker, 2004). There are scale studies in the literature
that consider the experience offered by online environments based on social and
structural trust (Karimov, Brengman, & Van Hove 2011; Khialani, 2018; Pellet and
Papadopoulou, 2012; Wang and Emurian, 2005; Wang, 2014). The dimension of
Trust in Learning Environment, created in the context of this study, was structured
by associating it with the reliability dimension, which is one of the basic dimen-
sions of trust. Items belonging to the Trust in Learning Environment dimension
correspond to teachers’ positive expectations that the learning experience offered
by the online learning environment is accurate, reliable, and consistent.

Table 4 shows the dimensions of the draft scale, the trust dimensions to which
the dimensions are associated, and examples of items belonging to these dimen-
sions.

Table 4. Trust Dimensions and Examples of Items Related to Dimensions

. . Associated Trust
Dimension . . Items
Dimension

The fact that system management is always accessible

Trust in System supports my learning process.

Benevolence

Management The fact that system management is accessible from
anywhere supports my learning process.
The information provided by the training (course)
Trust in Educational Ability content for my studies is sufficient.
Content The examples provided by the training (course) con-

tent are sufficient for me to understand the subject.

I have no doubt that the learning environment offers

different training opportunities in professional devel-
Trust in the Learn- opment.

I :
ing Environment ntegrity

I have no doubt that the learning environment will en-
able me to communicate correctly with other teachers.

In scale development studies, it is preferred that the item pool be as large as
possible (Biiytikoztiirk, 2002). In this study, a 34-item pool was created to mea-
sure teacher trust in online learning environments, with different alternatives for
each item. These draft articles were submitted for evaluation by seven teachers for
pre-selection purposes. At this stage, the main purpose of obtaining opinions from
teachers was to select the most appropriate and understandable items among the
alternatively created expressions that had the same meaning and prepare them for
expert opinion. Based on the feedback received from the teachers, the number of
items was reduced to 20.
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Obtaining Expert Opinion

A draft scale form of 20 items was created and submitted to experts opinion
in order to evaluate the validity of the scope and its comprehensibility in terms of
language/expression. The draft scale form was evaluated by five experts in the field
of Computer and Instructional Technologies Education, one expert in the field of
Educational Sciences, one expert in the field of Measurement and Evaluation, and
Turkish Education It was evaluated by 3 experts who completed their doctorate
in the field. A triple rating (appropriate/partially appropriate/not suitable) form
was sent to the experts via e-mail to obtain their opinions. In the expert eva-
luation form, each item was evaluated under the headings of measuring trust in
online learning environments, being related to the relevant dimension, clarity of
expression, and appropriateness of language. In line with expert evaluations, five
items were removed from the scale, and suggested corrections were made on the
criticised items. In the last case, a draft form consisting of three dimensions and 15
items— Trust in Systern Management, Trust in Training Content, and Trust in Lear-
ning Environment-was created.

The scale items were structured using a five-point Likert rating scale. The sco-
ring was created as “Strongly Disagree (1)”, “Disagree (2)”, “Not Sure (3)”, “Agree
(4)”, and “Completely Agree (5)” according to the level of agreement of the teachers

who read that article.

Pilot Implementation

A preliminary application form consisting of 15 items was presented to 20 teac-
hers who were in the target audience of the research and selected through approp-
riate sampling to be evaluated in line with criteria such as clarity of language and
expression, ease of response, and adequacy of application time. After the applica-
tion, each teacher was interviewed separately and asked to provide feedback on the
scale items. In this process, we evaluated whether each item was interpreted in the
same sense by all teachers; ambiguity or situations that made it difficult to unders-
tand the expression were determined. After the preliminary application, necessary
arrangements were made in line with the feedback received from the teachers so
that the scale was finalised and ready for application.

Data Analysis

To apply the data collection tool to teachers, an application was made throu-
gh the “Research and Application Permits Application and Evaluation Module” of
the Ministry of National Education. As a result of the acceptance of the applicati-
on made through the module, the necessary permissions were obtained from the
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Samsun Provincial Directorate of National Education to communicate with the
teachers working in Samsun. Teachers who took the Fatih Project Conscious and
Safe Use of IT and the Internet Course were contacted before starting the research,
and they were informed about the purpose and scope of the study, and a link was
shared so that they could participate in the study. The teachers participating in the
study filled out the form online via this link, and all data were obtained completely;
there was no data loss.

Validity, Reliability and Ethics

To examine the construct validity of the scale, whose scope validity was deter-
mined by expert opinions, factor analysis was conducted on the final data collected
within the scope of the research. The data obtained from 610 teachers were ran-
domly divided into two groups. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was performed
on the first group (n=296) for the construct validity of the scale, and Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed on the second group (n=314) to confirm
the obtained factor structure. Dogan, Soysal, and Karaman (2017) examined the
method of dividing the data into two random groups, which is widely used in scale
development studies, and compared the results of the EFA and CFA. They stated
that this method is applicable to scales with a strong factor structure. Before start-
ing the analysis of the data, the dataset was checked for extreme, outlier, missing,
or erroneous values. In addition, extreme value control was performed according
to each item, and in this context, the z-standard values of the items were examined.
According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), if the z-value is outside of 3.304, it
should be considered an extreme value. The z-values of all substances were within
the specified range. George and Mallery (2010) state that the distribution can be
considered normal if the skewness and kurtosis values are in the range of £2. In
the analysis, the skewness and kurtosis values of all items were determined in this
range, and it was concluded that the data were normally distributed. In addition,
multivariate normality was checked using the Mardia test with the psych package
(Revelle, 2022) in the R program. The results show that the skewness and kurto-
sis values satisfy the assumption of multivariate normality as they are p>.05 (Li,
2015). Mahalanobis distances were transformed into chi-squares for the multivar-
iate extreme value. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), values at the level
of p<.0001 are considered extreme values. (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The results
of the analysis showed that the values of all items were p>.001, and no multivariate
extreme values were found.

To evaluate the sampling adequacy of the scale, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
coefficient was calculated, and the Bartlett sphericity test was applied. Following
this process, EFA was performed using the Principal Component Analysis (PCA)
technique and the varimax orthogonal rotation method to determine the factor
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structure of the scale and to evaluate the fit of the items to these factors. CFA was
applied to test the accuracy of the factor structure obtained through EFA. Item sta-
tistics were provided according to the items on the scale, and their distinctiveness
was examined. Cronbach’s alpha coeflicient was calculated to evaluate the reliabili-
ty of the scale. SPSS 26 and LISREL 8.80 were used for data analysis.

RESULTS

Findings on the Suitability of the Data for Factor Analysis

EFA is a multivariate statistical method that aims to reduce many associated
substances to a smaller number of implicit or latent structures (Henson & Roberts,
2006). However, applying EFA to every dataset may not be appropriate, and cer-
tain assumptions must be met for the analysis to produce valid results. First, the
presence of extreme values in the scale items was checked. Tabachnick and Fidell
(2013) stated that if an item is outside the range of 3.30+ of the z-standard value,
the item can be considered an extreme value. As a result of the analysis, no extreme
values were found for the scale items.

Before moving on to factor analysis, the KMO coefficient was calculated for the
suitability of the data for factor analysis and applied with the Bartlett Sphericity
Test. The KMO value is a criterion used to test the suitability of the sample size and
correlation between variables for factor analysis. A KMO value greater than 0.60
indicates that the sample is eligible for EFA (Kaiser, 1960). The KMO value of 0.897
obtained in the analysis was higher than the recommended KMO value. The Bart-
lett’s Sphericity Test determines whether the correlation matrix between variables
is different from the unit matrix. If the test result is significant, it indicates that
the correlation matrix is not a unit matrix; therefore, the data are suitable for EFA
(Thompson, 2004). As a result of the analysis, the chi-square value obtained from
the application to the Barlett test data was found to be significant (x2=3133.621,
df=105, p=.000).

Findings on Exploratory Factor Analysis

There are different factor extraction methods within the scope of the EFA. TBA
and Principal Axis Analysis (TEA) are among the most widely used methods in the
literature (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999; Henson and Roberts,
2006). In a study conducted by Karaman, Atar, and Aktan (2017), factor subtrac-
tion methods used in EFA were compared, and it was stated that these methods
produced similar results in structures with high common variance. In this study,
TBA, which is one of the methods with a higher variance explained, was preferred
as the factor subtraction method, and the varimax method was used for rotation.
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Different methods exist in the literature for determining the number of fac-
tors. Commonly used methods include considering eigenvalues greater than 1, as
proposed by Kaiser (1960), and determining the breakpoint in the slope deposit
graph (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Kline, 2011; Velicer and Jackson, 1990). In addition,
the number of factors can be determined using the parallel analysis method. In the
method developed by Horn (1965), random data must be generated when deciding
on the number of factors. The eigenvalue obtained from the generated random
dataset was compared with the eigenvalue obtained from the real data. The point
at which the produced eigenvalue is greater than the eigenvalue obtained from the
real data indicates the number of factors (Ledesma & Mora, 2007). 4 in Table 5. At
this point, the simulated eigenvalue is greater than the actual eigenvalue. Accord-
ing to the results of the parallel analysis, a 3-factor structure was obtained.

Table 5. Parallel Analysis Result Eigenvalue Table

Self-worth
Items

Simulative Real

1 6.94 7.006
2 2.43 2.480
3 1.215 1.217
4 0.692 0.676
5 0.621 0.613
6 0.530 0.485
7 0.444 0.439
8 0.390 0.392
9 0.342 0.336
10 0.306 0.307
11 0.281 0.277
12 0.232 0.231
13 0.217 0.210
14 0.186 0.184
15 0.169 0.147

In addition, it is stated that in order to achieve a stable factor structure, fac-
tor loads must be at least 0.30, each factor must contain at least three items, and
there must be a difference of at least 0.10 between items loaded on more than one
factor (Fabrigar et al., 1999; Stevens, 2002). As a result of the EFA, although some
items were loaded into more than one factor, it was determined that the difference
between the factor loads was more than 0.10, and finally, the factor structure con-
sisting of 15 items and three dimensions was reached. The returned factor loading
matrix of the items is presented in Table 6, and the eigenvalue distributions of the
factors are presented in Table 7.
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Table 6. Rotated Factor Load Matrix

Items Content LO System

Content_1 0.830
Content_2 0.825
Content_3 0.816
Conten_5 0.771
Content_4 0.752
LE 3 0.848
LE_4 0.800
LE 2 0.769
LE_1 0.744
LE 5 0.581
system_2 0.900
system _3 0.874
system _1 0.823
system _4 0.772
System_5 0.584

Table 7. Self-Value Distribution of Factors

Content LE System
Self-worth 7.022 2.581 1.071
Variance Explained 46.81 17.205 7.141
Total Variance Explained 71.157

Three factors with eigenvalues above 1 were identified in the scale, and the
eigenvalues of these factors were 7,022, 2,581, and 1,071 (Table 7). When the fac-
tor loads were evaluated, it was seen that there were 5 items ranging from 0.752 to
0.830 in the content factor, 5 items ranging from 0.581 to 0.848 in the LO factor,
and 5 items ranging from 0.584 to 0.900 in the system factor. When the variance
explained by the factors was examined, the content factor explained 46.81% of the
total variance and was named Trust in Educational Content by considering the lite-
rature. The LO factor explained 17.85% of the total variance and was called Trust in
Learning Environment. The system factor explains 7.141% of the total variance and
is named Trust in System Management. Throughout the scale, the total explanatory
power of these three factors was calculated as 71.157%. All factor loads were above
0.30. In line with these findings, the scale had a strong factor structure and showed
a three-factor structure according to the EFA results.
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One of the main methods used to determine the number of factors is to look at
the Slope Deposit Graph (Scree Plot). The Slope Deposition Graph was obtained
by graphically ordering the eigenvalues of each factor. In this graph, the additive
levels of the components can be visually monitored; the elbow point on the graph
is critical in determining the number of significant factors (Cattell, 1966). When
Figure 1 is examined, it can be seen that the downward curve of the eigenvalues
follows a horizontal course after the third factor. This suggests that the first three
factors can be considered significant. The eigenvalues of the factors after the third
factor fall below 1 and lose their explanatory power, and it is understood that the
factors added after this point do not contribute significantly to the model. There-
fore, in line with the findings of the Slope Deposition Graph, it can be said that a
three-factor structure is appropriate for the dataset.

Figure 1. Slope Deposit Graph

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
S
.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Factor Number

Findings on Confirmatory Factor Analysis

As a result of the EFA, the factor structure of the scale, which consists of 15
items and three factors, was verified using the CFA method on a different dataset.
Unlike EFA, CFA is a multivariate statistical method aimed at testing the existing
theory rather than developing a theory, and its main purpose is to evaluate the
accuracy of the determined factor structure in a different sample (Kline, 2011). Ac-
cordingly, CFA was performed using the LISREL 8.80 program. During the anal-
ysis process, the items were examined in terms of extreme values, and no extreme
values were found.
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In CFA, factor loadings must be statistically significant, and the agreement of
the model with the data must comply with the criteria specified in the literature.
When these two conditions are met, the construct is considered valid, and the con-
clusion is reached that the tested model is validated in the applied sample. In the
significance assessment of factor loads, factor loads are considered significant if the
t values obtained are outside the critical threshold of £1.96 in the 95% trust interval
(Cokluk, Sekercioglu, & Biiytikoztiirk, 2010).

According to the CFA results of the scale, the t values in all dimensions were
above 1.96 (Table 8). Accordingly, all items in the CFA analysis showed statistically
significant relationships with the dimensions to which they belonged.

Table 8. T Value Table

Dimension Substance t
system_1 19.71%
system _2 22.26*
Trust in System Management system _guv_3 16.91*
system _4 14.47*
system _5 12.27*
content_1 18.76*
content _2 19.31*
Trust in Educational Content content _3 20.57%
content _4 16.89*
content _5 17.18*
LE_1 14.38*
LE_2 16.08*
Trust in the Learning Environment LE_3 17.28%
LE_4 17.73*
LE 5 12.85%

*t>1,96

Figure 2 shows the standardised factor loadings of the scale for the CFA out-
comes. The standard factor loads for the determined dimensions of the scale
ranged from 0.63 to 0.89 for the trust factor in system management, 0.80 to 0.91 for
the trust factor in the training content, and 0.67 to 0.84 for the trust factor in the
learning environment. In general, all items have high standard factor loads in line
with the CFA results.
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Figure 2. Standardized Factor Loadings Graph
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The cutoff values of the model regarding data fit and evaluation of the research
results are presented in Table 9. If the model shows a weak data fit, it means that
the structure is not validated (Schumacker and Lomax, 2015). The chi-square value
found to be significant (y’=705.02, df=260, p<.001) is considered a weak criterion in
terms of model fit, and chi-square statistics tend to become significant depending on
the sample size (Byrne, 2011). For this reason, it is often recommended to use the
chi-square and degrees of freedom ratio in the literature (Hoe, 2008). A ratio below
3 indicates a perfect fit, while a ratio between 3 and 5 indicates a good fit (Kline,
2011). The ratio obtained as a result of the CFA was calculated as 3.32 (288.98/87),
and it was determined that it was well accommodated.
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An RMSEA value below 0.10 indicates a good fit, while a value below 0.05 indi-
cates a perfect fit (Schumacker & Lomax, 2015). The RMSEA value obtained in the
study was found to be 0.086 and it was seen that it fit well. When the other model fit
indices were examined, it was determined that the three-dimensional structure of
the scale was confirmed (y*(87)=288.98, p<.001, RMSEA=.086, CFI=.97, NFI=.96,
GFI=.89, IF1=.97, SRMR=.065). The CFI, NFI, and IFI indices showed perfect fit
according to the criteria specified in the literature, while the y*/df, RMSEA, GFI,
and SRMR indices revealed a good fit. No modifications were made, as all model
data fits were obtained within the ranges specified in the literature. As a result, it
was determined that the construct validity of the three-dimensional scale, which
consisted of 15 items, was achieved according to both EFA and CFA results.

Table 9. Model Data Fit

Index Perfect Fit Good Fit Research Finding Result
xdf 0-3 3-5 3.32 Good Fit
RMSEA ,00 < RMSEA <,05 ,05 < RMSEA <,10 0.086 Good Fit
CFI ,95 < CFI < 1,00 ,90 < CFI <,95 0.97 Perfect Fit
NFI ,95 < NFI < 1,00 ,90 < NFI <,95 0.96 Perfect Fit
GFI ,90 < GFI < 1,00 ,85< GFI <,90 0.89 Good Fit
YOUTH .95 <IFI<1.00 ,90 < IFI <,95 0.97 Perfect Fit
SRMR ,00 < SRMR <,05 ,05<SRMR <,10 0.065 Good Fit

(Schumacker & Lomax, 2015)

AVE and CR values were also examined for the convergent validity of the scale.
If the AVE value is less than 0.50 and the CR value is greater than 0.60, it is stated
in the literature that convergent validity is ensured (Hair et al., 2014). In this study,
the AVE value was 0.45 and the CR value was 0.75, and convergent validity was
achieved.

Findings on Item Analysis and Reliability

Item distinctiveness was examined using item-total correlations, and reliability
dimensions were examined using Cronbach’s alpha coefticient. Table 10 presents
the item-total correlation values for each item, showing the mean, standard devia-
tion, and item distinctiveness. The item-total correlation determines how compa-
tible the items are with the structure they measure, and a value above 0.30 indicates
that the items are sufficiently distinctive (Ozgelik 2010). However, it is recommen-
ded that items below 0.20 be removed from the scale. As a result of the analysis, it
was determined that the item-total correlation values of the scale varied between
0.430 and 0.754 and all items had sufficient distinctiveness.
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Table 10. Item-Total Correlation

Substance Average SS Item-Total Correlation
system_1 4.39 0.59 0.435
system _2 4.45 0.55 0.466
system _3 4.45 0.574 0.430
system_4 424 0.592 0.456
system_5 4.16 0.668 0.463
content_1 3.62 0.81 0.742
content _2 3.63 0.796 0.754
content _3 3.50 0.827 0.749
content _4 3.53 0.875 0.725
content_5 3.52 0.851 0.761
LE_1 3.79 0.788 0.648
LE_2 3.69 0.871 0.685
LE_3 3,74 0,822 0,698
LE_ 4 3,74 0,738 0,693
LE_5 3,77 0,779 0,574

As a result of the reliability analysis of the structure verified by CFA, Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient was calculated as 0.924 for the entire scale. The reliability
coefficients of the dimensions varied between 0.876 and 0.929, indicating that the
reliability of the scale was high. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient values for each
dimension are presented in Table 11.

Table 11. Reliability Table

Scale Alfa Number of Articles (n)
Trust in System Management 0.896 5
Trust in Educational Content 0.929 5
Trust in the Learning Environment 0.876 5
All Sizes 0.924 15

The scale and subdimension scores were calculated over the totals of the re-
levant items, and the relationship between them is presented in Table 12. Scale
scores were calculated based on the total number of relevant items. As a result of
the normality analysis, it was seen that the kurtosis and skewness values were in the
range of 1+. Therefore, Pearson’s correlation analysis was applied. In the correlati-
on analysis, low levels of positive significant relationships were found between the
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determined dimensions (r=0.370, p<.05; r=0.338, p<.05). However, the relationship
between two specific variables was higher and positive (r=0.712, p<.05). In general,
the scores obtained from the relevant dimensions increased or decreased together.

Table 12. Relationship Table Between Scale Sizes

Trust in Trust in Trust in the
Scale Skew Kurtosis System Educational Learning
Management Content Environment
Trust in System 0123 0,615 1
Management
Educational Content 0.193 0.077 0.370% 1
Trust
Trust in the Learning 04 0.817 0.338% 0.712%% 1

Environment

r: Pearson correlation coefficient; **p<.01

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Professional development plays an important role in helping teachers adapt to
changes in teaching-learning processes and continuously update their pedagogical
competencies. Professional development processes, which aim for a transformative
and permanent change in teachers’ professional practices, gain continuity thanks
to the opportunities provided by online learning environments (Dede, Eisenkraft,
Frumin, & Hartley, 2016).

Teacher trust is considered a determining factor that increases teachers” par-
ticipation in professional development activities. (Bektas, Kiling, & Giimiig, 2022;
Karacabey, Bellibag, & Adams, 2022). In today’s world, where learning has moved
from traditional to digital environments, teachers also prefer online learning envi-
ronments for their professional learning and development. At this point, it may be
important for teachers to trust online learning environments to contribute to their
professional development. This study aimed to develop a valid and reliable scale to
measure teachers” perceptions of trust in online learning environments within the
framework of three basic trust dimensions (goodwill, competence, and reliability).
Hinkin’s (1995) methodology was followed in the scale development process. The
scale consists of three dimensions and 15 items on a 5-point Likert scale.

To ensure the scope and appearance validity of the scale, it was presented to
experts. Based on the feedback received from the experts, appropriate corrections
were made. To ensure the construct validity of the scale, the KMO coeflicient was
first calculated for the suitability of the data for factor analysis, and the Bartlett’s
sphericity test was applied. A value of 0.897 was reached for the KMO coeflicient,
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and the result of the Bartlett’s sphericity test (x2 =3133.621, df=105, p=.000) was
found to be significant. It was concluded that the data obtained from the scale were
suitable for the analysis. The EFA performed using the Varimax orthogonal rotation
method determined that the factor loads of the items in the three factors varied
between 0.581 and 0.900. Furthermore, the total variance explained by the three
factors was 71.157%. The reliability coeflicient for the entire scale was 0.924, indi-
cating a high reliability level. The factors obtained by EFA were tested using CFA.
The CFA findings revealed that the proposed model was well adapted, and the
three-factor structure was confirmed.

Under the Trust in System Management dimension, the features of the online
learning environment for system management were evaluated within the frame-
work of the goodwill dimension of trust. Accordingly, the items are structured in
a way that contributes to the learning process, including factors such as the conti-
nuity of the system, accessibility from different devices, and independence of time
and place, providing the user with the opportunity to control the process, and pro-
viding access to support channels when necessary. Similarly, Ooge et al. (2022)
discussed trust in the online learning system within the goodwill dimension of
trust, basing it on the perception that the system considers the benefit of the user
and prioritises their development. Hew and Syed Abdul Kadir (2016) associated
teachers’ trust in the online learning system with their belief that the system will
effectively support their teaching processes. Similarly, Boe (2018) discussed trust
in the system based on the benefits it provides to the user. In the Teacher Trust
Towards Online Learning Environment in Professional Development scale, the bene-
ficial and supportive structure of system management was considered a factor that
increased trust.

Under the Trust in Educational Content dimension, the characteristics of the
educational content in the online learning environment were evaluated within the
framework of the adequacy dimension of trust. Accordingly, the items are struc-
tured as follows: the content of the training should provide sufficient information
for studies in a way that will contribute to the learning process, provide examples
that will facilitate understanding of the subject, include activities that will reinforce
knowledge and provide the opportunity to apply it, establish integrity between the
content and in-class activities, and be sufficient to cover the diversity of learning
resources. Ooge et al. (2022) discussed trust in the online learning environment
in the context of learners’ proficiency in improving their math levels and used
the proficiency dimension. Although studies directly examining the effect of edu-
cational content on trust formation in online learning environments are limited,
research shows that content-based factors play an important role in the formation
of trust in online environments (Karimov, Brengman, & Van Hove, 2011; Khialani,
2018; Wang and Emurian, 2005; Wang, 2014). Wang (2014) discussed content as
an important precursor of trust in the online learning environment in the context
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of high information and design quality. In this study, accurate, up-to-date, compre-
hensive, and well-structured content was evaluated as a factor that increases learn-
ers’ trust. Similarly, Hew and Syed Abdul Kadir (2016) emphasised that teachers’
perception of trust in online learning environments is also related to the richness
and diversity of the content design of the environment. The research stated that
factors such as integrating graphics, videos, audio files, animations, and other mul-
timedia teaching materials strengthen teachers’ perception of the learning envi-
ronment and support the formation of trust. Similar to the studies in the literature,
the inclusiveness and diversity of the content were evaluated as factors that increase
trust in the Teacher Trust in Online Learning Environment in Professional Devel-
opment (TTOLP) scale.

Under the Trust in Learning Environment dimension, the characteristics of the
learning environment were evaluated within the framework of the reliability di-
mension of trust. Accordingly, the items were structured within the framework of
the learning environment, offering different training opportunities in professional
development, providing correct communication with other teachers, the accuracy
of feedback on professional development, the consistency of the professional devel-
opment training offered with professional practices, and the interface connections
directing the user to the correct information. Ooge et al. (2022) discussed trust in
the online learning environment in the context of the accuracy and consistency of
the learning environment and used the reliability dimension to measure it. Studies
examining trust in technology highlight that not only technical functionality but
also the psychological and emotional responses of users play a critical role in build-
ing trust (Choung et al., 2023). In this context, research has shown that learner
experiences in online environments significantly affect the development of trust
in the environment (Hew and Syed Abdul Kadir, 2016; Karimov, 2011; Khialani,
2018; Wang and Emurian, 2005; Wang, 2014). Wang (2014) stated that positive
experiences gained with the online learning environment play an important role
in the development of users’ perception of trust and included factors related to the
design of the learning environment in his scale. The Teacher Trust in Online Learn-
ing Environment in Professional Development scale has been used in the literature
to study psychological and social factors in trust studies for online environments
(Karimov, 2011; Khialani, 2018; Wang and Emurian, 2005) similarly evaluated the
positive experiences of teachers in online learning environments as factors that
increase trust.

Some studies in the literature examined learners’ perceptions of trust by con-
sidering the characteristics of online learning environments, and in some of them,
the basic dimensions of trust were directly based on evaluations related to trust.
In the Teacher Trust Scale for Online Learning Environment in Professional De-
velopment developed in this study, both approaches were used together. The scale
is based on system management, educational content, and environment-related
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characteristics of the online learning environment within the framework of good-
will, competence, and reliability, which are the basic dimensions of trust. In this
respect, the scale differs from those used in previous studies and makes a unique
contribution to the field.

When the results of the measurement tool are evaluated, it can be said that the
scale will provide valid and reliable measures for determining teachers’ trust lev-
els in online learning environments. Determining which variables affect teachers’
perceptions of trust in online learning environments can guide designers in devel-
oping online learning environments.

This study is expected to contribute to the development of different measure-
ment tools for online learning environments in Turkey and other countries and
guide future research.
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