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Ozet

Bu arastirma, SSCI ve ULAKBIM veri tabanlari tarafindan dizinlenen Tiirkiye adresli dergilerde yayimlanmis
egitim alanindaki eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin bir igerik analizidir. Bu amagla ulasilan 80 makale
incelenmistir. Veriler, arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen bir form ile toplanmistir. Makaleler formda yer alan
tema ve kod listesine gore analiz edilmistir. Calisma kapsamindaki temalar: makalelerin yayimlandig: yil, dergi
adi, dergi tiirii, tarandig1r indeks, yaymn dili, kaynagy; yazarlarmmin sayisi, cinsiyeti, milliyeti, meslegi,
arastirmadaki rolii; yapildig1 yer, konu alani, konusu; arastirma yontemi, eylem arastirmas: tiirii ve dongiisii;
orneklem diizeyi, biiyiikliigli ve yontemi; uygulama siiresi, veri toplama ve analiz yontemi; gecerlik ve
givenirlik yontemi, ve atif sayisidir. Calismada elde edilen veriler, yiizde ve frekansa dayali bir sekilde
yorumlanmustir. Tiirkiye’de eylem arastirmasmin az tercih edilen bir arastirma tiirti olmasi, g¢ogunlukla
akademisyenler tarafindan yapilmasi, ve Ogretmen arastirmacilarin ¢ok az olmasi ¢alismanin dikkat ceken
sonuglaridir. Ayrica, eylem arastirmasi yontemi, tiirleri, dongiisii, arastirmaci rolii gibi eylem arastirmasinin
temel Ozellikleri konusunda daha cok bilgi ve tecriibe kazanilmasi gerektigi arastirmanin bir diger &nemli
sonucu olarak degerlendirilebilir. Son olarak, calismanin eylem arastirmasina yonelik ilgiyi artirmasi ve
arastirmacilara katki saglamasi umulmaktadir.
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Giris

Egitimde en Onemli problemin nitelik oldugu hemen hemen tiim paydaslarin ortak
diisiincesidir. Okulun, 6gretmenin, 6gretim-yonetim ve 0grenci kisilik hizmetlerinin yeterli nitelige
sahip olmadig1 dillendirilir. Aslinda bu ii¢ boyut (okul-6gretmen-yapilan is) karsilikli birbirlerini
etkiler. Yani birinde meydana gelecek iyilesme digerini de etkiler. Bu nedenle, genelde, 6gretmen
niteligine odaklanilmaktadir. Sik sik, 6gretmen niteliginin nasil iyilestirilebilecegi konusunda oneriler
getirilir. Ogretmenin siirekli kendini gelistirmesi, yenilemesi, egitim aragtirmalarini takip etmesi,
okumasi, arastirmaci bir role sahip olmas: vb. bu Onerilerinden bazilaridir. Ancak, ¢ogu 6gretmen
akademik arastirmalari okumaz, bilimsel arastirma da yapmaz (Sari, 2006). Tomal’a (2010) gore,
arastirma kelimesi 6gretmenleri korkutur. Ciinkii arastirmanin ¢ok zor ve zahmetli bir siire¢ oldugu
samilir, belki de dyledir. Akademik aragtirmalarin dili ok bilimseldir. Igerikte ise yogun bir bilimsel
sorgulama ve genellenebilir bilgi tiretme kaygisi vardir. Biitiin bunlar arastirmaci 6gretmen olmay1
zorlagtirir. Bu durumda, eylem arastirmasi bir ¢oziim olabilir. Ciinkii, Bliytikoztiirk, Kili¢ Cakmak,
Akgilin, Karadeniz ve Demirel’e (2011, s.18) gore, eylem arastirmacilar1 saglam genellemeler
aramaktansa, kendilerinin de kisisel olarak dahil olduklari, belirli bir durumun kosullarim
degistirmelerini saglayacak bilgiyi elde etmeye yogunlasirlar. Elde edilen bu bilgi uygulamadaki
kisilerin problemlerinin ¢6ztimiine yoneliktir ve onlarin hizmetine sunulmaktadir (Giiler, Halictoglu
ve Tasgn, 2013), bulgular hemen uygulanabilmektedir (Koklii, 1993). Ogretmenler benimsedikleri bir
problemin ¢oziildiigii arastirma siirecine katilmaya daha ¢ok istek duyabilirler (Unver, 2005, s. 143).
Yasadiklar1 bir problemin ¢oziim stirecinde rol almalar1 onlar1 ayrica giidiileyebilir. Eylem arastirmasi

Ogretmenlerin “arastirmaci 6gretmen” roliinii benimsemelerinde etkili olabilir.

Eylem arastirmasi, uygulama siirecine iliskin sorunlarin ortaya ¢ikarilmasi ya da halihazirda
ortaya ¢ikmis bir sorunu anlama ve ¢ozmeye yonelik sistematik veri toplamay1 ve analiz etmeyi igeren
bir arastirma yaklasimidir (Yildinm ve S$imsek, 2013, s. 333). Eylem arastirmasinda problem
tanimlanir, ¢6zlim aramir, ¢oziimler uygulanir, degerlendirme yapilir, ¢oziimler gelistirilir ve en iyi
¢Ozlim aramr (Biiyiikoztiirk ve digerleri, 2011). Basitge sOylemek gerekirse eylem arastirmasi
problemleri ¢dzme ve gelisim kaydetmeye yonelik sistematik bir siirectir. Daha ¢ok bir problemi etkili
ve uygulanabilir bir sekilde ¢6zme ile ilgilenir (Tomal, 2010). Tanimlardan da anlasilacag {izere eylem
arastirmalar1 kurum, calisan, yapilan isin niteligini iyilestirme arastirmalaridir ve gelisime katki
saglar. Egitim alaninda yapilan eylem arastirmalari okulun, 6gretmenin ve yapilan isin yani 6gretme

ve 6grenme siirecinin niteligini artiracaktir.

Son yillarda eylem arastirmasi, uygulayicilar arasinda bir arastirma yontemi olarak giderek
popiiler hale gelmis (Koshy, 2005), egitim alaninda da yaygin olarak kullanilmaya baslanmistir (Giiler

ve digerleri, 2013; Kose, 2010; Yildirim ve Simgek, 2013). Ciinkii egitimde eylem arastirmasi énemli ve
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gerekli goriilmektedir. Eylem arastirmasinda, 6gretmen, karsilasti1 bir problemi ¢6zmek i¢in baskasi
tarafindan yazilmis receteyi degil kendi yazdig1 ya da katki sagladig1 receteyi uygular. Boylelikle
probleme daha etkili ve uygulanabilir ¢6ziimler bulabilir. Eylem arastirmasi yapan 6gretmen, mesleki
gelisim saglar (Biiyiikoztiirk ve digerleri, 2011), kuramsal gelismeleri izleyebilir (Unver, 2005),
uygulamalarin siirekli gelistirir (Koshy, 2005). Tomal’a (2010) gore, eylem arastirmasi, 6gretmen igin
tatmin edici olabilir. Eylem arastirmasinda 6gretmen bilgi tiretir (Mills, 2003; aktaran Biiyiikoztiirk ve
digerleri, 2011). Eylem arastirmasi, arastirma ile uygulamayi bir araya getirir (Yildirrm ve $Simsek,
2013). Ayrica bir hizmet i¢i 6gretim aracidir. Eylem arastirmasi, normalde yenilik ve degisikliklere
actk olmayan sisteme yenilik¢i 6gretme ve 6grenme yaklasimlari getirme aracidir (Kokli, 1993).
Asagidaki ifadeler, egitimde eylem arastirmasinin gerekliligini ve 6nemini farkli bir bakis acisiyla goz

Ontine sermektedir:

“Bir¢ok arastirma yonteminde, bilgi iiretiminde, arastirmaya konu olan Kkisilerin
goriislerine yer verilmez. Onlarin goriisleri belirleyici degildir. Ayrica elde edilen bilgi
genelde akademik camia tarafindan tartisilir. Arastirmanin muhatab: olan uygulamadaki
kisiler arastirma sonuglarindan ¢ogu zaman haberdar olmazlar. Eylem arastirmasi,
uygulamadaki kisilerin problemlerine ¢dziimler iiretir ve ¢oziimleri onlarin hizmetine

sunar.” (Berg, 2004; aktaran Giiler ve digerleri, 2013, ss. 261-262)

Uygulamay1 gelistirmesi egitimde eylem arastirmasimi zorunlu kilar. Ancak, Tiirkiye'de
egitim arastirmalarindaki egilimler incelendiginde eylem arastirmasinin en az tercih edilen arastirma
tiirti oldugu goriiliir (Goktas, Hasangebi ve digerleri, 2012; Selcuk, Palanci, Kandemir ve Diindar,
2014). Bu ¢alismanin, arastirmacilarin, 6zellikle de 0gretmen arastirmacilarin eylem arastirmasina
ilgilerini ¢ekmek i¢in bir baslangi¢ olacagi umulmaktadir. Calismanin eylem arastirmalari yapilmasina
katki saglayabilecegi diistiniilmiistiir. Bunun icin de Tiirkiye’de yayimlanan eylem arastirmalarinin
igerik analizi ile incelenmesi kararlagtirilmigtir. Ayrica bu ¢alisma, eylem arastirmasi yapacaklara fikir
verebilir. Ciinkii icerik analizi ¢alismalari arastirmacilar1 yonlendirir (Ciltas, 2012; Ciltas, Giiler ve
Sozbilir, 2012; Goktas, Hasangebi ve digerleri, 2012; Sel¢uk ve digerleri, 2014). Arastirmacilari
bilgilendirir, arastirmalari tekrardan ve daginikliktan kurtarir (Calik ve Sozbilir, 2014). Bu gerekgelerle
bu aragtirmanin amaci, ULAKBIM ve SSCI veri tabanlar tarafindan dizinlenen Tiirkiye adresli
dergilerde yayimlanmis egitim alanindaki eylem arastirmasi makalelerini incelemektir. Arastirmada

asagidaki sorulara cevap aranmuistir:

1. Makalelerin yayimlandig yil ve dergilere gore dagilimi nasildir?
2. Makalelerin dergi tiirii, tarandig1 indeks, yayn dili ve kaynagina gore dagilimi nasildir?

3. Makalelerin; yazar sayisi, milliyeti ve cinsiyetine gore dagilimi nasildir?
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Yazarlarin mesleklerine gore dagilimi nasildir?

Yazarlarin arastirmadaki rollerine gore dagilimi nasildir?
Makalelerin iilke ve sehirlere gore dagilimi nasildir?
Makalelerin ders/disiplin/konu alanlarina gore dagilimi nasildir?

Makalelerin konularina gore dagilimi nasildir?

. »® N 9 e

Makalelerin arastirma yontemlerine gore dagilimi nasildir?

10. Makalelerin eylem arastirmasinin tiirlerine gére dagilimi nasildir?

11. Makalelerin, eylem arastirmasi dongiisiiniin belirtilip belirtiimemesine gore dagilimi nasildir?
12. Makalelerin 6rneklem diizeyine/biiyiikliigline/yontemine gore dagilimi nasildir?

13. Makalelerin uygulama siiresine gore dagilimi nasildir?

14. Makalelerin veri toplama yontemine gore dagilimi nasildir?

15. Makalelerin veri analiz yontemine gore dagilimi nasildir?

16. Makalelerin gegerlik ve gilivenirlik yontemlerine gore dagilimi nasildir?

17. Makalelerin aldiklar: atif sayisina gore dagilimlar: nasildir?

Calik ve Sozbilir (2014, ss. 34-35), “Icerik Analizinin Parametreleri” adli calismalarinda,
arastirmacilar igin yol gosterici bir dokiiman sunmayi hedeflemislerdir. Calismalarinda igerik
analizinde goz oniinde bulundurulmas: gereken temel hususlari belirtmislerdir. Bu hususlardan
bazilar1 sunlardir: (i) Calismanin 6nceki igerik analizi c¢alismalarindan farki ortaya konarak alan
yazina 6zgiin katkisi ifade edilmelidir. (ii) Genis bir zaman diliminde yayimlanmis olan aragtirmalar

calismaya dahil edilmelidir. (iii) Miimkiin oldugu kadar farkl kaynak cesitliligine yer verilmelidir.

Tirkiye’de egitim alanindaki eylem arastirmalarinin igerik analizinin yapildig1 bir
arastirmaya rastlanamamistir. Bu durumda, bu c¢alismanin alana 06zgiin katki saglamasi
beklenmektedir. Calismada bir zaman sinirlamasi getirilmemistir. ULAKBIM ve SSCI veri tabanlari
tarafindan dizinlenen Tiirkiye adresli dergilerde yayimlanmis egitim alanindaki tiim eylem
arastirmasi makaleleri ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir. Boylelikle, Calik ve Sozbilir (2014)in belirttigi
birinci ve ikinci hususun karsilandig1 soylenebilir. Bu ¢alismada sadece makaleler incelenmistir, tezler
calismaya dahil edilmemistir. Bu durum calismanin bir siurliligidir. Ancak, ayni zamanda, bu
durumun caligmaya deger katacagi da diisiiniilebilir. Icerik analizi galismalarinda farkli kaynak
cesitliligine yer verilmesi onerildigi gibi incelenen arastirma sayisimin fazla olmasindan dolay:
derinlemesine yorum ve sentezin simirli kaldig1 da dile getirilmektedir (Calik ve Sozbilir, 2014). Bu

nedenle, bu ¢alismada, sadece makaleler incelenmistir.
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Yontem
Aragtirmanin Modeli

Bu calisma, ULAKBIM ve SSCI veri tabanlar: tarafindan dizinlenen Tiirkiye adresli dergilerde
yayimlanmis egitim alanindaki eylem arastirmasi makalelerini incelemeyi amaglayan betimsel bir

icerik analizidir (Calik ve Sozbilir, 2014).
Calisma Evreni

Bu arastirmanin evreni, ULAKBIM ve SSCI veri tabanlari tarafindan dizinlenen Tiirkiye
adresli dergilerde yayimlanmis egitim alanindaki tiim eylem arastirmasi makaleleridir. Bu makalelere
ulagmak igin oncelikle ilgili alanyazin incelenerek online makale tarama siirecinde kullanilacak Tiirkce

ve Ingilizce anahtar kelimeler belirlenmistir. Bu anahtar kelimeler Tablo 1’de gosterilmistir:

Tablo 1. Makale tarama siirecinde kullanilan anahtar kelimeler

Tiirkce Anahtar Kelimeler Ingilizce Anahtar Kelimeler
Eylem arastirmasi Action research

Aksiyon aragtirmasi Teacher research

Ogretmen aragtirmasi Teacher researcher
Uygulayic1 aragtirmasi Teacher as researcher

Nitel aragtirma Practitioner research

Reflective practice

Daha sonra belirlenen anahtar kelimeler kullanilarak 02-29 Subat 2016 tarihleri arasinda dort
hafta  siiren  makale tarama  siirecine  baslanmistir. Bu  asamada ilk  olarak
http://cabim.ulakbim.gov.tr/tr-dizin/ internet adresinden ULAKBIM Sosyal Bilimler Veritabani
taranmistir. Ayrica, olas1 makale kaybini engellemek ve daha 6nce ulasilan makaleleri teyit etmek igin
Selcuk Universitesi online veritabani icinde ULAKBIM Ulusal Veritabar ile sinirlandirilan ikinci bir
tarama yapilmistir. Buna ek olarak, ULAKBIM internet sitesinden erisilen Ekim 2015 tarihli “Thomson
Reuters Web Of Science Atif Veri Tabanlarinda (SCI, SSCI, AHCI) Indekslenmekte Olan Tiirkiye
Adresli Bilimsel Dergiler” belgesinde listelenen dergilerin internet adreslerindeki veritabanlar1 da
taranmigtir. Bununla beraber, taramalarda anahtar kelimeler tirnak isareti icinde ve tirnak isareti
olmadan, tek tek veya ikili olarak kullanilmigtir. Boylelikle, anahtar kelimelerin makale igeriklerinde
daha kapsamli olarak aranmas1 ve daha ¢ok kayita ulasilmasi saglanmistir. Makale tarama siirecinde
toplam 3087 kayit incelenmis ve 107 makaleye ulagilmistir. Ancak, yapilan detayli incelemelerde 27
makale, egitim alaninin disinda olmasi, arastirma yontem veya deseninin eylem arastirmasi
oldugunun agik¢a belirtilmemesi, kitap Ozeti, derleme veya fikir yazis1 olmasi gibi nedenlerle
arastirma kapsamindan ¢ikarilmistir. Sonug olarak, 6zellikle yontem kisimlari olmak tizere igeriginde

eylem arastirmasi oldugu belirtilen 80 makale arastirma kapsamina alinmstir.
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Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Arastirma sorularina yonelik veri toplamak i¢in alanyazinda igerik analizi ¢alismalarindan
(Ciltas, 2012; Ciltas ve digerleri, 2012; Goktas, Hasangebi ve digerleri, 2012; Goktas, Kiiglik ve
digerleri, 2012; Hazir Bikmaz, Aksoy, Tatar ve Atak Altinytiziik, 2013; Saban, 2009; Selcuk ve digerleri,
2014; Yalgin, Yavuz ve Ilgiin Dibek, 2015) yararlanilarak arastirmacilar tarafindan galismaya 6zgii bir
form gelistirilmistir. Formun kapsam gecerligini saglamak i¢in bu igerik analizi calismalarinda
kullanilan ¢ok sayida form incelenmis ve alanyazinina gore eylem arastirmasina 6zgii boliimler
eklenmistir. Bu form ile ayn1 zamanda makalelerin incelenmesinde kullanilacak tema ve kod listesi
icin genel bir cerceve olusturulmustur. Arastirma sorulari etrafinda olusan bu gerceve igindeki ana
temalar; makalelerin yayimmlandigr yil, dergi adi, dergi tiirii, tarandig1 indeks, yayin dili, kaynagi,
yazar sayisl, yazar cinsiyeti, yazar milliyeti, yazar meslegi, yazarin arastirmadaki rolii, ¢alismanin
yapildig: iilke, calismanin yapildig: sehir, ders/disiplin/konu alani, konusu, arastirma yontemi, eylem
arastirmasi tiirti, eylem arastirmasi dongiisii, orneklem diizeyi, orneklem biiytikliigli, 6rneklem

yontemi, veri toplama yontemi, veri analiz yontemi, gegerlik ve giivenirlik yontemi, atif sayisidir.

Makalelerin analizinde Yildirim ve Simsek (2013) tarafindan belirtilen icerik analizi agsamalar1
izlenmistir. Bu asamalar (i) verilerin kodlanmasi, (ii) temalarin bulunmasi, (iii) verilerin kodlara gore
diizenlenmesi ve tamimlanmasi, (vi) bulgularin yorumlanmasidir. Veri analizinin ilk asamasinda
veriler daha 6nce olusturulan genel bir cerceve iginde kodlanmistir. Bu tiir bir kodlamada 6nceden
belirlenen tema ve kod listesi igerik analizine yon verirken ortaya g¢ikan yeni veriler de listeye
eklenmistir. Bu asamada Oncelikle rastgele secilen 8 makale tema ve kod listesine gore kodlanarak
olusturulan genel gerceve test edilmistir. Daha sonra tiim makaleler incelenerek veriler ilgili olduklari
temalar altinda Microsoft Excel belgesine kodlanmistir. Ikinci asamada kodlar, arasindaki ortak
yonlere gore kategorize edilmis ve her bir tema ile ilgili olan “alt temalara” ulasilmistir. Ugiincii
asamada tema ve alt temalara iligskin veriler SPSS-20 paket programina aktarilarak frekans (f) ve yiizde
(%) degerleri hesaplanmistir. Son asamada bulgular arastirma sorular1 dogrultusunda tablolarla
gosterilerek yorumlanmustir. Calismanin gegerlik ve giivenirliginin saglanmas: icin aragtirma siireci
boyunca tiim asamalar her hafta bir kez yapilan toplantilarda iki arastirmaci tarafindan planlanmus,

kontrol edilmis, diizenlenmis ve goriis birligine ulagilmistir.
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Bulgular ve Yorum

Bu boliimde 17 arastirma sorusu igerigindeki temalara iliskin bulgular tablolarla sunularak

yorumlanmustir.
Makalelerin Yayimlandig: Yil ve Dergiler

Tablo 2, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin yayimlandig: yillara gore dagilimini gostermektedir.
Ayrica, makalelerin dergilere gore dagilimi EK 1'de tablo ile verilmistir. Buna gore, arastirma
kapsamindaki toplam 80 makale arasinda 18 makale (%22,5) ile en ¢ok yayin 2011 yilinda yapilmistir.
Buna ek olarak, makalelerin yaridan fazlasi (f=45, %56,25) 2010, 2011 ve 2012 yillarinda
yayimlanmistir. Ancak bu oran son yillarda tekrar diigsmiistiir. EK 1’deki tablo incelendiginde ise
makalelerin en ¢ok yayimlandigr dergilerin sirasiyla Kuram ve Uygulamada Egitim Bilimleri (f=13),
Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi (f=6), Egitim ve Bilim (f=4) ve Ahi Evran Universitesi Kirsehir
Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi (f=4) oldugu goriilmektedir. Diger dergilerdeki makale sayis1 1-3 arasinda
bulunmaktadir. Bu bulgular 1s1§inda egitim arastirmalarinda eylem arastirmalarinin az tercih edilen

bir arastirma tiirii oldugu sdylenebilir.

Tablo 2. Makalelerin yillara gore dagilimi

Yil f % Yil f %
2004 1 1,25 2011 18 22,5
2006 1 1,25 2012 14 17,5
2007 4 5,0 2013 7 8,75
2008 3 3,75 2014 7 8,75
2009 6 7,5 2015 6 7,5
2010 13 16,25

Makalelerin Yayimlandig1 Dergi Tiirii, Tarandig1 indeks, Yayin Dili ve Kaynag1

Tablo 3, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin yayimlandig1 dergilerin tiirii, tarandig1 indeks, yayin
dili ve kaynagina gore dagilimi gostermektedir. Buna gore, makalelerin yaridan fazlasinin (f=48, %60)
uluslararas1 dergilerde yayimlandigi, yaklasik dortte {igliniin (f=56, %70) ULAKBIM veritabaninda
tarandig1, yaymn dilinin Tiirkge oldugu (£=54, %67,5) ve yiiksek lisans ve doktora tezinden bagimsiz
olarak yapildig1 (=59, %73,75) goriilmektedir. Bu bulgular 1s1g1nda ilk olarak uluslararasi dergilerde
yayimlanan Ingilizce makalelerin ve SSCI veri tabanlari tarafindan dizinlenen Tiirkiye adresli
dergilerde yayimlanan makalelerin sayis1 diisiik kalmigtir. Bu kapsamda uluslararas: dergilerde
yayimlanan Ingilizce makalelerin sayisinin arttirilmasi 6nemli olabilir. Tkinci olarak, yiiksek lisans ve
doktora tezleri caligmalarinin makaleye doniismedigi veya bu makalelerin ilgili indekslerde

taranmadig1 sdylenebilir.
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Tablo 3. Makalelerin dergi tiirii, indeksi, dili ve kaynagina gore dagilimi

f %

Dergi ttrti*

Ulusal 32 40

Uluslararasi 48 60
Makale indeksi

Ulakbim 56 70

SSCI ve Ulakbim 24 30
Yayin dili

Tiirkge 54 67,5

ingilizce 23 28,75

Tiirkge ve ingilizce 2 2,5

Almanca 1 1,25
Makale kaynak**

Yiiksek lisans tezinden 10 12,5

Doktora tezinden 11 13,75

Bagimsiz 59 73,75

* Dergilerin adlar1 ve dergi internet adreslerindeki tamimlayici bilgiler esas alinmigtir.

** Makale icerigindeki ve YOK Ulusal Tez Merkezindeki bilgiler esas alinmigtir.
Makalelerin Yazar Sayisi, Yazarin Milliyeti ve Cinsiyeti

Tablo 4, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin yazar sayisi, milliyeti ve cinsiyetine gore
dagilimlarini gostermektedir. Buna gore, 80 calismanin ¢ogunlukla tek (f=33, %41,25) ve iki (=30,
%37,5) yazar tarafindan yapildigi, bu c¢alismalarin ¢ok biiyiik oranda (f=72, %90) Tiirk yazarlar
tarafindan yazildigr ve toplam 158 olmak {izere erkek ve kadin yazar sayismin esit oldugu
goriilmektedir. Ayrica, Tiirk ve yabanci yazarlarin beraber yaptiklari sadece 1 ¢alismaya rastlanmistir.
Bu bulgulara gore, eylem arastirmasi ¢alismalarinin tek veya iki yazar tarafindan yapilma egilimi

gosterdigi ve cinsiyetin belirleyici olmadig1 sdylenebilir.

Tablo 4. Makalelerin yazar sayisi, milliyeti ve cinsiyetine gore dagilimi

f %

Yazar sayilari

1 yazarli makale 33 41,25

2 yazarli makale 30 37,5

3 yazarli makale 11 13,75

4 yazarli makale 3 3,75

5 yazarli makale 1 1,25

7 yazarli makale 1 1,25

8 yazarli makale 1 1,25
Yazar milliyet

Tiirk yazarli makale 72 90

Yabanci1 yazarli makale 7 8,75

Tiirk ve yabanci yazarli makale 1 1,25
Yazar cinsiyet

Erkek 79 50

Kadin 79 50
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Makale Yazarlarinin Meslekleri

Tablo 5'de eylem arastirmasi makale yazarlarinin mesleklere gore dagilimi verilmistir. Buna
gore, toplam 158 olmak iizere yazarlarin biiyiik ¢ogunlugu (f=142, %89,9) iiniversitelerde profesor,
dogent, yardimc1 dogent, Ogretim gorevlisi, arastirma gorevlisi gibi kadrolarda c¢alisan Ogretim
elemanlaridir. Buna karsin, Milli Egitim Bakanligina bagh okullarda 6gretmen olarak gorevli toplam
yazar orant (f=16, %10,1) oldukga diisiik kalmistir. Ayrica, lisansiistii egitimden bagimsiz olarak
calismalarda yer alan 6gretmen sayist da sadece 7 (%4,4)'dir. Ustelik bu 7 yazardan sadece 3'iiniin tek
yazarli makalede gorev aldig1 belirlenmistir. Bu bulgular ¢ercevesinde, ‘0gretmen arastirmasi’ olarak
da adlandirilan eylem arastirmalarinda 6gretmen katilimini arttirma ihtiyaci oldugu goriilmektedir.
Bu kapsamda, 6gretmenlerin eylem arastirmasi yapmasinin tesvik edilmesi veya 6gretim elemani-

ogretmen igbirliginin arttirilmas: 6nemli olabilir.

Tablo 5. Makale yazarlarinin mesleklerine gore dagilim

Yazarlarin meslekleri* f Y%
Ogretmen 7 4,4
Ogretmen ve yiiksek lisans dgrencisi 8 51
Ogretmen ve doktora 6grencisi 1 0,6
Ogretim elemani 130 82,3
Ogretim elemani ve yiiksek lisans &grencisi 1 0,6
Ogretim eleman1 ve doktora dgrencisi 11 7,0

* Makale icerigindeki ve yazarlarmn internet sitelerindeki bilgiler esas alinmgtir.
Makale Yazarlarinin Arastirmadaki Rolleri

Tablo 6, makale yazarlarinin eylem arastirmasindaki rollerine iliskin dagilimim
gostermektedir. Buna gore, toplam 158 yazardan 72’sinin (%45,6) uygulayici, katilimer gozlemci gibi
rollerle arastirmada problem ¢dzmeye yonelik olarak yapilan uygulamanin bizzat iginde oldugu,
32’sinin (%20,3) ise yiiksek lisans veya doktora tez danismani, uygulayiciy1 yonlendirici gibi rollerle
uygulamanin disinda kaldigi goriilmektedir. Diger taraftan, makale yazarlarnin 54’iiniin (%34,2)
arastirmada ne gibi roller aldiklar1 makale igeriklerinden belirlenememistir. Yapilan incelemelerde 54
yazardan 50’sinin iki ve daha fazla yazar tarafindan yapilan makalelerde gorev aldiklar
belirlenmistir. Bu bulgular 1s181nda, 6zellikle birden fazla yazar tarafindan yapilan calismalarda
arastirmacilarin rollerini agiklamasi dnemli olabilir. Bu agiklamalar eylem arastirmas: siirecinde is

birliginin nasil saglanabilecegine iligkin gelecekteki aragtirmacilara katk: saglayabilir.

Tablo 6. Makale yazarlarimin arastirmadaki rollerine gore dagilim

Yazarlarin aragtirmadaki rolleri f %
Uygulamanin icinde (uygulayici, katilimer gézlemci vb.) 72 45,6
Uygulamanin disinda (danisman, yonlendirici, vb.) 32 20,3
Belirlenemedi 54 34,2
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Calismalarin Yapildigi Ulke ve Sehirler

Tablo 7, eylem arastirmas: c¢alismalarinin yapildig: {iilkelere, Tablo 8 ise bu c¢alismalarin
Tiirkiye’de yapildig: illere gore dagilimini gostermektedir. Bu tablolar incelendiginde, ¢alismalarin
bliyiik ¢cogunlugunun (f=68, %85) Tiirkiye’de toplam 25 ilde yapildig1 goriilmektedir. Calismalarin en
cok yapildig iller Ankara (f=11), Eskigehir (f=10), Istanbul (f=5) ve Bolu (f=4) olarak siralanmusgtir.
Tiirkiye’deki diger 21 ilde yapilan ¢alismalarin sayisi ise 1-3 arasinda degismektedir. Diger taraftan,
yurt dist kaynakhh calismalar oldukga diisiik diizeyde (f=8, %10) kalmistir. Bu bulgulara gore,
arastirma kapsaminda incelenen makalelerin biiyiik ¢ogunlugu Tiirkiye’de yapilan c¢alismalara
dayanmaktadir. Ayrica, Tiirkiye’de bulunan toplam 81 ilden 56’sinda yapilan eylem arastirmasina

rastlanmamuistir.

Tablo 7. Calismalarin yapildigi dilkelere gore dagilimi

Ulkeler f Y%
Tiirkiye 68 85
Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti 2 2,5
Avustralya 2 2,5
Ispanya 1 1,25
Kanada 1 1,25
Kosova 1 1,25
Polonya 1 1,25
Karma (Tiirkiye ve Ingiltere) 1 1,25
Belirlenemedi 3 3,75

Tablo 8. Calismalarin yapildig1 Tiirkiye’deki illere gore dagilimi

Mler (Tiirkiye) f Yo [ller (Tiirkiye) f Y%
Ankara 11 13,75 Afyonkarahisar 1 1,25
Eskisehir 10 12,5 Canakkale 1 1,25
Istanbul 5 6,25 Denizli 1 1,25
Bolu 4 5,0 Diizce 1 1,25
Adana 3 3,75 Giresun 1 1,25
Gaziantep 3 3,75 Hatay 1 1,25
Sakarya 3 3,75 Kars 1 1,25
Tokat 3 3,75 Kirsehir 1 1,25
Trabzon 3 3,75 Kiitahya 1 1,25
Burdur 2 2,5 Ordu 1 1,25
Kocaeli 2 2,5 Rize 1 1,25
Mersin 2 2,5 Zonguldak 1 1,25
Adiyaman 1 1,25 Belirlenemedi 4 5

Makalelerin Ders/Disiplin/Konu Alanlar

Tablo 9, eylem arastirmasi ¢alismalariin yapildig: ders, disiplin veya konu alanlarina iliskin
dagilimlarini ortaya koymaktadir. Buna gore, incelenen toplam 80 ¢alisma 12 farkli kategori altinda

toplanan ders, disiplin veya konu alanlarina yonelik olarak gerceklestirilmistir. Bu kategoriler
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sirasiyla; fen (f=15), sosyal (f=14), yabana dil (f=10), matematik (f=7), 6gretmenlik meslek bilgisi (f=7),
okul/personel gelistirme (f=6), 6zel egitim (f=6), Tiirkge (f=4), arastirma yontemleri (f=3), okul Oncesi
(f=3), uzaktan egitim (f=3), ve ders dis1 uygulamalar (f=2) seklinde siralanmaktadir. Bu bulgular
cercevesinde, eylem arastirmalarinin basta fen, sosyal, yabanci dil, matematik ve 6gretmenlik meslek
bilgisi olmak tizere (f=53, %66,25) cok farkli ders, disiplin ve konu alanlarina yonelik olarak yapildig1

ve yapilabilecegi sdylenebilir.

Tablo 9. Makalelerin ders/disiplin/konu alanlarina gore dagilimi

Makalelerin ders/disiplin/konu alanlar1 f %
Fen (fen ve teknoloji, fizik, kimya, biyoloji vb.) 15 18,75
Sosyal (sosyal bilgiler, tarih, cografya vb.) 14 17,5
Yabana dil (ingilizce, almanca) 10 12,5
Matematik 7 8,75
Ogretmenlik meslek bilgisi (smf yonetimi vb.) 7 8,75
Okul/personel gelistirme (vizyon-misyon gelistirme vb.) 6 7,5
Ozel egitim (isitme, zihinsel, ortopedik engelli egitimi) 6 7,5
Tiirkge (okuma-yazma 6gretimi) 4 5
Aragtirma yontemleri (proje yonetimi vb.) 3 3,75
Okul 6ncesi (okul olgunlugu, zamanin farkinda olma) 3 3,75
Uzaktan egitim 3 3,75
Ders dis1 uygulamalar (sosyal etkinlikler vb.) 2 2,5

Makalelerin Konular

Tablo 10’da eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin konularina gore dagilimi sunulmustur. Buna
gore, incelenen 80 makalenin dortte tigli (=60, %75) Ogrenme-Ogretme yaklasim, yontem veya
tekniklerinin basari, beceri, tutum vb. agisindan etkili olup olmadigini konu almistir. Diger konular ise
ogretmenlerin mesleki gelisimi (f=12); okul vizyon, misyon, stratejik plan gelistirme (f=2); program
gelistirme (f=2); kiitiiphanelerin gelistirilmesine iliskin goriisler (f=1); okul yoneticilerinin mesleki
gelisimi (f=1), 6grenci sikayetlerine iliskin goriisler (f=1), 0gretimsel sorunlara iliskin goriisler (f=1)
seklinde siralanmaktadir. Bu bulgulara gore, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin biiyiik ¢ogunlugunun

O0grenme-ogretme siireclerinin gelistirilmesi iizerine odaklandig1 s6ylenebilir.

Tablo 10. Makalelerin konularina gére dagilimi

Makale konulari f Y%
Ogrenme-6gretme yaklagim, yontem, tekniklerinin etkililigi 60 75
Ogretmenlerin mesleki gelisimi 12 15
Okul vizyon, misyon, stratejik plan gelistirme 2 2,5
Program gelistirme 2 2,5
Kiitiiphanelerin gelistirilmesine iliskin goriisler 1 1,25
Okul yoneticilerinin mesleki gelisimi 1 1,25
Ogrenci sikayetlerine iliskin goriisler 1 1,25
Ogretimsel sorunlara iliskin goriigler 1 1,25
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Makalelerin Arastirma Yontemleri

Tablo 11, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin arastirma yontemlerine gore dagilimimi
gostermektedir. Buna gore, toplam 80 calismanin 46’sinda (%57,5) bagimsiz bir arastirma yontemi
olarak eylem arastirmasi kullanildig belirtilmistir. Bu ¢alismalarda eylem arastirmasi nicel ve nitel
arastirmalardan yararlanan farkli bir arastirma yontemi olarak ele alinmaktadir. Diger taraftan, 31
¢alismanin (%38,75) nitel arastirma yontemlerinden biri olarak eylem arastirmasina gore yapildig:
agiklanmistir. Son olarak, 3 calismada (%3,75) ise eylem arastirmasinin karma arastirma yontemleri
icerisinde gerceklestirildigi ifade edilmistir. Bu bulgular c¢ercevesinde, c¢alismalarin eylem
arastirmasini, genellikle bagimsiz bir arastirma yontemi veya nitel arastirma yontemlerinden biri
olarak, nadiren ise karma arastirma yontemleri igerisinde kullandig1 goriilmektedir. Buradan

hareketle, eylem arastirmalarinin bu ii¢ yontem cercevesinde yapilabilecegi soylenebilir.

Tablo 11. Makalelerin yontemlerine gore dagilimi

Makalelerin aragtirma yontemleri f %
Bagimsiz eylem arastirmasi 46 57,5
Nitel arastirma i¢inde eylem arastirmasi 31 38,75
Karma arastirma iginde eylem arastirmasi 3 3,75

Makalelerin Eylem Arastirmasi Tiirleri

Tablo 12, makalelerin eylem arastirmasi tiirlerine yonelik dagilimi ortaya koymaktadir. Buna
gore, toplam 80 calismadan 72’sininde (%90) hangi eylem arastirmasi tiirtintin kullanildig
belirtilmemistir. Alanyazinda eylem arastirmas: tiirlerine iliskin yapilan simiflamalarin cesitliligi
dikkate alindiginda bu ¢alismalarin tiirlerini tahmine dayali olarak belirlemek giictiir. Bu yiizden ilgili
calismalarin tiirleri belirlenememistir. Diger 8 ¢alismada ise sirasiyla; teknik/bilimsel/isbirlik¢i eylem
arastirmasi (f=3), bireysel 6gretmen eylem arastirmasi (f=1), isbirlik¢i ve katihmci eylem arastirmasi
(f=1), katihmc1 eylem arastirmasi (f=1), Ozglirlestirici/gelistirici/elestirel eylem aragtirmasi (f=1),
uygulama/karsilikli isbirligi/tartisma odakli eylem arastirmasi (f=1) tiirleri esas alinmistir. Bu
bulgulara gore, makalelerin biiyiik g¢ogunlugunda temel alinan eylem arastirmasi tiiriiniin
agiklanmadig: goriilmektedir. Bu bilgilerin verilmesi eylem arastirmasi ¢alismalarinin niteligine katki

saglamasi agisindan 6nemli olabilir.

Tablo 12. Makalelerin eylem arastirmasi tiirlerine gore dagilim

Eylem arastirmas tiirii f %
Belirlenemedi 72 90
Teknik/bilimsel/isbirlik¢i eylem arastirmasi 3 3,75
Bireysel 6gretmen eylem arastirmasi 1 1,25
Isbirlikci ve katilimci eylem arastirmasi 1 1,25
Katilimc eylem arastirmast 1 1,25
Ozgﬁrlegtirici/ gelistirici/ elestirel eylem arastirmasi 1 1,25
Uygulama/karsilikli isbirligi/tartisma odakli eylem arastirmasi 1 1,25
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Makalelerin Eylem Arastirmasi Dongiisii

Tablo 13’de makalelerin eylem arastirmasi dongiisiiniin belirtilip belirtilmemesine gore
dagilimi verilmistir. Buna gore, toplam 80 ¢alismadan 47’sinde (%58,75) egitimsel bir problemi ¢6zme
ve gelisim kaydetmeye yonelik eylem arastirma dongiisii agiklanmistir. Eylem arastirmasina 6zgii
olan bu dongii, genel olarak problemi teshis etme, ¢6ziim arama, ¢oziimii uygulama, degerlendirme
yapma ve gerekir ise ¢oziim igin farkli yollar denemeyi kapsayan sistematik bir siirectir. Diger
taraftan, 33 calismada (%41,25), bu tiir bir dongiiniin agik¢a belirtilmedigi veya makale iceriginden
belirlenemedigi goriilmektedir. Bu durumun s6z konusu eylem arastirmalarinin niteligini
etkileyebilecegi sOylenebilir. Dolayisiyla, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin niteligine katki saglamasi

agisindan calismalarin bu tiir bir dongii etrafinda yapilandirilarak raporlastirilmasi 6nemli olabilir.

Tablo 13. Makalelerin eylem arastirmasi dongiisiine gore dagilim

Eylem aragtirmas: dongiisii f Yo
Belirtilmis 47 58,75
Belirtilmemis /Belirlenemedi 33 41,25

Makalelerin Orneklem Diizeyi, Biiyiikliigii ve Yontemi

[k olarak, Tablo 14’de eylem aragtirmasi makalelerinin drneklem diizeyine gore dagilimi
verilmistir. Buna gore, ¢alismalarin en ¢ok egitim fakiilteleri 6gretmen aday1 6grencileri (f=22, %27,5);
ortaokul oOgrencileri (=19, %23,75); yOnetici, 6gretmen, Ogrenci, veli gibi farkli nitelikteki karma
katilimailar (=14, %17,5); ve ilkokul 6grencileri (f=7, %8,75) ile gerceklestirildigi goriilmektedir. Diger
taraftan, okul 6ncesi, lise, egitim fakiilteleri disindaki tiniversite boliimleri, yiiksek lisans, 6gretmen ve
Ogretim elemarni diizeyindeki katilimcilarla yapilan ¢alismalarin sayisi 1-3 arasinda degiserek diisiik
kalmistir. Doktora Ogrencileri ile gerceklestirilen calismaya ise rastlanmamistir. Bu bulgular
cercevesinde, s6z konusu diisiik 6rneklem diizeylerinde daha fazla eylem arastirmasi yapilmasina

ihtiya¢ duyuldugu soylenebilir.

Tablo 14. Makalelerin 6rneklem diizeyine gore dagilimi

Makalelerin 6rneklem diizeyi f %
Okuloncesi 6grencileri 1 1,25
Tlkokul &grencileri (1-4. sinuflar) 7 8,75
Ortaokul 6grencileri (5-8. siniflar) 19 23,75
ilké’)gretim ogrencileri (1-8. siniflar) 2 2,5
Lise 6grencileri (9-12. siuflar) 2 2,5
Lisans egitim fakiiltesi 6grencileri 22 27,5
Lisans diger boliim 6grencileri 3 3,75
Yiiksek lisans 6grencileri 3 3,75
Ogretmenler 3 3,75
Ogretim elemanlar1 3 3,75
Karma (Yonetici, 6gretmen, 6grenci, veli vb.) 14 17,5
Belirtilmemis/Belirlenemedi 1 1,25
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Ikinci olarak, Tablo 15'de, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin &rneklem biiyiikliigiine iliskin
dagilimi verilmistir. Buna gore, ¢alismalarin katilime sayist minimum 1, maksimum 529’dur. Ayrica,
bu c¢alismalarin ¢ogunlugunun (f=52, %65) 1-20 ve 21-40 arasinda degisen katilimc ile
gerceklestirildigi goriilmektedir. Bunun yani sira, katilimci sayisi arttik¢a yapilan ¢alisma sayisi da
azalmaktadir. Bu bulgulara gore, eylem arastirmasi calismalarinin daha ¢ok kiiglik Orneklem

gruplarinda yapilma egilimi gosterdigi sdylenebilir.

Tablo 15. Makalelerin érneklem biiyiikliigiine gore dagilimi

Makalelerin 6rneklem biiytikliigii f Yo
1-20 arast 30 37,5
21-40 aras1 22 27,5
41-60 aras1 10 12,5
61-80 arast 4 5
81-529 arasi 9 11,25
Belirlenemedi 5 6,25

Son olarak, Tablo 16’da, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin ornekleme ydntemine yonelik
dagilim verilmistir. Buna gore, calismalarin en ¢ok amacgh (f=25, %31,25) ve goniilliiliik esash (=13,
%16,25) oOrnekleme yontemlerini kullandiklar1 goriilmektedir. Seckisiz ve kiime Ornekleme
yontemlerini kullanan ¢alismalarin sayist azdir. Diger taraftan, toplam 80 ¢alismanin yariya yakininda
esas alman Orneklem yontemi belirlenememistir. Bu bulgulara dayanarak, eylem arastirmasi
calismalarinda genellikle amagli ve goniilliilitk esasli Ornekleme yontemlerinin kullanildig:
sOylenebilir. Ayrica, calismalarin niteligine katki saglamasi agisindan orneklem segimlerinin nasil

yapildiginin agiklanmasi 6nemli goriilmektedir.

Tablo 16. Makalelerin 6rnekleme yontemine gore dagilim

Makalelerin 6rneklem yontemi f Y%
Amacli 6rnekleme 25 31,25
Gonullulik esash 13 16,25
Seckisiz 6rnekleme 5 6,25
Kiime 6rnekleme 1 1,25
Belirlenemedi 36 45

Makalelerin Uygulama Siireleri

Tablo 17, eylem arastirmasi c¢alismalarinin uygulama siirelerine iligkin dagilimi
gostermektedir. Buna gore, toplam 80 calismada yapilan uygulamalar minimum 1, maksimum 84
hafta slirmiistiir. Ayrica, calismalarin yarisindan fazlasinda (f=45, %56,25) uygulamalarin sirasiyla 13-
16, 1-4, 5-8 ve 9-12 hafta arasinda gerceklestirildigi goriilmektedir. Bununla beraber, 28 haftadan daha
uzun uygulama siiresine sahip calisma sayisi sadece 2’dir. Diger taraftan, 25 (%31,25) ¢alismanin

uygulama siiresi belirlenememistir. Calismalarin niteligine katki saglamasi agisindan uygulama
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siirelerinin detaylandirilmas1 6nemli olabilir. Bu bulgular cercevesinde, eylem arastirmalarinda

yapilan uygulamalarin genellikle bir akademik donemlik siire zarfinda gerceklestirildigi sdylenebilir.

Tablo 17. Makalelerin uygulama siiresine gore dagilimi

Makalelerin uygulama siiresi* f Yo
1-4 hafta 11 13,75
5-8 hafta 6 7,5
9-12 hafta 5 6,25
13-16 hafta 23 28,75
21-24 hafta 3 3,75
25-28 hafta 5 6,25
56-84 hafta 2 2,5
Belirlenemedi 25 31,25

* Caligmalarda belirtilen uygulama siireleri haftaya doniistiiriilmiistiir.
Makalelerin Veri Toplama Araglar

Eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin veri toplama ara¢ cesidine gore dagilimi Tablo 18'de,
kullarulan veri toplama araglarinin dagilimi ise Tablo 19’da verilmistir. Tablo 18 incelendiginde,
toplam 80 ¢alismanin biiyiik ¢cogunlugunun (f=64, %80) gesit olarak 1, 2 ve 3 farkli veri toplama araci
ile gerceklestirildigi goriilmektedir. Bu calismalarin énemli bir kisminda ise 2 farkli veri toplama
(f=30,%37,5) aract kullanilmistir. Diger taraftan, 4 ve {izeri veri toplama arag ¢esidi kullanilan ¢alisma
sayis1 nispeten diisiik kalmistir. Tablo 19 incelendiginde ise ¢alismalarda toplam 13 farkli veri toplama
aract arasinda en c¢ok goriisme (%25,5), gozlem (%20), dokiimanlarin (%15,5) kullanildig:
goriilmektedir. Bununla beraber, anketler; 6grenci veya arastirmaci giinliikleri; basari, beceri ve
performans Olgen testler; 6z-degerlendirme formlar1 ve Olgekler de zaman zaman bagvurulan veri
toplama araglaridir. Tiim bulgular 1s181nda, eylem arastirmalarinda ¢ok gesitli veri toplama araglarinin
kullanildig, genellikle 1-3 cesit veri toplama aracina basvuruldugu ve bunlarin goriisme, gozlem ve
dokiimanlar oldugu soylenebilir. Bu kapsamda, ¢alismalarin niteligine katki saglamak agisindan

birden fazla farkli veri toplama araglarinin kullanilarak veri gesitlemesi yapilmas: 6nemli olabilir.

Tablo 18. Makalelerin veri toplama arag gesidine gore dagilim

Makalelerin veri toplama arag gesidi f %
1 veri toplama arag cesidi kullanilan makaleler 17 21,25
2 veri toplama arag ¢esidi kullanilan makaleler 30 37,5
3 veri toplama arag ¢esidi kullanilan makaleler 17 21,25
4 veri toplama arag ¢esidi kullanilan makaleler 9 11,25
5 veri toplama arag ¢esidi kullanilan makaleler 6 7,5
6 veri toplama arag gesidi kullanilan makaleler 1 1,25
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Tablo 19. Calismalarda kullanilan veri toplama araclarimim dagilim

Veri toplama araci f Y%
Gorlisme 51 25,5
Gozlem 40 20
Dokiimanlar (rapor, dosya, materyal vb. belgeler) 31 15,5
Anket 23 11,5
Giinliik (6grenci giinltigii ve arastirmact giinliigii) 16 8
Basari testi 14 7
Diger testler (beceri/performans vb. dlgen testler) 10 5
Oz-degerlendirme formu 6 3
Olgek 4 2
Envanter 2 1
Kisisel bilgi formu 1 0,5
Kontrol listesi 1 0,5
Rubrik 1 0,5

Makalelerin Veri Analiz Yontemleri

Eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin veri analiz yontem cesidine gore dagilimi Tablo 20’de,
kullanilan analiz yontemlerinin dagilimi ise Tablo 21’de verilmistir. Tablo 20'ye gore, toplam 80
calismanin ¢ogunlugunda (f=66, %82,5) 1 veya 2 farkli veri analiz yontemi kullanilmistir. Diger
taraftan 3 ve 4 farkli analiz yontemi kullanilan ¢alismalarin orani nispeten diisiik kalmistir. Tablo 21
incelendiginde ise, ¢alismalarda nitel (%57,03), nicel betimsel (%30,38) ve nicel kestirimsel (%12,59)
veri analiz yontemlerinden yararlanuldig1 goriilmektedir. Bu kategoriler altindaki toplam 8 yontemden
en cok kullamilanlar sirasiyla nitel betimsel analiz (%29,63), nitel icerik analizi (%27,40) ve
frekans/yiizde analizi (%25,19) olmustur. En az kullanilanlar ise regresyon, Wilcoxon ve korelasyon
testleridir. Biitiiniiyle bakildiginda, ¢alismalarda nitel veri analiz yontemlerinin kullanilma oram
%57,03, nicel veri analiz yontemlerinin ise %42,97 olarak gerceklesmistir. Bu bulgulardan hareketle,
eylem arastirmasi ¢alismalarinda (i) genellikle 1 veya 2 farkli veri analiz yonteminin kullanildig, (ii)
bu yontemlerin ¢ogunlukla nitel ve nicel betimsel analiz yontemleri oldugu, (iii) buna karsin genel

olarak hem nitel hem de nicel analiz yontemlerinden yararlanildig1 séylenebilir.

Tablo 20. Makalelerin veri analiz yontem cesidine gore dagilim

Makalelerin veri analiz yontem ¢esidi f %
1 veri analiz yontem ¢esidi kullanilan makaleler 40 50
2 veri analiz yontem gesidi kullanilan makaleler 26 32,5
3 veri analiz yontem ¢esidi kullanilan makaleler 13 16,25
4 veri analiz yontem ¢esidi kullanilan makaleler 1 1,25
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Tablo 21. Calismalarda kullanilan veri analiz yontemlerinin dagilum

Makalelerin veri analiz yontemi f Y%
Nitel analiz yontemleri 77 57,03
Nitel betimsel analiz 40 29,63
Nitel icerik analizi 37 27,40
Nicel betimsel analiz yontemleri 41 30,38
Frekans/yiizde 34 25,19
Ortalama/standart sapma 7 5,19
Nicel kestirimsel analiz yontemleri 17 12,59
t-testi 11 8,15
Korelasyon 3 2,22
Wilcoxon testi 2 1,48
Regresyon 1 0,74

Makalelerin Gegerlik ve Giivenirlik Yontemleri

Eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin gecerlik ve giivenirlik yontem cesidine gore dagilimi Tablo
22’de, basvurulan yontemlerin dagilimi ise Tablo 23’de verilmistir. Tablo 22 incelendiginde, toplam 80
calismanin 6nemli bir kisminda (=34, %42,5) 1 ve 2, yaklasik dortte birinde (f=18, %22,5) ise 3-6 farkl
gecerlik ve giivenirlik yontemi kullanildigr goriilmektedir. Diger taraftan 28 calismada (%38)
kullanulan gegerlik ve giivenirlik yontemleri agiklanmadig: icin belirlenememistir. Tablo 23’e gore,
calismalarda 16 farkli yontemden en ¢ok sirasiyla veri kodlamaya yonelik tutarlik incelemesi (%20,8),
veri toplama araci i¢in uzman goriisii (%19,2), cesitleme (%14,4) ve ayrintili betimlemeye (%10,4)
basvurulmustur. Bu bulgular gercevesinde, eylem arastirmalarinda ¢ok gesitli gecerlik ve giivenirlik
yonteminin kullanildigi, genellikle 1 veya 2 farkli yonteme basvuruldugu ve bunlar arasinda veri
kodlamaya yonelik tutarlik incelemesi, veri toplama araci icin uzman goriisii, ¢esitleme ve ayrintili
betimlemenin 6n plana c¢iktig1 sdylenebilir. Ayrica, ¢alismalarin niteligine katki saglamak acisindan

arastirmacilar tarafindan alinan gecerlik ve giivenirlik 6nlemlerinin detaylandirilmas: 6nemli olabilir.

Tablo 22. Makalelerin gecerlik ve giivenirlik yontem cesidine gore dagilimi

Makalelerin gecerlik ve giivenirlik yontem cesidi f %
1 gecerlik giivenirlik yontem ¢esidi kullanan ¢alismalar 16 20
2 gegerlik giivenirlik yontem gesidi kullanan ¢aligmalar 18 22,5
3 gegerlik giivenirlik yontem cesidi kullanan ¢alismalar 6 7,5
4 gegerlik giivenirlik yontem ¢esidi kullanan ¢alismalar 7 8,75
5 gecerlik giivenirlik yontem cesidi kullanan ¢alismalar 3 3,75
6 gegerlik giivenirlik yontem gesidi kullanan ¢aligmalar 2 2,5
Belirlenemedi 28 35
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Tablo 23. Calismalarda kullamlan gecerlik/giivenirlik yontemlerinin dagilimi

Gegerlik ve giivenirlik yontemleri f Yo
Veri kodlamaya yo6nelik tutarlik incelemesi 26 20,8
Veri toplama araci i¢in uzman gortisii 24 19,2
Cesitleme 18 14,4
Ayrintili betimleme 13 10,4
Uzman incelemesi 10 8,0
Katilima teyidi 7 5,6
Veri toplama araci giivenirlik katsayisinin incelenmesi 7 5,6
Veri toplama aracina yonelik pilot uygulama 7 5,6
Uzun stireli etkilesim 4 3,2
Gozlemciler aras1 uyum 2 1,6
Uygulama giivenirligi 2 1,6
Aragtirmaci esnekligi 1 0,8
Cikt1 gecerligi 1 0,8
Demokrasi gegerligi 1 0,8
Derin odakl1 veri toplama 1 0,8
Veri toplama aracina yonelik faktor analizi 1 0,8

Makalelerin Aldiklar1 Atif Sayilar1

Tablo 24, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin aldiklar1 atif sayilarina gore dagilimim
gostermektedir. Buna gore, toplam 80 ¢alismadan 35’inin (%43,75) heniiz hi¢ atif almadigi, 34’tiniin
(%42,5) ise 1-10 arasinda atif aldig1 goriilmektedir. Diger taraftan, 11-45 arasi atif alan calisma sayisi
(f=11, %13,75) oldukga azdir. Ayrica, 45'den daha fazla atif alan makaleye de rastlanmamuistir. Bu
bulgular 1s181nda, eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin aldig1 atif sayisinin ¢ogunlukla 0-10 aras1 olmak

iizere diisiik oldugu soylenebilir.

Tablo 24. Makalelerin aldiklar: atif sayilarina gore dagilima*

Makalelerin atif sayilari f Yo
0 atif alan makaleler 35 43,75
1-10 atif alan makaleler 34 42,5
11-19 atif alan makaleler 5 6,25
21-24 atif alan makaleler 3 3,75
33 atif alan makaleler 1 1,25
45 atif alan makaleler 2 2,5

* Google Akademik verileri esas alinmigtir.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu calismada ULAKBIM ve SSCI veri tabanlari tarafindan dizinlenen Tiirkiye adresli
dergilerde yayimlanmis egitim alanindaki eylem arastirmasi makaleleri betimsel igerik analizi ile
incelenmistir. Calismada elde edilen bulgular asagida biitiinciil olarak Ozetlenmis, tartisilmis ve

Onerilerde bulunulmustur.
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Calismada eylem arastirma makalelerinin ilk olarak 2004 yilindan itibaren yayimlanmaya
basladig1i, makale sayisinin 2010-2012 yillar1 arasinda yiikselmesine ragmen genel olarak diisiik
kaldigr goriilmiistiir. Bu c¢alismalara yapilan atif sayisinin da az oldugu gozlemlenmektedir.
Calismada ayrica, eylem arastirmast makalelerinin genellikle ULAKBIM veritabaninda taranan
uluslararas1 dergilerde Tiirkge olarak yayimlandigi, makalelerin ¢ogunlukla tek veya iki Tiirk yazar
tarafindan basta Ankara, Eskisehir, fstanbul ve Bolu olmak iizere Tiirkiye'de gergeklestirildigi
bulunmustur. Diger taraftan, SSCI veri tabanlar1 tarafindan dizinlenen Tiirkiye adresli dergilerde
yayimlanan, uluslararas: dergilerde yabanci dilde yapilan, yurt disinda gergeklestirilen ve yabanci
yazarlarin katki sagladig1 calismalarin sayis: diisiik kalmistir. Benzer sekilde, lisansiistii calismalardan
iretilen makale sayis1 da azdir. Yazarlarin cinsiyetlerinin ise belirleyici olmadig1 gortilmiistiir.
ve lisansiistii 0grenci katiiminin ise ¢ok diisiik oldugu belirlenmistir. Son olarak, ¢alismalarin
yarisina yakininda arastirmacilar “uygulayici, katilimer gozlemci” gibi rollerle yapilan uygulamanin

ig¢inde, beste birinde ise “danisman, yonlendirici” gibi rollerle uygulamanin disinda yer almistir.

Calismada ayrica eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin basta fen, sosyal, yabanct dil, matematik
olmak tizere ¢ok farkli ders, disiplin ve konu alanlarina yonelik olarak yapildig1 belirlenmistir. Diger
taraftan, calismalarin dortte {i¢iiniin 6grenme-0gretme yaklasim, yontem veya tekniklerinin basari,
beceri, tutum vb. agisindan etkili olup olmadigini konu aldig1 goriilmektedir. Bu noktada, eylem
arastirmalarinin 6grenci, 0gretmen, sinif, okul ve 6gretimi gelistirmeye yonelik her tiirlii konu ile ilgili

yapilabilecegi belirtilmelidir (Tomal, 2010).

Calismada eylem arastirmasi makalelerinin ¢ogunlukla egitim fakiilteleri 6gretmen adaylari,
ilkogretim 6grencileri ve karma ozelliklere sahip 1-20 ve 21-40 arasindaki katilimcilar ile bir dénemlik
(vaklasik 14 hafta) siire zarfinda gerceklestirildigi belirlenmistir. Bu noktada, farkli 6rneklem
diizeylerinde yapilan calismalara ihtiya¢ duyuldugu goriilmektedir. Buna ek olarak, ¢alismalarda
genellikle amagcli 6rneklem yontemine ve goniilliilitk esasina dayali olarak katilimcilarin segildigi
sOylenebilir. Amacli 6rnekleme, gelisim kaydedilmek istenen belirli bireyler secilmesine imkan verdigi
i¢in eylem arastirmalarinda olduk¢a yaygin olarak kullanilan bir 6rneklem alma teknigidir (Tomal,

2010).

Calismada, eylem arastirmalarinin genellikle bagimsiz bir arastirma yontemi veya nitel
arastirma yontemlerinden biri olarak gerceklestirildigi goriilmektedir. Bu calismalarda basta goriisme,
gozlem ve dokiimanlar olmak iizere ¢ok cesitli nicel ve nitel veri toplama aracina basvuruldugu
belirlenmistir. Benzer sekilde, calismalarda nicel ve nitel veri analiz yontemlerinin kullanildig:
goriilmektedir. Tomal (2010: 11) nicel, nitel ve eylem arastirmasi olmak iizere ii¢ tiir arastirma

yontemi oldugunu belirtmektedir. Buna gore, eylem arastirmasi nicel ve nitel arastirmalardan
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farklidir ancak ikisinin de ozelliklerini yansitir. Incelenen caligmalarda hem nitel hem de nicel veri
toplama araglar1 ve analiz yontemlerinden yararlanilmis olmasinin da bu durumu destekledigi
sOylenebilir. Son olarak, ¢alismalarda genellikle 1 veya 2 olmak {izere ¢ok gesitli gecerlik ve giivenirlik
yontemine basvuruldugu, bunlar arasinda veri kodlamaya yonelik tutarlik incelemesi, veri toplama

araci i¢in uzman goriisii, cesitleme ve ayrintili betimlemenin 6n plana ¢iktig1 goriilmektedir.

Calismanin bulgular1 kapsaminda dikkat ¢ceken belki de en 6nemli nokta, Tiirkiye'de egitim
arastirmalarinda eylem arastirmasina olan ilginin diisiik olmasidir. Bunu destekleyen ilk bulgu
yapilan makale sayidir. Calismada zaman sinirlamas: olmamasina ragmen 2004-2015 yillar1 arasinda
35 farkli dergide yayimlanan sadece 80 eylem arastirmasi makalesine ulasilabilmistir. Ayrica, 2010-
2012 yillar1 arasinda makale sayilar: artis egilimi gosterse de 2013 yilindan itibaren son yillarda tekrar
azalmaya baglamustir. Sliphesiz ulasilan makale sayisinin az olmasiun bir nedeni diger veri
tabanlarinda taranan makalelerin ¢alisma kapsami disinda birakilmasi olabilir. Ancak, arastirmanin
yapildigi dénemde ULAKBIM Sosyal Bilimler veritabaninda taranan dergi sayismin toplam 243
oldugu dikkate alindiginda eylem arastirmasinin az tercih edilen bir arastirma tiirii oldugu sonucuna
ulagilabilir. Tiirkiye’de egitim arastirmalarindaki egilimler de bu sonucu desteklemektedir (Goktas,
Hasangebi ve digerleri, 2012; Selguk ve digerleri, 2014). Bu durumu destekleyen bir diger bulgu ise 35
makaleye hicbir atif yapilmamasi, digerlerinin aldig1 atif sayisinin ise diisiik kalmasi olabilir. Bununla
birlikte, makale yazarlarimin biiyiik cogunlugunun {iniversitede calisan Ogretim elemani (f=130)
olmasina karsin, 6gretmenler (f=7) ve lisansiistii 6grenci sayisi (f=21) ¢ok azdir. Dolayisiyla, iilkemizde
Ogretmen ve lisansiistii 6grencilerin eylem arastirmasina yeterince ilgi gostermedigi soylenebilir.
Halbuki, alanyazinda bir arastirma yontemi olarak eylem arastirmasinin Ogretmen ve lisansiistii
ogrenciler i¢in ¢ok uygun ve onemli oldugu vurgulanmaktadir (Ferrance, 2000; Gay, Mills, ve
Airasian, 2012; Koshy, 2005; Tomal, 2010). Bu kapsamda, 6gretmen adaylar: igin lisans ve lisansiistii
diizeyde eylem arastirmasinin bir ders olarak verilmesi ve halihazirda ¢alisan 6gretmenler icin hizmet
icin egitimlerin diizenlenmesi Onerilebilir. Boylece, Tiirkiye’de eylem arastirmasina olan ilginin ve

calisma sayisinin arttirilmasi saglanabilir.

Son olarak, calismanin bulgular1 kapsaminda bazi hususlara deginilmesi Onemli
goriilmektedir. 1k olarak, toplam 158 yazardan 54’{iniin aragtirmalarda ne tiir bir rol aldig
belirlenememistir. Benzer sekilde, toplam 72 calismada eylem arastirmasinin tiirii, 33 ¢alismada nasil
bir eylem arastirmasi dongiistiniin kullanildigi, 36 calismada basvurulan orneklem yontemi, 25
calismada uygulama siireleri, 28 calismada ise gegerlik ve giivenirlik yontemleri belirlenememistir.
Oncelikle, bu durumun calismada ulasilan ilgili bulgularin kesinligini olumsuz olarak etkiledigi
sOylenebilir. Ayrica, Ozellikle eylem arastirmasi dongiisiiniin ve tiiriiniin gelecekte yapilacak

arastirmalarda detayli olarak agiklanmasimin  ¢alismalarin  niteligine katki  saglayacag:
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diistintilmektedir. Buna ek olarak, sonraki ¢alismalarda arastirmacilar tarafindan alinan gegerlik ve
giivenirlik onlemlerinin agiklanmasi 6nemli goriilmektedir. Tomal’a (2010) gore eylem arastirmalar:
ozellikle i¢ gecerlik ve arastirmacinin yanli olma ihtimali ile ilgili tehditlerle kars1 karsiyadir. Bu
cercevede, cesitleme, uzman incelemesi ve katilima teyidi gibi yontemlere bagvurulmas: onerilebilir
(Yildirirm ve Simsgek, 2013). Sonug olarak, ¢alismanin diger bulgularinin da eylem arastirmasina

yonelik ilgiyi artirmasi ve arastirmacilara katki saglamasi umulmaktadir.
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Ek 1. Makalelerin yayimlandi1 dergilere gore dagilim

Dergi Ad1 Adet

1 | Abant izzet Baysal Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1
2 | Ahi Evran Universitesi Kirgehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 4
3 | Akdeniz Egitim Arastirmalar1 Dergisi 2
4 | Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Dergisi 2
5 | Bilgi Diinyas1 1
6 | Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 2
7 | Gukurova Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi 2
8 | Degerler Egitimi Dergisi 1
9 | Egitim ve Bilim 4
10 | Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 2
11 | Firat Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 2
12 | Gaziantep Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 3
13 | Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 6
14 | International Journal of Environmental & Science Education 2
15 |Ilkdgretim Online 5
16 | Inonii Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1
17 |Karadeniz Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 1
18 | Kastamonu Egitim Dergisi 3
19 | Kuram ve Uygulamada Egitim Bilimleri 13
20 |Marmara Cografya Dergisi 2
21 |Marmara Universitesi Atatiirk Egitim Fakiiltesi Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi 2
22 | Milli Egitim 2
23 | Mustafa Kemal Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi 1
24 | Necatibey Egitim Fakiiltesi Elektronik Fen ve Matematik Egitimi Dergisi 1
25 | Ondokuz Mayis Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1
26 |Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1
27 | Polis Bilimleri Dergisi 1
28 | Spor Bilimleri Dergisi 1
29 | Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education 1
30 | Turkish Online Journal of Qualitative Inquiry 2
31 | Turkish Studies 2
32 | Tirk Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi 2
33 | Tiirk Fen Egitimi Dergisi 1
34 | Turkliik Bilimi Aragtirmalari 1
35 | Uludag Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 2

Toplam 80
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Introduction

It is the common opinion of the majority of stakeholders that the most important problem in
education is its quality. It is argued that the school, teacher, teaching-management and student
personnel services do not possess adequate quality. In fact, these three dimensions interact with each
other. Therefore, an improvement in one of the dimensions is able to affect the others. For this reason,
in general, the focus is on the quality of the teaching provided by the teacher. Often, suggestions are
made about how the quality of the teacher can be improved. Some of these suggestions include the
teacher’s constant self-improvement, following and reading educational research, having a researcher
role, etc. However, most teachers do not read academic research or conduct scientific research (Sari,
2006). According to Tomal (2010), the word “research” startles teachers, since conducting research is
thought to be a very complicated and painstaking process, and perhaps it is. The language of
academic research is very scientific. In its content, there is an intense scientific inquiry and concern
about generating generalizable knowledge. All this makes it difficult to be a teacher researcher. In this
case, action research could be the potential solution because according to Biiyiikoztiirk, Kilic Cakmak,
Akgiin, Karadeniz and Demirel (2011: 18), action researchers concentrate on obtaining information
that will enable them to change the conditions of a particular situation they are personally involved in
rather than sound generalizations. This information is solution-oriented for people in practice and is
made available to them (Giiler, Halicioglu and Tasgin, 2013), and the findings can be applied
immediately (Koklii, 1993). Teachers may be more willing to participate in the research process in
which a problem they encounter is resolved (Unver, 2005: 143). Taking a role in the solution process of
a problem they are experiencing may also motivate them. Action research may be effective in teachers’

adopting the role of a “teacher researcher”.

Action research is a research approach which is comprised of the collection and analysis of
systematic data regarding the application process to identify problems or understand and solve
readily available issues (Yildirim and Simsek, 2013: 333). In action research, problems are defined,
solutions are sought and applied, evaluations are made, solutions are developed and the best
solutions are pursued (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2011). Simply put, action research is a systematic process
for finding the solution of a problem and making progress. It deals with solving a problem more
effectively and practically (Tomal, 2010). As can be understood from the definitions, action research is
a research method aiming at improving the quality of an institution, employees, work completed, and
contributes to development. Action research in the field of education will enhance the quality of the

school, the teacher and the work done, that is, the teaching and learning process.

In recent years, action research has become increasingly popular as a research method among

practitioners (Koshy, 2005) and is widely used in education (Giiler et al., 2013; Kose, 2010; Yildirim
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and Simsek, 2013) because action research on education is perceived to be important and necessary. In
an action research, teachers prescribe a prescription which is written or contributed by them to solve a
problem that they face rather than a prescription written by someone else. In this way, they can find
more effective and practical solutions to the problem given that they have developed the prescription
themselves. Teachers who conduct action research experience professional development
(Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2011), can follow the theoretical developments (Unver, 2005), and improve their
practice constantly (Koshy, 2005). According to Tomal (2010), action research may be satisfactory to
the teacher. In action research, the teacher produces knowledge (Mills, 2003, as cited in Biiyiikoztiirk
et al.,, 2011). Action research brings research and practice together (Yildirim and $imsek, 2013). It is
also an in-service training tool, and is an instrument for bringing innovative teaching and learning
approaches to the system that is normally not open to innovation and change (Koklii, 1993). The
following expressions illustrate the necessity and importance of an action research in education from a

different point of view:

“In many research methods, the opinions of the subjects of the research are not included
in the production of knowledge. Their views are not decisive. In addition, the knowledge
obtained is generally discussed by the academic community. People involved in the
study are often not informed of the results of the research. Action research produces
solutions to the problems of the practitioners and puts the solutions into their service.”

(Berg, 2004, as cited in Giiler et al., 2013: 261-262)

Developing the practice makes action research necessary in education. However, when the
trends in educational research in Turkey are analysed, it is seen that the least preferred type of
research is action research (Goktas, Hasangebi et al., 2012; Selguk, Palanci, Kandemir and Diindar,
2014). It is hoped that this study will be a beginning to draw researchers’ attention to action research,
particularly the teacher researchers. It is thought that the study may contribute to the increased
conduct of action research in Turkey by teacher researchers. For this reason, a decision was formed to
analyse the action research published in Turkey through content analysis. In addition, this study can
provide an insight for the researchers to conduct action research because content analysis studies lead
researchers (Ciltas, 2012; Ciltas, Giiler and Sozbilir, 2012; Goktas, Hasancebi et al., 2012; Selcuk et al.,
2014). It is informative for researchers, rescues research from repetition and disorganisation (Calik and
So6zbilir, 2014). With this rationale, the purpose of this research is to analyse action research articles in
the field of education published in journals in Turkey indexed by ULAKBIM and SSCI database. This

study will therefore address the following research questions:

1. What is the distribution of articles by publication year and journal?

2. What is the distribution of articles by journal type, index, language and source?
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What is the distribution of articles by the number, nationality and gender of authors?
What is the distribution of authors by profession?

What is the distribution of authors by their role in research?

What is the distribution of articles by country and city?

What is the distribution of articles by course/discipline/subject area?

What is the distribution of articles by topic?

Y ® N g kW

What is the distribution of articles by research method?

10. What is the distribution of articles by action research type?

11. What is the distribution of the articles by whether the action research cycle is specified or not?
12. What is the distribution of articles by sample level/size/method?

13. What is the distribution of articles by the duration of implementation?

14. What is the distribution of articles by data collection method?

15. What is the distribution of articles by data analysis method?

16. What is the distribution of articles by validity and reliability method?

17. What is the distribution of articles by citations counts?

Calik and Sozbilir (2014: 34-35) aimed to provide a guiding document for researchers in their
study titled “Parameters of Content Analysis”. They pointed out the basic considerations that should
be taken into consideration in content analysis. Some of these are: (i) The original contribution of the
study to the field should be expressed displaying its difference from the previous content analysis
studies. (ii) Research published over a long period of time should be included in the study. (iii)

Resource diversity should be provided as much as possible.

No study on the content analysis of action research in the field of education has been found in
Turkey. Therefore, it is expected that the contribution of this study to the field will be unique. There
was no time limit in the study. All action research articles published in journals indexed by ULAKBIM
and SSCI database in Turkey were included in the study. Thus, it could be asserted that the first and
second points stated by Calik and Sozbilir (2014) are met. In this study, only articles were analysed,
theses were not included in the study. This is considered to be a limitation of the study. However, at
the same time, it can be considered that this situation adds value to the study. While it is suggested
that diverse sources should be included in content analysis studies, it has also been stated that in-
depth analysis and synthesis is limited when the number of research investigated are high (Calik and

Sozbilir, 2014). For this reason, only articles were analysed in this study.
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Method
Research Model

This study is a descriptive content analysis which aims to analyse action research articles in
the field of education published in Turkish journals indexed by ULAKBIM and SSCI databases (Calik
and Sozbilir, 2014).

Population of the Study

The target population of this research is all action research articles in the field of education
published in Turkish journals indexed by ULAKBIM and SSCI databases. In order to reach these
articles, firstly the related literature is reviewed and Turkish and English keywords were determined

for online article search process. These keywords are shown in Table 1:

Table 1. Keywords used in article search process

Turkish Keywords English Keywords
Eylem arastirmasi Action research
Aksiyon aragtirmasi Teacher research
Ogretmen aragtirmast Teacher researcher
Uygulayic1 aragtirmasi Teacher as researcher
Nitel aragtirma Practitioner research

Reflective practice

Then, using the keywords determined, a four-week article search process between the dates 02
to 29 February 2016 was initiated. At this stage, firstty ULAKBIM Social Sciences Database was
scanned from http://cabim.ulakbim.gov.tr/tr-dizin/. In addition, a second scan, limited to ULAKBIM
National Database, was conducted within Sel¢uk University’s online database in order to prevent
possible article loss and to confirm the articles previously obtained. Furthermore, databases of the
journals listed in the document dated October 2005 “Scientific Journals Published in Turkey and
Indexed in Thomson Reuters Web of Science Citation Database (SCI, SSCI, AHCI)” available on
ULAKBIM website were searched. Moreover, keywords in the search were used in different
combinations; with or without quotation marks, individually and as two terms together. Thus,
keywords could be searched more extensively in article contents and more records could be accessed.
A total of 3087 records were examined and 107 articles were found in the whole article search process.
However, in the detailed reviews, 27 articles were excluded from the scope of the study due to the
reasons such as being out of the field of education, not explicitly stating its research method or design
as action research, being a book summary, literature review or opinion essay. As a result, 80 articles,
which stated to be an action research in their content, especially in methodology parts, were included

in the research.
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Data Collection and Analysis

In order to collect data for the research questions, a research-specific form was developed by
the researchers using content analysis studies in literature (Ciltas, 2012; Ciltas et al., 2012; Goktas,
Hasangebi et al.,, 2012; Goktas, Kiigiik et al., 2012; Hazir Bikmaz, Aksoy, Tatar and Atak Altinhikiik,
2013; Saban, 2009; Selcuk et al., 2014; Yal¢in, Yavuz and Hgiin Dibek, 2015). A number of forms used
in these content analysis studies were examined to ensure that the form coverage was valid. Sections
which were specific to action research were also included. With this form at the same time, a general
framework was established for the list of themes and codes to be used in the analysis of the articles.
The main themes included the publication date, journal title, journal type, index, language, source of
the articles; the number, gender, nationality, occupation, role of the authors; location, field, topic of the
studies; research design, action research type and cycle of the studies; sampling level, size and
method; duration, data collection and analysis method; validity and reliability method, and citation

count of the studies.

In the analysis of the articles, the steps in content analysis indicated by Yildirim and Simsek
(2013) were followed. These steps include (i) encoding the data, (ii) identifying the themes, (iii)
organizing and defining the data according to the codes, and (vi) interpreting the findings. In the first
phase of data analysis, the data is coded in a general frame formed prior to this. In this type of coding,
while the predetermined theme and code list directed the content analysis, the new themes were also
added to the list. In this phase, the general frame was tested by coding randomly selected 8 articles
according to theme and code list. Following this, all the articles were analysed and the data were
coded in the Microsoft Excel document under the related themes. In the second stage, the codes were
categorized according to their similarities and the “sub-themes” related to each theme were reached.
In the third step, frequency (f) and percent (%) values were calculated by transferring the data related
to the themes and sub-themes into SPSS-20 package program. In the last stage, the findings were
interpreted in relation to the research questions with tables. In order to ensure the validity and
reliability of the study, all stages were planned, controlled, arranged and agreed upon by the two

researchers in once-a-week meetings during the research process.
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Findings and Interpretations

In this section, findings related to themes in 17 research questions were presented in tables

and interpreted.
Publication Years and Journals of Articles

Table 2 displays the distribution of action research articles by years of publication. In addition,
the distribution of the articles by journals is given in the table in Appendix 1. According to this, 18
articles (22.5%) out of a total of 80 articles were published in 2011, reaching its peak. In addition, more
than half of the articles (f = 45, 56.25%) were published in 2010, 2011 and 2012. However, this rate has
dropped in recent years again. When Appendix 1 is examined, it is seen that most articles were
published in the journals Kuram ve Uygulamada Egitim Bilimleri (f=13), Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesi Dergisi (f=6), Egitim ve Bilim (f=4) and Ahi Evran Universitesi Kirsehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi
(f=4) respectively. The number of the articles in the other journals range between 1 and 3. Based on
these findings, it can be argued that action research is a less preferred type of research in educational

research in Turkey.

Table 2. Distribution of articles by years

Year f % Year f Yo
2004 1 1,25 2011 18 22,5
2006 1 1,25 2012 14 17,5
2007 4 5,0 2013 7 8,75
2008 3 3,75 2014 7 8,75
2009 6 7,5 2015 6 7,5
2010 13 16,25

Journal Type, Index, Language and Source of Articles

Table 3 shows the distribution of the articles by journal type, index, language and source.
Accordingly, more than half of the articles (f=48, 60%) were published in international journals,
approximately three quarters (=56, 70%) of the articles were indexed in ULAKBIM database, the
publication language was Turkish (f=54, 67.5%) and were conducted independently of a master’s and
doctoral thesis (f=59, 73.75%). In light of these findings, firstly, the number of articles published in
English in international journals and indexed by SSCI database in Turkey was low. In this context, it
could be important to increase the number of articles in English published in international journals.
Secondly, it could be argued that the studies of master’s and doctoral thesis based on action research

were not published as articles or these articles were not indexed in ULAKBIM and SSCI databases.



Table 3. Distribution of the articles by journal type, index, language and source

f %

Journal type*

National 32 40

International 48 60
Index

Ulakbim 56 70

SSCI and Ulakbim 24 30
Language

Turkish 54 67,5

English 23 28,75

Turkish and English 2 2,5

German 1 1,25
Source**

Master’s thesis 10 12,5

Doctoral thesis 11 13,75

Independent 59 73,75

* Based on the names of the journals and the descriptive information on the journals’ websites.

** Based on the information in the article contents and YOK National Thesis Centre.
Number, Nationality and Gender of Authors

Table 4 shows the distribution of action research articles by number, nationality and gender of
the authors. Accordingly, 80 studies were mostly conducted by single (=33, 41.25%) and two (f=30,
37.5%) authors, and these studies were mostly written by Turkish authors (f=72, 90%). The number of
male and female writers was surprisingly equal in a total of 158 writers. In addition, there is only one
study conducted by Turkish and foreign authors collaboratively. According to these findings, it could
be asserted that the studies of action research tend to be performed by one or two authors and that

gender is not a determinant factor in this.

Table 4. Distribution of articles by number, nationality and gender of authors

f %

Number of authors

Articles with 1 author 33 41,25

Articles with 2 authors 30 37,5

Articles with 3 authors 11 13,75

Articles with 4 authors 3 3,75

Articles with 5 authors 1 1,25

Articles with 7 authors 1 1,25

Articles with 8 authors 1 1,25
Nationality

Articles of Turkish authors 72 90

Articles of foreign authors 7 8,75

Articles of Turkish and foreign authors 1 1,25
Gender

Male 79 50

Female 79 50

87
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Profession of Article Authors

Table 5 illustrates the distribution of the authors of action research articles by profession.
According to this, out of a total 158, a great majority of the authors (f=142, 89.9%) were academicians
at universities such as professors, associate professors, assistant professors, lecturers and research
assistants. However, the ratio of the total number of authors working as teachers in the schools
affiliated to the Ministry of National Education (f=16, 10.1%) was rather low. In addition, only 7 (4.4%)
teachers participated in studies independently of postgraduate education. Moreover, it was found out
that only 3 of these 7 authors took part in the single-authored articles. These findings indicate that
there is a need to increase teacher participation in action research, also called ‘teacher research’.
Therefore, it is important to encourage teachers to conduct action research or to increase academician-

teacher cooperation.

Table 5. Distribution of article authors by profession

Profession* f %
Teacher 7 44
Teacher and master’s degree student 8 51
Teacher and doctoral student 1 0,6
Academician 130 82,3
Academician and master’s degree student 1 0,6
Academician and doctoral student 11 7,0

* Based on the information in the articles and on the authors’ websites.
Roles of Article Authors in Research

Table 6 shows the distribution of the article authors by their role in action research. According
to this, while 72 out of 158 authors (45.6%) were directly involved in the practice applied in the
research to solve a problem with roles such as practitioner and participant observer, 32 of them
(20.3%) were outside with passive roles such as master’s or doctoral thesis advisor, or guide.
However, the roles of 54 (34.2%) of the article authors in the research could not be determined from
the article content. It was also identified that 50 out of these 54 authors took part in articles with two
or more authors. Given this, it could be important for researchers to elaborate on their roles in their
articles, especially in studies conducted by more than one author. These findings may also contribute
to the future researchers’ understanding of how collaboration could be achieved in the course of

action research.

Table 6. Distribution of article authors by their role in research

Roles f %
In the practice (practitioner, participant observer, etc.) 72 45,6
Out of the practice (advisor, guide, etc.) 32 20,3
Undetermined 54 34,2
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Countries and Cities Where Studies Were Conducted

Table 7 shows the countries where action research was conducted, while Table 8 shows the
distribution by city in Turkey. When these tables are examined, it can be seen that the majority of
studies (f=68, 85%) were conducted in a total of 25 cities in Turkey. The cities where studies were
conducted most were Ankara (f=11), Eskisehir (f=10), Istanbul (f=5) and Bolu (f=4). The number of
studies conducted in other 21 cities in Turkey varied between 1 and 3. However, studies abroad were
relatively low (f=8, 10%). According to these findings, the majority of the articles analysed in this
study were based on studies which were carried out inside Turkey. There was also no action research

conducted in 56 of a total 81 cities in Turkey.

Table 7. Distribution of studies by country

Countries f %o
Turkey 68 85
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus 2 2,5
Australia 2 2,5
Spain 1 1,25
Canada 1 1,25
Kosova 1 1,25
Poland 1 1,25
Mixed (Turkey and England) 1 1,25
Undetermined 3 3,75

Table 8. Distribution of studies by city in Turkey

Cities (Turkey) f Yo Cities (Turkey) f Y%
Ankara 11 13,75 Afyonkarahisar 1 1,25
Eskisehir 10 12,5 Canakkale 1 1,25
Istanbul 5 6,25 Denizli 1 1,25
Bolu 4 5,0 Diizce 1 1,25
Adana 3 3,75 Giresun 1 1,25
Gaziantep 3 3,75 Hatay 1 1,25
Sakarya 3 3,75 Kars 1 1,25
Tokat 3 3,75 Kirgehir 1 1,25
Trabzon 3 3,75 Kiitahya 1 1,25
Burdur 2 2,5 Ordu 1 1,25
Kocaeli 2 2,5 Rize 1 1,25
Mersin 2 2,5 Zonguldak 1 1,25
Adiyaman 1 1,25 Undetermined 4 5

Course/Discipline/Subject Areas of Articles

Table 9 shows the distribution of course, discipline or subject areas in which action research
studies are conducted. According to this, a total of 80 studies were carried out in the course, discipline
or subject areas collected in 12 different categories. These categories are; science (f=15), social science

(f=14), foreign language (f=10), mathematics (f=7), pedagogical knowledge (f=7), school/staff
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development (f=6), special education (f=6), Turkish (f=4), research methods (f=3), preschool education
(f=3), distance education (f=3) and extracurricular activities (f=2). Regarding these findings, it could be
argued that action research was conducted and can be conducted for very different courses, discipline
and subject areas, especially science, social science, foreign language, mathematics and pedagogical

knowledge (f =53, 66.25%).

Table 9. Distribution of articles by the course/discipline/subject areas

Course/discipline/subject areas f Yo
Science (science and technology, physics, chemistry, biology etc.) 15 18,75
Social science (social studies, history, geography etc.) 14 17,5
Foreign language (English, German) 10 12,5
Maths 7 8,75
Pedagogical knowledge (classroom management etc.) 7 8,75
School/staff development (vision-mission development etc.) 6 7,5
Special education (education of students with disability) 6 7,5
Turkish (literacy education- teaching to read and write) 4 5
Research methods (project management, etc.) 3 3,75
Preschool education (school maturity, time awareness) 3 3,75
Distance education 3 3,75
Extracurricular activities (social activities, etc.) 2 2,5

Topics of Articles

Table 10 demonstrates the distribution of action research articles by their topics. Accordingly,
three quarters of 80 articles (f=60, 75%) focused on the effectiveness of a learning-teaching approach,
method or technique on achievement, skill, attitude, etc. The other topics were professional
development of teachers (f=12); school vision, mission, strategic plan development (f=2); curriculum
development (f=2); opinions on improving libraries (f=1); professional development of school
administrators (f=1), opinions about student complaints (f=1), opinions about instructional problems
(f=1). According to these findings, it could be said that a great majority of action research articles

concentrated on the development of learning-teaching processes.

Table 10. Distribution of articles by their topics

Topics f %
Effectiveness of a learning-teaching approach, method, technique 60 75
Professional development of teachers 12 15
School vision, mission, strategic plan development 2 2,5
Curriculum development 2 2,5
Opinions on improving libraries 1 1,25
Professional development of school administrators 1 1,25
Opinions on student complaints 1 1,25
Opinions on instructional problems 1 1,25
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Research Methods of Articles

Table 11 displays the distribution of action research articles by research methods. According
to the table, 46 out of 80 (57.5%) studies used action research as an independent research method. In
these studies, action research was considered as a different research method which utilized both
quantitative and qualitative research. However, 31 studies (38.75%) were based on action research as
one of the methods of qualitative research. Finally, in 3 studies (3.75%), it was stated that action
research was carried out within mixed research methods. These findings show that studies used
action research usually as an independent research method, or as one of the qualitative research
methods, and rarely in mixed research methods. Thus, it could be argued that action research can be

completed within the framework of these three methods.

Table 11. Distribution of articles by their methods

Research methods f Y%
Independent action research 46 57,5
Action research within qualitative research 31 38,75
Action research within mixed research 3 3,75

Types of Action Research of Articles

Table 12 presents the distribution of action research by their types. The table shows that 72 out
of 80 studies (90%) did not specify which type of action research was used. Given the diversity of
classifications of types of action research in the literature, it is difficult to identify the types of these
studies based on prediction alone. Therefore, the types of related studies could not be determined. The
other 8 studies were based on technical/scientific/collaborative action research (f=3), individual teacher
action research (f=1), collaborative and participatory action research (f=1), participatory action
research (f=1), emancipator/developmental/critical action research (f=1) and practical/mutual
collaborative/deliberate action research (f=1). These findings show that the types of action research the
studies took as a basis was mostly not stated. However, providing this information could be important

in terms of its contribution to the quality of action research studies.

Table 12. Distribution of articles by types of action research

Types of action research f %
Undetermined 72 90
Technical/scientific/collaborative action research 3 3,75
Individual teacher action research 1 1,25
Collaborative and participatory action research 1 1,25
Participatory action research 1 1,25
Emancipator/developmental/critical action research 1 1,25
Practical/mutual collaborative/deliberate action research 1 1,25
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Action Research Cycle of Articles

Table 13 shows the distribution of the articles by whether the action research cycle is specified
or not. According to this, out of a total 80, 47 studies (58.75%) explained the research cycle for solving
an educational problem and making progress. This cycle, peculiar to action research, is a systematic
process which generally includes identifying the problem, searching for a solution, applying the
solution, making an evaluation and trying different ways for solution if necessary. However, in 33
studies (41.25%), this research cycle was not outlined in detail and it was not identified from the
articles. It could be stated that this situation might affect the quality of action research studies.
Therefore, it could be significant to structure and report studies around such a cycle to contribute to

the quality of action research articles.

Table 13. Distribution of articles by action research cycle

Action research cycle f Yo
Specified 47 58,75
Unspecified /Undetermined 33 41,25

Sample Level, Size and Sampling Method of Articles

Firstly, Table 14 shows the distribution of action research articles by sample level.
Accordingly, most of the studies were done with prospective teachers from faculties of education
(£=22, 27.5%), middle school students (f=19, 23.75%), mixed participants with various status such as
manager, teacher, student, parent (=14, 17.5%), and primary school students (f=7, 8.75%). The number
of studies conducted with participants from preschool, high school, university departments except the
faculties of education, master’s degree students, teachers and academicians was low, ranging from 1-3.
Since no studies were completed with the participation of doctoral students either, it can be argued

that there is a lack of examination of action research on such low sample levels.

Table 14. Distribution of the articles by sample level

Sample level f %
Preschool students 1 1,25
Primary school students (grades 1-4) 7 8,75
Middle school students (grades 5-8) 19 23,75
Primary school students (grades 1-8) 2 2,5
High school students (grades 9-12) 2 2,5
University students at faculty of education 22 27,5
University students at other department 3 3,75
Master’s degree students 3 3,75
Teachers 3 3,75
Academicians 3 3,75
Mixed (Administrator, teacher, student, parent etc.) 14 17,5
Unspecified / Undetermined 1 1,25
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Second, in Table 15, the distribution of action research articles by sample size is given. The
number of participants in the studies ranged from 1 to 529. In addition, the majority of these studies
(f=52, 65%) were carried out with participants ranging from 1-20 to 21-40. Moreover, it is seen that as
the number of participants increased, the number of studies conducted decreased. Thus, it could be

stated that studies of action research tend to be conducted in small groups.

Table 15. Distribution of articles by sample size

Sample size f Yo
Between 1-20 30 37,5
Between 21-40 22 27,5
Between 41-60 10 12,5
Between 61-80 4 5
Between 81-529 9 11,25
Undetermined 5 6,25

Finally, in Table 16, the distribution of sampling methods of action research articles is
displayed. According to this, it is seen that the studies mostly used purposeful (=25, 31.25%) and
voluntary (f=13, 16.25%) sampling methods. The number of studies which utilised random and cluster
sampling methods is considered to be rather low. However, the sampling method used in nearly half
of a total of 80 studies could not be identified. Therefore, it could be assumed that purposeful and
voluntary sampling methods were generally used in action research studies. Moreover, to contribute

to the quality of the studies, details about sampling methods should be given in the articles.

Table 16. Distribution of samples by sampling method

Sampling methods f Yo
Purposeful sampling 25 31,25
Voluntary sampling 13 16,25
Random sampling 5 6,25
Cluster sampling 1 1,25
Undetermined 36 45

Duration of Implementation in Articles

Table 17 shows the distribution of action research studies by the duration of the
implementation process. Accordingly, in a total of 80 studies, implementations lasted a minimum of 1
week and a maximum of 84 weeks. Moreover, it was observed that in more than half of the studies
(f=45, 56.25%) implementations were performed between 13-16, 1-4, 5-8 and 9-12 weeks respectively.
However, the number of studies with an implementation period longer than 28 weeks was only 2. In
25 studies (31.25%) implementation periods were not identified. To contribute to the quality of the
studies, details about implementation periods should be presented in the articles. In light of these
findings, it could be said that implementations in action research studies were usually carried out

within an academic term.
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Table 17. Distribution of articles by duration of implementation

Duration* f Yo
1-4 weeks 11 13,75
5-8 weeks 6 7,5
9-12 weeks 5 6,25
13-16 weeks 23 28,75
21-24 weeks 3 3,75
25-28 weeks 5 6,25
56-84 weeks 2 2,5
Undetermined 25 31,25

*Implementation periods specified in the studies were converted into weeks.
Data Collection Tools of Articles

The distribution of action research articles by the number of their data collection tools is given
in Table 18 and the distribution of the data collection tools is given in Table 19. According to Table 18,
it is seen that the majority of a total 80 studies (=64, 80%) were conducted with 1, 2 and 3 different
data collection tools. In most of these studies, 2 different data collection tools (f=30, 37.5%) were used.
However, the number of studies which used 4 and more data collection tools was relatively low.
According to Table 19, it is seen that, out of 13 different data collection tools, the most used ones were
interviews (25.5%), observation (20%) and documents (15.5%). Furthermore, surveys; student or
researcher diaries; tests measuring achievement, skill and performance; self-assessment forms; and
scales were sometimes used as data collection tools. Thus, it could be said that a wide variety of data
collection tools were used in action research studies, and mostly 1-3 kinds of data collection tools were
used, namely interviews, observation and documents. Moreover, to contribute to the quality of further

studies, it might be important to make a triangulation using multiple data collection tools.

Table 18. Distribution of articles by the number of data collection tools

The number of data collection tools f %
Articles using 1 type of data collection tool 17 21,25
Articles using 2 types of data collection tool 30 37,5
Articles using 3 types of data collection tool 17 21,25
Articles using 4 types of data collection tool 9 11,25
Articles using 5 types of data collection tool 6 7,5
Articles using 6 types of data collection tool 1 1,25
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Table 19. Distribution of data collection tools used in studies

Data collection tool f Y%
Interview 51 25,5
Observation 40 20
Documents (reports, files, materials, etc.) 31 15,5
Questionnaire 23 11,5
Diary (student and researcher diaries) 16 8
Achievement test 14 7
Other tests (tests measuring skill/performance etc.) 10 5
Self-assessment form 6 3
Scale 4 2
Inventory 2 1
Personal information form 1 0,5
Checklist 1 0,5
Rubric 1 0,5

Data Analysis Methods of Articles

Table 20 presents the distribution of action research articles based on the number of data
analysis methods that are used, whilst Table 21 presents the distribution of analysis methods.
According to Table 20, 1 or 2 different data analysis methods were used in the majority of a total of 80
studies (f=66, 82.5%). The number of studies using 3 and 4 different analysis methods was relatively
low. According to Table 21, qualitative (57.03%), quantitative descriptive (30.38%) and quantitative
predictive (12.59%) data analysis methods were used. Among a total of 8 methods placed under these
categories, qualitative descriptive analysis (29.63%), qualitative content analysis (27.40%) and
frequency/percentage analysis (25.19%) were found to be the most common. The least used ones were
regression, Wilcoxon and correlation tests. Overall, the use of qualitative data analysis methods and
quantitative data analysis methods were 57.03% and 42.97% respectively. These findings suggest that
in action research studies, (i) generally 1 or 2 different data analysis methods were used; (ii) these
were mostly qualitative and quantitative descriptive analysis methods; (iii) and, in general, both

qualitative and quantitative analysis methods were used.

Table 20. Distribution of the articles by the number of data analysis methods

The number of data analysis methods f %
Articles using 1 type of data analysis method 40 50
Articles using 2 types of data analysis method 26 32,5
Articles using 3 types of data analysis method 13 16,25
Articles using 4 types of data analysis method 1 1,25
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Table 21. Distribution of data analysis methods used in studies

Data analysis method f Y%
Qualitative analysis methods 77 57,03
Qualitative descriptive analysis 40 29,63
Qualitative content analysis 37 27,40
Quantitative descriptive analysis methods 41 30,38
Frequency/percentage 34 25,19
Mean/standard deviation 7 5,19
Quantitative predictive analysis methods 17 12,59
t-test 11 8,15
Correlation 3 2,22
Wilcoxon test 2 1,48
Regression 1 0,74

Validity and Reliability Methods of Articles

The distribution of action research articles by validity and reliability methods is provided in
Table 22 and Table 23. According to Table 22, it is seen that in most of the studies (f = 34, 42.5%) 1 and
2 different validity and reliability methods were used, and in about one quarter of the studies (=18,
22.5%) 3 to 6 different validity and reliability methods were used. However, the validity and reliability
methods used in 28 studies (38%) were not disclosed and thus could not be determined. According to
Table 23, out of the 16 different methods in the studies, intercoder reliability (20.8%), expert opinion
for data collection tool (19.2%), triangulation (14.4%) and thick description (10.4%) were used most.
These findings suggest that a wide variety of validity and reliability methods were used in action
research, and that generally 1 or 2 different methods were used. It was also found that intercoder
reliability, expert opinion for data collection tool, triangulation and thick description were the mostly
used methods. Moreover, it could contribute to the quality of further studies to present details of the

reliability and validity measures taken by researchers during this process.

Table 22. Distribution of the articles by validity and reliability methods

The number of validity and reliability methods f %
Studies using 1 type of validity-reliability method 16 20
Studies using 2 types of validity-reliability method 18 22,5
Studies using 3 types of validity-reliability method 6 7,5
Studies using 4 types of validity-reliability method 7 8,75
Studies using 5 types of validity-reliability method 3 3,75
Studies using 6 types of validity-reliability method 2 2,5
Undetermined 28 35




Table 23. Distribution of validity/reliability methods used in studies

Validity and reliability methods f Yo
Intercoder reliability 26 20,8
Expert opinion for data collection tool 24 19,2
Triangulation 18 14,4
Thick description 13 10,4
Peer debriefing 10 8,0
Member checking 7 5,6
Analysis of reliability coefficient of data collection tool 7 5,6
Piloting for data collection tool 7 5,6
Prolonged engagement 4 32
Inter-observer reliability 2 1,6
Treatment integrity 2 1,6
Researcher flexibility 1 0,8
Output validity 1 0,8
Democratic validity 1 0,8
Persistent observation 1 0,8
Factor analysis for data collection tool 1 0,8

Citation Counts of Articles

Table 24 shows the distribution of action research articles by citation counts. According to the
table, it could be seen that out of 80 studies, 35 of them (43.75%) were not cited and 34 (42.5%)
received 1 to 10 citations. The number of studies cited between 11-45 (f=11, 13.75%) was very low.
Moreover, none of the articles received more than 45 citations. These findings suggest that the number

of citations the action research articles received was low, and was found to be mostly between 0-10.

Table 24. Distribution of articles by citation counts*

Citation Counts of Articles f Y%
0 cited articles 35 43,75
1-10 cited articles 34 42,5
11-19 cited articles 5 6,25
21-24 cited articles 3 3,75
33 cited articles 1 1,25
45 cited articles 2 2,5

* Based on Google Scholar data.

Discussion, Conclusions and Recommendations

In this study, action research articles published in the field of education in Turkish journals
indexed by ULAKBIM and SSCI databases were analyzed by descriptive content analysis. Below are

the summary, discussion, and recommendations based on the findings outlined in the study.

The study shows that action research articles have been published since 2004. Although the
number of the articles increased between 2010 and 2012, it was generally low. It was found that the

number of citations made to these studies was also low. The study also indicated that action research
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articles were usually published in Turkish at the international journals indexed by ULAKBIM
database, and studies were conducted mostly in Ankara, Eskisehir, Istanbul and Bolu by one or two
Turkish authors. On the other hand, there were a low number of articles which were published by
Turkish journals indexed by SSCI database, which were written in a foreign language in international
journals, and which were conducted outside Turkey with foreign authors collaboratively. Similarly,
the number of articles from post-graduate studies was also low. In addition, the gender of authors was
not found as a determinant. Furthermore, it was found that studies were mostly conducted by
academicians, and the participation of teachers and postgraduate students was very low. Finally,
researchers took part in the implementation with active roles such as “practitioner, participant
observer” in approximately half of the studies, and were out of the implementation with passive roles

such as “advisor, guide” in one fifth of the studies.

We also found that action research articles were written mainly on science, social science,
foreign language, and mathematics including various course, discipline and subject areas. In three
quarters of the studies, the effectiveness of a learning-teaching approach, method, or technique on
achievement, skill, attitude etc. was investigated. At this point, it should be noted that action research
could be conducted on all topics related to the development of students, teachers, classrooms, schools

and teaching (Tomal, 2010).

It was also found that action research articles were conducted within one semester
(approximately 14 weeks) and mostly with 1-20 to 21-40 participants chosen from prospective teachers
at the faculties of education and middle school students (grades 5-8, aged 11-14). At this point, it could
be argued that studies at different sample levels are essential. In addition, it could be said that the
participants were usually selected on the basis of purposeful and voluntary sampling methods.
Purposeful sampling is a sampling technique that is commonly used in action research, because it

allows the selection of those subjects whose improvement is desired (Tomal, 2010).

The study also showed that action research is usually carried out as an independent or one of
the qualitative research methods. In these studies, it was found that a wide variety of quantitative and
qualitative data collection tools were used, primarily interviews, observation and documents.
Similarly, quantitative and qualitative data analysis methods were used. Tomal (2010: 11) states that
there are three approaches to research: quantitative, qualitative and action research. Given this, it
could be assured that action research differs from quantitative and qualitative research despite that it
shares some of their characteristics. It could be argued that the use of both qualitative and quantitative
data collection tools and analysis methods in the articles supported this suggestion. Finally, it was
observed that a wide variety of validity and reliability methods were used in the studies, and the most

used ones were intercoder reliability, expert opinion, triangulation and thick description.
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Perhaps the most noteworthy aspect of the study’s findings is the low interest in action
research in educational research in Turkey. The first finding that supports this is the number of
articles that were published. Despite the lack of time constraints in the study, there were only 80
action research articles published in 35 different journals between 2004 and 2015. In addition,
although there was an increase in the number of articles between 2010 and 2012, it has declined since
2013. A reason for the low number of articles reached might be excluding the articles that were
indexed in other databases. However, considering the total number of journals indexed in the
ULAKBIM Social Sciences database was 243 during the period of the research, we could conclude that
action research is a less preferred type of research. Trends in educational research in Turkey also
support this conclusion (Goktas, Hasangebi et al, 2012; Selcuk et al, 2014). Another finding that
supports this conclusion could be the fact that 35 articles were not cited at all, while others had a low
number of citations. Moreover, although the vast majority of article authors were academicians
(f=130), the number of teachers (f=7) and postgraduate students (f=21) was seen to be rather low. Thus,
it can be concluded that teachers and postgraduate students in Turkey did not show sufficient interest
in action research. However, it is emphasized in the literature that action research as a research
method is very appropriate and important for teachers and postgraduate students (Ferrance, 2000;
Gay, Mills, and Airasian, 2012; Koshy, 2005; Tomal, 2010). Therefore, we recommend that action
research should be taught as a course to prospective teachers at graduate and postgraduate levels. In
addition, in-service training programs should be organized for teachers. These efforts may help

increase the interest on action research and the number studies in Turkey.

Finally, it is imperative to understand and address other aspects that were found in this study.
First, we could not determine or identify the role of 54 authors led in the research, the type of action
research used in 72 studies, action research cycle in 33 studies, the sampling method in 36 studies, the
duration of implementation in 25 studies, and the type of validity and reliability methods in 28
studies. It could be argued that this had an impact on the certainty of the related findings reached in
the study. On the other hand, this might also affect the quality of action research studies. Therefore,
we believe that a detailed description of the cycle and the type of action research, in particular, is of
vital importance and may contribute to the quality of future action research. Similarly, it could be
critical to describe the validity and reliability measures taken by researchers for further studies.
According to Tomal (2010), action research is particularly susceptible to threats of internal validity and
the researcher bias. Thus, methods such as triangulation, peer debriefing and member checking could
be recommended (Yildirim and Simsek, 2013). As a result, it is expected that other findings of the

study will also raise interest in action research and contribute to the researchers.
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Appendix 1. Distribution of articles by journals

Name of the journal f

1 | Abant izzet Baysal Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1
2 | Ahi Evran Universitesi Kirgehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 4
3 | Akdeniz Egitim Arastirmalar1 Dergisi 2
4 | Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Dergisi 2
5 | Bilgi Diinyas1 1
6 | Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 2
7 | Gukurova Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi 2
8 | Degerler Egitimi Dergisi 1
9 | Egitim ve Bilim 4
10 | Eurasian Journal of Educational Research 2
11 | Firat Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 2
12 | Gaziantep Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 3
13 | Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 6
14 | International Journal of Environmental & Science Education 2
15 |Ilkdgretim Online 5
16 | Inonii Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1
17 |Karadeniz Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 1
18 | Kastamonu Egitim Dergisi 3
19 | Kuram ve Uygulamada Egitim Bilimleri 13
20 |Marmara Cografya Dergisi 2
21 |Marmara Universitesi Atatiirk Egitim Fakiiltesi Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi 2
22 | Milli Egitim 2
23 | Mustafa Kemal Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi 1
24 | Necatibey Egitim Fakiiltesi Elektronik Fen ve Matematik Egitimi Dergisi 1
25 | Ondokuz Mayis Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1
26 |Pamukkale Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 1
27 | Polis Bilimleri Dergisi 1
28 | Spor Bilimleri Dergisi 1
29 | Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education 1
30 | Turkish Online Journal of Qualitative Inquiry 2
31 | Turkish Studies 2
32 | Tirk Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi 2
33 | Tiirk Fen Egitimi Dergisi 1
34 | Turkliik Bilimi Aragtirmalari 1
35 | Uludag Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 2
Total 80




