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ABSTRACT
Since the development of the notion of the teacher-researcher, 
a range of published action research studies have focused on 
school-based pedagogy. Scholars agree that action research is an 
essential tool for teachers to improve their practice, but there is 
little known about the process underpinning teachers’ choice of 
particular action research methodologies in primary science educa
tion. In this systematic literature review, 33 articles were reviewed 
to examine the methodological considerations teacher-researchers 
made when conducting action research within the primary school 
context, as well as the quality of the action plans and the impacts of 
the research on children’s learning in science. The systematic review 
navigated existing primary science studies, focusing on methodo
logical considerations in the choice of particular types of action 
research. With regards to the quality of action research studies, the 
reviewed articles had a good average score for all three types of 
validity. In terms of the effects of the employed action research 
methodologies, most studies demonstrated positive impacts on 
children’s learning in science. Based on this review, it is recom
mended that future researchers be encouraged to carry out action 
research in their classroom settings, as most authors in the review 
favour this approach. Researchers should also examine the out
come, process, and democratic validity of their action research 
studies to generate better quality action plans. Lastly, primary 
school science teachers can adopt the various action research 
methodologies employed in this review since most studies support 
their positive impacts on children’s learning in science.
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Introduction

There are different paradigms, methodologies, and philosophies associated with 
action research. Kemmis et al. (2014) listed seven kinds of action research, including 
industrial action research, action science, action learning, soft systems approaches, 
participatory research, classroom action research and critical participatory action 
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research. Feldman et al. (2018) defined action research as the processes related to 
methods professionals use to strengthen their practice and knowledge of their 
practice contexts, as well as to create information that can guide other practitioners in 
the same field. In the context of educational action research, the concept of the teacher- 
researcher, first introduced by Lawrence Stenhouse in 1975, has played a pivotal role in 
the growth and development of action research within the field of school-based 
pedagogy. This idea emphasises the importance of teachers actively participating in 
the research process and using their own professional experiences and knowledge to 
inform and guide the research (Stenhouse 1975). Educational action research encom
passes a broad range of strategies and methodologies for innovating the practice of 
education through a cyclical strategy of implementing change and studying its impacts, 
with the primary aim of further enhancing the field (Eilks 2018).

The growing popularity of educational action research is evident in the sheer number 
of publications and resources available on the topic. A simple Google search returns over 
290 million results, highlighting the significant interest in this approach to improving 
practice. Its popularity is largely related to the numerous curriculum reforms that have 
been implemented in recent years, which have emphasised the importance of teachers 
and practitioners engaging in ongoing reflection and improvement of their practice (see 
Elliott 2005). In the context of action research, transformation in education occurs through 
a bottom-up, democratic process guided by self-directed, knowledge-producing practi
tioners (McNiff 2016). This reflects the view that teachers become ‘excellent knowers’ of 
their classroom settings by engaging in a thorough and critical analysis of their own 
pedagogical practice (Hong and Salika 2011). Thus, teachers practise pedagogical action 
research when they utilise a reflective lens to examine a pedagogical issue or problem and 
formulate a sequence of active measures to address the issue (Norton 2019).

Mertler (2019) highlighted three of the most important features of action research in 
educational settings: connecting theory to practice, improving educational practice, and 
empowering teachers. Action research bridges the gap between theory and practice when 
teachers seek out educational theories related to their problems and adapt them to lessons 
specific to their own classroom settings (Kitchen and Stevens 2008). This view was supported 
by Ulvik (2014), who mentioned that a theoretical perspective on practice might enhance 
one’s understanding of that practice, and conversely, the practice may enhance one’s under
standing of the abstract theory. As a result, action research can foster an interaction between 
theory and practice, where ‘theory’ refers to research-based knowledge and ‘practice’ refers to 
teachers’ work experiences in the classroom (Ulvik, Riese, and Roness 2018).

In addition, action research improves teachers’ educational practices. They are encour
aged to analyse their pedagogical practices to develop a deeper understanding of their 
own teaching with the aim of improving their practice (James and Augustin 2018). 
Feldman et al. (2021) further highlighted that teachers who engaged in the systematic 
inquiry of action research into their teaching practice observed that the effort to acquire, 
create, and implement new ways of teaching resulted in the improvement of their 
practice and the generation of teacher knowledge. Meanwhile, Ado (2013) highlighted 
that teachers feel empowered when they are put in charge of their learning as part of the 
action research process and can immediately implement what they have learned in their 
classrooms. Teachers control the decision-making process, which leads to self- 
empowerment and self-liberation, resulting in profound personal change, which the 
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practitioner must recognise and share with others through action research (Cabaroglu  
2014; Feldman, Bennett, and Vernaza-Hernández 2015).

Primary science education paves the way for the ultimate goal of developing scienti
fically literate high school graduates (Akerson and Bartels 2023). The three components of 
scientific literacy are subject knowledge, the nature of science, and scientific inquiry 
(Roberts 2007). Existing action research work within primary science education settings 
highlights the role of related science topics (subject knowledge) and the methodological 
choices involved in the action plan conducted (nature of science and scientific inquiry). By 
compiling the diverse action plans developed as part of primary science education, this 
comprehensive review seeks to explore the various methodological choices teacher- 
researchers make when carrying out action research to ensure that young children 
develop scientific literacy.

Review of previous action research in science education

In previous years, a minimal number of studies have reviewed action research in the field 
of science education. Laudonia et al. (2018) conducted an analytical analysis of the 
literature to provide an overview of vital action research methodologies, techniques, 
issues, and accomplishments in science education. Their study highlighted that the 
goals of action research in science education are to comprehend better, develop teaching 
strategies, and contribute to teachers’ ongoing professional development. To be specific, 
this review discussed the application of action research in science education, drawing on 
journal articles and book chapters from different levels of education, including primary, 
secondary and tertiary levels. Meanwhile, Manfra (2019) reviewed action research studies 
from four subject areas: English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. 
Manfra’s review was predicated on the idea that modifying teaching practice depends on 
knowing how teachers learn. The review focused on understanding teachers’ pedagogical 
content knowledge shifts, professional inquiry, and critical pedagogy through action 
research. However, as the review was focused on multidisciplinary subjects, it did not 
fully offer a thorough analysis of the practice of action research in science education.

Within the specific domain of science education, Keahey (2021) conducted 
a systematic review of participatory action research for sustainable development. 
The author highlighted three critical results: patterns of global participation and the 
need for an interdisciplinary toolkit for research and action, key challenges for research 
and practice, and ways to enhance engagement from suggested sustainable develop
ment strategies. However, the review only selected studies that utilised participatory 
action research for sustainable development in the biology domain. In conclusion, 
numerous search tactics throughout all scholarly databases, such as Scopus, Web of 
Science, Education Resources Information Center (ERIC), and Google Scholar, have not 
yielded any review-based study that solely focuses on action research in primary 
science education. In order to fill the gaps in the existing literature, a systematic 
literature review was undertaken to identify the methodological choices underpinning 
teacher-researchers’ selection of particular types of action research in previous primary 
science studies, the quality of action research studies in the context of primary science 
education, and how the employed action research methodology impacted children’s 
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learning in science. Thus, this study seeks to provide answers to the following research 
questions:

(1) What methodological choices underpinned teacher-researchers’ selection of parti
cular types of action research in previous primary science studies?

(2) What is the quality of action research studies in the context of primary science 
education?

(3) In what ways did studies that employed an action research methodology impact 
children’s learning in science?

Methodology

To conduct this systematic literature review, we adapted Zawacki-Richter et al. (2020) 
guidelines for carrying out Systematic Reviews in Educational Research. Based on this 
work, five steps were employed: (i) formulation of research questions, (ii) production of 
a set of selected criteria, (iii) formation of a search strategy, (iv) selection of studies based 
on a set of criteria, and (v) data synthesis. This review aimed to offer a new understanding 
of action research in primary science education, notably with regards to the methodolo
gical choices teacher-researchers made surrounding the type of action research 
employed, the quality of action research studies, and how the selected studies impacted 
children’s learning in science. We were interested in the implementation of various action 
plans for action research in primary science education settings. Thus, three research 
questions were generated to fulfil the first step of the process.

In the second step, we produced a set of selected criteria for this review, based on PICo. 
PICo consists of the three fundamental aspects of population or problem (PI), interest (I) and 
context (Co) (Richardson et al. 1995). The selected criteria generated for this systematic review 
were primary school children (population), action research (interest), and science education 
(context). Furthermore, we utilised additional selection criteria: all selected journal articles 
were written in the English language only. Peer-reviewed journal publications were rated as 
more credible source than, for instance, textbooks or online websites. This method is essential 
because it ensures rigour by placing information under the scrutiny of specialists in the same 
field, thus uncovering intentional or accidental mistakes (Reifsnider 2022).

The third step followed the formation of a search strategy with two crucial keywords 
selected: action research and primary science. To ensure the review was engaging with 
the latest and most contemporary action plans employed in primary science education, 
the search confined the selection of articles to those published within the last 10 years, 
from 2012 to 2022. The articles were selected through four databases: Web of Science, 
Scopus, Educational Resources Information Centre (ERIC) and Google Scholar, in addition 
to all action research journals (e.g. Action Research), top-tier science education journals 
(e.g. International Journal of Science Education), and selected primary education journals 
(e.g. Elementary School). These terms were analysed in conjunction with their combina
tions using search methods such as field code functions, phrase searches, and Boolean 
operators. The process involved in searching for articles via Web of Science, Scopus and 
ERIC follows the search string that can be seen in Table 1. In addition, the investigation 
included a manual search strategy of ‘handpicking’ from Google Scholar databases and 
journals from across three different disciplines. We meticulously combed through the 
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webpage and the journal content and successfully conducted a non-indexed search in the 
database.

In the fourth step, we selected the studies based on the set of criteria following PRISMA 
(Page et al. 2021), as shown in Figure 1. In the identification phase, 414 articles were 
gathered from the databases and journals before 20 duplicate records were removed. 
Moving on to the screening process, the selected 394 studies were screened, and 346 of 
them were excluded as action research was not one of their primary concerns. The 
remaining 48 studies underwent the second screening process for eligibility, and 15 
were excluded since primary school children were not actively involved as participants. 

Table 1. The search string.
Database Search String

Web of Science TS= ((‘action research’) AND (primary OR elementary) AND (science))
Scopus TITLE-ABS-KEY (‘action research’ AND primary OR elementary AND science) AND (LIMIT-TO 

(PUBYEAR, 2022) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2021) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2020) OR LIMIT-TO 
(PUBYEAR, 2019) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2018) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2017) OR LIMIT-TO 
(PUBYEAR, 2016) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2015) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2014) OR LIMIT-TO 
(PUBYEAR, 2013) OR LIMIT-TO (PUBYEAR, 2012)) AND (LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE, ‘ar’)) AND (LIMIT- 
TO (SUBJAREA, ‘SOCI’))

ERIC ‘action research’ AND primary OR elementary AND science

Figure 1. Selecting articles to be reviewed following PRISMA (Page et al. 2021).
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In total, 33 articles were selected and included in the process of quality appraisal in step 5 
(See Appendix A1). The contemporary nature of the study influenced the small number of 
articles chosen for this review. In a developing field of research, many inquiries remain 
unaddressed, and the articles available on the subject are limited and widely dispersed 
(Kraus, Breier, and Dasí-Rodríguez 2020).

The last step followed the data synthesis process, whereby we conducted the process 
of data extraction, quality assessment and thematic analysis to answer all three research 
questions. In the data extraction, we created a coding schema to assess the required 
information from the selected studies, which contained information like jurisdictions and 
methodological choice for the type of action research. In so doing, we answered the first 
research question. We then conducted the quality assessment on all the chosen action 
research studies, answering the second research question. Lastly, in order to respond to 
the third research question, we performed a reflexive thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke  
2019). We identified, constructed and debated the codes and categories from the 33 
studies to provide a richer interpretation of the data. Based on our collaborative theore
tical assumptions, analytical skills and the interpreted data (Braun and Clarke 2021), we 
generated the emerging themes associated with the effects of the employed action 
research on children’s learning in science.

Results and discussions

This systematic literature review aimed to identify the methodological choices under
pinning the selection of particular types of action research in previous primary science 
studies, the quality of action research studies in the setting of science education at the 
primary level, and how the employed action research methodology impacted children’s 
learning in science. The proposed research questions serve as the foundation for structur
ing the discussion of this systematic literature review.

Methodological choices underpinning the selection of particular types of action 
research in previous primary science studies

Table 2 shows a total of 33 articles selected for this systematic literature review. The 
research was conducted in 15 jurisdictions, with the majority of the studies conducted in 
Turkey (n = 7), Indonesia (n = 6), United States (n = 4), Malaysia, Sweden and the 
Philippines (for each: n = 2). The remainder of the studies were conducted in Taiwan, 
Brunei, Singapore, Thailand, Nepal, Jordan, South Africa, United Kingdom, Greece and 
Canada. The studies applied different types of action research, with most studies con
ducting classroom action research (n = 17), collaborative action research (n = 8), partici
patory action research (n = 6), and exploratory action research (n = 2). The action plan 
selected by the researcher covered different domains of science when the contents were 
presented to the children. Most studies applied topics related to Biology (n = 19), Physics 
(n = 9), and Chemistry (n = 8). The remaining four studies did not specify the domain of 
science in their action plan. In addition, the action plans could be categorised into 
different approaches, with the most popular approaches being inquiry (n = 11), arts- 
integrated (n = 9), collaborative projects (n = 5), technology-integrated (n = 5) and sustain
able development (n = 3).
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The selected articles involved various participants from different backgrounds. A total 
of 89 researchers, 20 parents, 40 teachers and 1,379 children participated in the selected 
33 studies. The children who participated in these studies can be further enumerated 
according to their grade levels. Most studies were conducted with grade 4 and grade 5 
children (for each grade: n = 12), followed by grade 6 (n = 7), grade 3 (n = 4), grade 1 and 
grade 2 (n = 2). All of the studies clearly practised different data analysis methods, with 
most studies analysed using mixed methods (n = 17), qualitative methods (n = 12) 
and quantitative methods (n = 4). In conjunction, the researchers applied various data 
collection methods in the reviewed studies. Most studies used interviews and discussions 
(n = 24), followed by observations (n = 18), work produced by children (n = 16), pre-tests 
and post-tests (n = 15), questionnaires and surveys (n = 13), field notes/diaries (n = 11), 
document analysis (n = 7) and photos/pictures (n = 2).

Quality of action research studies in the context of primary science education

We used the Quality Assessment of Teacher Research, adapted from Leuverink and Aarts’ 
(2019) study, to determine the quality of all 33 selected action research articles. The study 
aims to investigate the standards used to evaluate teacher research to promote profes
sional growth and school development. We also reviewed each article based on three 
types of validity in action research: outcome, process and democratic validity, adapted 
from Herr and Anderson (2015). All three types of validity were graded on a seven-point 
scale ranging from insufficient to excellent, thus further reflecting the international 
scoring system with seven points (Leuverink and Aarts 2019) (see Table 3). The scores 
from all reviewers were then calculated to determine the average value of each validity. 
However, catalytic and dialogic validity were discarded in the quality appraisal step in this 
systematic review as they cannot be assessed by reviewing the research papers alone. 
Rather, to be properly executed, more information would be required from the authors 
(Leuverink and Aarts 2019).

The criterion for outcome validity must fulfil the three requirements: research ques
tions are addressed, solutions for the problems are provided, and new research questions 
are developed (Leuverink and Aarts 2019). On average, this systematic review recorded 
outcome validity with a good score value of 5.1. The analysis (see Table 4) shows that five 
articles nearly achieved an excellent score, all achieving 6.5 (Acharya et al. 2022; Blanchet- 
Cohen and Di Mambro 2015; Buck et al. 2014; Coban and Coştu 2021; Piliouras and 
Evangelou 2012), and only one article was less than sufficient, with a poor score of 2.5 
(Yuliati et al. 2019). The poor score was due to the authors providing inadequate 

Table 3. Validity of action research 
scoring system (Leuverink and Aarts  
2019).

Score Meaning

7 Excellent
6 Very good
5 Good
4 More than sufficient
3 Sufficient
2 Poor
1 Insufficient

836 M. Z. KAMARUDIN AND M. S. A. MAT NOOR



information concerning solutions and recommendations; thus, no new research questions 
were generated from the study.

Herr and Anderson (2015) highlighted that process validity must address the 
contentious issue of what counts as evidence to support an argument. To achieve 
this, four criteria must be assessed. The report must therefore: employ suitable 
research methods, implement triangulation, be transparent, and adopt a process of 
continuous reflection (Leuverink and Aarts 2019). On average, process validity was 
graded as 4.6 on average for all the reviewed articles. Only one article achieved an 
excellent score of 7.0 (Acharya et al. 2022) and two articles a poor score of 2.5 (Nurmi 
et al. 2018; Yuliati et al. 2019). The low score was due to the overall unstructured 
nature of the report, as no information on data analysis and no process of contin
uous reflection were mentioned.

Democratic validity reflects the extent to which research is conducted in partnership 
with all stakeholders to address the investigated problem (Herr and Anderson 2015). On 
average, democratic validity was graded with 4.4, indicating a more than sufficient score. 
The stakeholders involved in these reviewed studies included primary school children, 
teachers, administrative staff, researchers and parents. Three articles achieved an excel
lent score of 7.0 (Acharya et al. 2022; Buck et al. 2014; Uştu, Saito, and Mentiş Taş 2022) 

Table 4. The quality of action research studies.
No. Articles Outcome validity Process Validity Democratic validity

1 Acharya et al. (2022) 6.5 7.0 7.0
2 Alkiş Küçükaydin (2018) 5.5 4.0 4.0
3 Attorps and Kellner (2017) 6.0 6.5 6.0
4 Azainil et al. (2019) 4.5 3.0 3.0
5 Aziz et al. (2013) 4.0 3.0 3.0
6 Badasie and Schulze (2018) 5.0 5.0 6.5
7 Blanchet-Cohen and Di Mambro (2015) 6.5 6.5 6.5
8 Buck et al. (2014) 6.5 6.5 7.0
9 Coban and Coştu (2021) 6.5 5.0 4.0
10 Emembolu et al. (2020) 6.0 6.0 4.5
11 Harper (2017) 5.0 5.5 6.5
12 Hawamdeh (2020) 4.5 3.5 4.0
13 Hendrix et al. (2012) 5.5 4.5 4.5
14 Jones (2018) 5.5 5.0 4.0
15 Kellner and Attorps (2020) 5.5 6.5 6.5
16 Kucuk (2022) 5.5 3.5 3.5
17 Long and Bae (2018) 6.0 5.5 5.0
18 Macanas and Rogayan (2019) 5.5 4.5 3.0
19 Mohd Salleh and Mat Noor (2015) 5.5 4.5 4.0
20 Mulyanto et al. (2020) 4.0 3.0 3.0
21 Nurmi et al. (2018) 4.0 2.5 3.0
22 Phoon et al. (2020) 4.0 3.0 3.0
23 Phoopanna and Nuangchalerm (2022) 3.5 4.0 2.5
24 Piliouras and Evangelou (2012) 6.5 5.5 6.0
25 Rogayan and Macanas (2020) 5.5 4.0 3.5
26 Saleh et al. (2020) 4.0 3.5 3.0
27 Syawaludin et al. (2019) 3.5 3.5 3.5
28 Tekbiyik and Çelik (2019) 4.5 4.0 2.5
29 Uştu et al. (2022) 6.0 6.0 7.0
30 Wang et al. (2012) 5.5 6.0 6.0
31 Yavuz and Duban (2021) 4.0 4.0 3.0
32 Yeşilyurt et al. (2020) 5.0 4.5 4.0
33 Yuliati et al. (2019) 2.5 2.5 3.0

Average value 5.1 4.6 4.4
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because the stakeholders’ viewpoints were consulted throughout the study’s design 
phase, incorporating them as study participants and allowing them to test interventions 
in practice (Leuverink and Aarts 2019). In contrast, the two articles that attained a poor 
score of 2.5 (Phoopanna and Nuangchalerm 2022; Tekbiyik and Çelik 2019) involved the 
stakeholders (primary children) as informants only.

Effects of the employed action research methodology on children’s learning in 
science

The connection among all the 33 action research studies is demonstrated by their effects 
on children’s learning in science (as shown in Table 5). Four themes were garnered from 
the analysed studies: teachers’ strategies and professional development, children’s scien
tific skills, children’s conceptual understanding, and children’s interest in and attitudes 
towards science. The selected articles that accumulated the most observed effects on 
children’s learning in science were children’s scientific skills (n = 10), followed by teachers’ 
strategies and professional development, children’s conceptual understanding [with the 
same number of articles for each (n = 9)], and children’s interest in and attitudes towards 
science (n = 8). Most articles had a single effect on children’s learning in science (n = 30), 
while the remaining three had multiple impacts.

An increasing body of literature is highlighting that action research contributes to 
teachers’ professional development. A growing number of teachers have incorpo
rated action research into their practice as it is an excellent technique for them to 
grow as professionals and enhance their teaching practice (Efron and Ravid 2013; 
McNiff 2017). As Table 5 shows, nine reviewed studies showed the positive impact of 
the employed action research strategies on teachers’ strategies and professional 
development. Action research projects in collaboration with universities provide 
primary science teachers with the opportunity to boost their professional develop
ment by shifting from an obstinate lecturing pedagogy to student-centred activities 
(Acharya et al. 2022), to designing the science curriculum (Attorps and Kellner 2017; 
Kellner and Attorps 2020), implementing pertinent learning theories (Badasie and 
Schulze 2018) and enhancing students’ perception of scientific inquiry (Long and Bae  
2018). Furthermore, the applied action plan acts as the primary science teacher’s 
strategy in the classroom, which is offset by a specific approach: scientific teaching 
(Coban and Coştu 2021), cross-cultural pedagogy (Piliouras and Evangelou 2012), arts 
in science learning (Uştu, Saito, and Mentiş Taş 2022) and technology-integrated 
inquiry learning (Wang et al. 2012).

The positive effects on children’s scientific skills were consistent with the science 
education strategy of inquiry-based teaching and learning that incorporates numerous 
systematic procedures of scientific activity (Cairns, Dickson, and McMinn 2021). The 
practising of action research projects in primary science education settings improved 
children’s reasoning skills (Aziz, Shamsuri, and Damayanti 2013; Harper 2017; Syawaludin, 
Gunarhadi, and Rintayati 2019) and environmental skills (Tekbiyik and Çelik 2019; 
Yeşilyurt, Balakoğlu, and Erol 2020). Meanwhile, other scientific skills enhanced through 
the numerous action plans implemented in primary science included children’s autonomy 
(Blanchet-Cohen and Di Mambro 2015), analytical skills (Hawamdeh 2020), cognitive 
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structures (Kucuk 2022), critical thinking skills (Mulyanto, Sadono, and Koeswanti 2020) 
and scientific habits of mind (Phoopanna and Nuangchalerm 2022).

Teaching for conceptual understanding is fundamental because when children use 
a concept in a different setting, describe or define it in their own terms, make a model of it, 
or find an appropriate metaphor to describe it, their understanding of the subject is 

Table 5. Measured effects on children’s learning in science.

No. Articles

Teachers’ strategies and 
professional 

development

Children’s 
scientific 

skills

Children’s 
conceptual 

understanding
Children’s interest in and 
attitudes towards science

1 Acharya et al. (2022) ✔
2 Alkiş Küçükaydin 

(2018)
✔

3 Attorps and Kellner 
(2017)

✔

4 Azainil et al. (2019) ✔ ✔
5 Aziz et al. (2013) ✔
6 Badasie and Schulze 

(2018)
✔

7 Blanchet-Cohen and 
Di Mambro (2015)

✔

8 Buck et al. (2014) ✔
9 Coban and Coştu 

(2021)
✔

10 Emembolu et al. 
(2020)

✔

11 Harper (2017) ✔
12 Hawamdeh (2020) ✔
13 Hendrix et al. (2012) ✔ ✔
14 Jones (2018) ✔
15 Kellner and Attorps 

(2020)
✔

16 Kucuk (2022) ✔
17 Long and Bae (2018) ✔
18 Macanas and 

Rogayan (2019)
✔

19 Mohd Salleh and 
Mat Noor (2015)

✔

20 Mulyanto et al. 
(2020)

✔

21 Nurmi et al. (2018) ✔
22 Phoon et al. (2020) ✔ ✔
23 Phoopanna and 

Nuangchalerm 
(2022)

✔

24 Piliouras and 
Evangelou (2012)

✔

25 Rogayan and 
Macanas (2020)

✔

26 Saleh et al. (2020) ✔
27 Syawaludin et al. 

(2019)
✔

28 Tekbiyik and Çelik 
(2019)

✔

29 Uştu et al. (2022) ✔
30 Wang et al. (2012) ✔
31 Yavuz and Duban 

(2021)
✔

32 Yeşilyurt et al. (2020) ✔
33 Yuliati et al. (2019) ✔

Total 9 10 9 8
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boosted (Konicek-Moran and Keeley 2015). Nine of the reviewed studies showed an 
increment in children’s conceptual understanding as a result of the employed action 
research projects. Quantitative studies and a number of mixed methods studies examined 
the effects of action research projects on the conceptual understanding of primary 
children by comparing the increment of scores, pre-test and post-test (Hendrix, Eick, 
and Shannon 2012; Jones 2018; Macanas and Rogayan 2019; Phoon et al. 2020; 
Rogayan and Macanas 2020). The remaining mixed methods studies demonstrated an 
improvement in children’s conceptual understanding with an increase in children’s scores 
through each action research cycle (Azainil et al. 2019; Nurmi et al. 2018; Saleh, Ahda, and 
Fitria 2020; Yuliati et al. 2019).

Motivation and interest play a crucial role in science teaching and learning and can 
enhance children’s participation and facilitate their knowledge acquisition (Kılıç, Kılıç, and 
Akan 2021). Concerning children’s interest in and attitudes towards science, eight articles 
examine different areas: children’s motivation and interest, children’s attitudes towards 
science, and children’s perception. With regards to motivation and interest, the employed 
action research studies showed an increase in children’s motivation through each action 
research cycle (Azainil et al. 2019), and STEM activities attracted children’s interest the 
most (Yavuz and Duban 2021). Concerning attitudes towards science, the implemented 
action plans shifted children’s attitudes toward science learning (Buck et al. 2014; Hendrix, 
Eick, and Shannon 2012; Phoon et al. 2020), and improved children’s response to science 
(Mohd Salleh and Mat Noor 2015). Lastly, in relation to science perception, the studies 
showed that the primary children left with a more positive perception of scientists (Alkiş 
Küçükaydin 2018) and science career knowledge (Emembolu et al. 2020).

Conclusions

This systematic literature review of 33 action research studies in the primary school 
setting offers four main conclusions and implications for future research and practice. 
First, most studies have chosen to utilise mixed methods analysis when evaluating class
room action research, with interviews and discussions being their primary methodological 
choice. In contrast, we recognised the benefits of employing interpretative and natur
alistic approaches to data collection or leveraging readily available data such as students’ 
artefacts and teaching resources. These approaches serve to minimise the workload of 
teachers who are simultaneously engaged in both teaching and research activities. 
A similar perspective was extensively deliberated by Cochran-Smith and Lytle (1990), 
who emphasised that teacher research focuses on the actions of teachers rather than 
solely relying on their professional judgments. Their work sought to capture the nuances 
of teaching by identifying specific behaviours through the unintentional data collected 
across different classrooms. Thus, primary school science teachers were encouraged to 
practise classroom action research within their own classroom settings, naturally as 
a stepping stone to connecting theory to practice (Mertler 2019), which resonates with 
our approach in this review.

Secondly, this review stressed that researchers should evaluate the outcome, 
process and democratic validity of their action research studies, thus improving 
their quality. A valid and high-quality teacher action research study plays a pivotal 
role in fostering teachers’ professional growth and development (Mat Noor et al.,  
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2023). By actively engaging in rigorous and valid research practices, teachers have 
the opportunity to delve deeper into their instructional approaches, student learn
ing processes, and the consequences of their actions. As highlighted by Feldman 
(2007), the ultimate goal of action research is to drive improvements in teachers’ 
practices and the educational environments in which both students and teachers 
are immersed. Therefore, it is imperative for academic researchers and teacher- 
researchers to produce better quality action research studies, by providing profes
sional development programmes to primary school science teachers on the imple
mentation of high-quality teacher research.

Thirdly, this systematic review offers various action plans that cover different science 
domains and positively impact children’s learning in science. Primary school science tea
chers need incremental guidance in the planning and implementation of science-related 
lesson plans and classroom activities, discovering more about how children think and 
comprehend scientific ideas (Kamarudin, Mat Noor, and Omar 2022; Muhamad Dah et al.  
2023). Through valid and high-quality action research studies, readers gain a comprehensive 
understanding of the process and implementation of teacher research, moving beyond 
a sole focus on the results (Bradbury et al. 2019). This stands in contrast to the majority of 
published articles in science and primary education journals, which often emphasise out
comes alone. The present study specifically examines science domains that have a positive 
influence on children’s science learning. By mapping what works best in terms of pedagogy 
within primary science classrooms, the review presents actionable insights for science 
teachers. These insights can be utilised as a blueprint for replicating successful action 
plans within their own classroom settings, thereby enhancing teaching and learning 
processes.

Finally, based on this review, we observed that the process of utilising teacher 
action research in collaboration with external university researchers as critical 
friends (see Mat Noor and Shafee 2021) enhanced teachers’ professional develop
ment. External researchers provide specialised knowledge and learning opportu
nities for primary science teachers to widen the implementation of pedagogical 
concepts and their diagnosis, to improve personal skills, autonomy, and self-efficacy 
(Laudonia et al. 2018). In addition, this teacher-researcher collaboration promoted 
the advancement of high-quality action research. By working together, an insider- 
outsider partnership was developed, which broke down any power hierarchies 
between teachers and researchers, allowing both to share their expertise and 
resources, provide feedback, and support each other (Herr and Anderson 2015). 
This review offers concrete examples of action plan teaching and learning strate
gies for primary science education, highlighting the complex epistemic nature of 
action research. By engaging in action research and employing various teaching 
and learning strategies, primary science teachers can enhance their research skills. 
This in turn can benefit children, enhancing their knowledge acquisition 
and allowing them to work towards the ultimate goal of scientific literacy 
(Mat Noor 2022).

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

EDUCATIONAL ACTION RESEARCH 841



Funding

This work was supported by Hadiah Latihan Persekutuan (HLP) (literally translated as ‘Federal 
Training Prizes’) from the Ministry of Education, Malaysia.

ORCID

Muhammad Zulfadhli Kamarudin http://orcid.org/0000-0001-9670-9791
Mohd Syafiq Aiman Mat Noor http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4123-7357

References

Acharya, K. P., C. B. Budhathoki, B. Bjønness, and B. Devkota. 2022. “School Gardening Activities as 
Contextual Scaffolding for Learning Science: Participatory Action Research in a Community 
School in Nepal.” Educational Action Research 30 (3): 462–479. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
09650792.2020.1850494.

Ado, K. 2013. “Action Research: Professional Development to Help Support and Retain Early Career 
Teachers.” Educational Action Research 21 (2): 131–146. https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2013. 
789701.

Akerson, V. L., and S. L. Bartels. 2023. “Elementary Science Teaching Toward the Goal of Scientific 
Literacy.” In Handbook of Research on Science Education Volume III, 528–558. Routledge. https:// 
doi.org/10.4324/9780367855758-21.

Alkiş Küçükaydin, M. 2018. “An Action Research on the Scientist Image of 4th Grade Students.” Asia- 
Pacific Forum on Science Learning and Teaching, 19(1), 1–22.

Attorps, I., and E. Kellner. 2017. “School–University Action Research: Impacts on Teaching Practices 
and Pupil Learning.” International Journal of Science and Mathematics Education 15 (2): 313–330. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-015-9686-6 .

Azainil, J., U. Haryaka, L. Komariyah, and R. Ramadiani. 2019. “Contextual Teaching Learning with 
Discovery Methods to Increase Motivation, Creativity, and Outcomes Learning Science Students 
in Elementary School.” International Journal of Innovation, Creativity & Change, 5(3), 147–161.

Aziz, Z., S. M. Shamsuri, and L. Damayanti. 2013. “Project Based Learning to Pose Reasoning Skills for 
Year 1 Pupil.” Review of European Studies 5 (4): 82–87. https://doi.org/10.5539/res.v5n4p82.

Badasie, R. G., and S. Schulze 2018. “The Professional Development of Mathematics and Science Teachers: 
Insights Gained from an Action Research Project.” Journal for New Generation Sciences, 16(2), 30–46.

Blanchet-Cohen, N., and G. Di Mambro. 2015. “Environmental Education Action Research with 
Immigrant Children in Schools: Space, Audience and Influence.” Action Research 13 (2): 
123–140. https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750314553679.

Bradbury, H., K. Glenzer, B. Ku, D. Columbia, S. Kjellström, A. O. Aragón, R. Warwick, et al. 2019. “What 
is Good Action Research: Quality Choice Points with a Refreshed Urgency.” Action Research 17 (1): 
14–18. https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750319835607.

Braun, V., and V. Clarke. 2019. “Reflecting on Reflexive Thematic Analysis.” Qualitative Research in 
Sport, Exercise & Health 11 (4): 589–597. https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806.

Braun, V., and V. Clarke 2021. Thematic Analysis: A Practical Guide. London: SAGE Publications Ltd.
Buck, G., K. Cook, C. Quigley, P. Prince, and Y. Lucas 2014. “Seeking to Improve African American girls’ 

Attitudes Toward Science a Participatory Action Research Project.” The Elementary School Journal, 
114(3), 431–453. https://doi.org/10.1086/674419

Cabaroglu, N. 2014. “Professional Development Through Action Research: Impact on Self-Efficacy.” 
System 44 (1): 79–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2014.03.003.

Cairns, D., M. Dickson, and M. McMinn. 2021. ““Feeling Like a scientist”: Factors Affecting students’ 
Selections of Technology Tools in the Science Classroom.” Journal of Science Education and 
Technology 30 (6): 766–776. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-021-09917-0 .

842 M. Z. KAMARUDIN AND M. S. A. MAT NOOR

https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2020.1850494
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2020.1850494
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2013.789701
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2013.789701
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780367855758-21
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780367855758-21
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-015-9686-6
https://doi.org/10.5539/res.v5n4p82
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750314553679
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750319835607
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806
https://doi.org/10.1086/674419
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2014.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-021-09917-0


Coban, M., and B. Coştu. 2021. “Integration of Biomimicry into Science Education: Biomimicry Teaching 
Approach.” Journal of Biological Education, 1–25. https://doi.org/10.1080/00219266.2021.1877783

Cochran-Smith, M., and S. L. Lytle. 1990. “Research on Teaching and Teacher Research: The Issues 
That Divide.” Educational Researcher 19 (2): 2–11. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X019002002.

Efron, S. E., and R. Ravid. 2013. Action Research in Education: A Practical Guide. New York: The Guilford Press.
Eilks, I. 2018. “Action Research in Science Education: A Twenty-Year Personal Perspective.” Action 

Research and Innovation in Science Education 1 (1): 3–14. https://doi.org/10.51724/arise.5.
Elliott, J. 2005. “School-Based Curriculum Development and Action· Research in the United 

Kingdom.” In International Action Research (29–40). London: Routledge.
Emembolu, I., A. Padwick, J. Shimwell, J. Sanderson, C. Davenport, and R. Strachan. 2020. “Using 

Action Research to Design and Evaluate Sustained and Inclusive Engagement to Improve 
Children’s Knowledge and Perception of STEM Careers.” International Journal of Science 
Education 42 (5): 764–782. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2020.1729442 .

Feldman, A. 2007. “Validity and Quality in Action Research.” Educational Action Research 15 (1): 
21–32. https://doi.org/10.1080/09650790601150766.

Feldman, A., H. Altrichter, P. Posch, and B. Somekh. 2018. Teachers Investigate Their Work: An 
Introduction to Action Research Across the Professions (3rd ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10. 
4324/9781315398822

Feldman, A., K. Bennett, and V. Vernaza-Hernández. 2015. “Responsible Action Research for the Pursuit of 
Justice.” Educational Action Research 23 (1): 85–103. https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2014.994014.

Feldman, A., M. Nation, and K. Laux. 2021. “The Effects of Extended Action Research-Based 
Professional Development on the Teaching of Climate Science.” Educational Action Research, 
1–17. https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2021.1981417

Harper, S. G. 2017. “Engaging Karen Refugee Students in Science Learning Through a Cross-Cultural 
Learning Community.” International Journal of Science Education 39 (3): 358–376. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/09500693.2017.1283547 .

Hawamdeh, A. A. A. 2020. “How Does the Role-Playing Strategy Affect the Development of 
Interpretive Skill for Astronomical Phenomena Among Fourth-Grade Female Students?” Action 
Research and Innovation in Science Education, 3(2), 39–42. https://doi.org/10.51724/arise.34

Hendrix, R., C. Eick, and D. Shannon. 2012. “The Integration of Creative Drama in an Inquiry-Based 
Elementary Program: The Effect on Student Attitude and Conceptual Learning.” Journal of Science 
Teacher Education 23 (7): 823–846. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10972-012-9292-1 .

Herr, K., and G. L. Anderson. 2015. The Action Research Dissertation a Guide for Students and Faculty 
(2nd ed.). California: SAGE Publications Inc.

Hong, C., and E. Salika. 2011. “Action Research in Teacher Education: Classroom Inquiry, Reflection, 
and Data-Driven Decision Making.” Journal of Inquiry & Action in Education, 4(2), 1–17.

James, F., and D. S. Augustin. 2018. “Improving teachers’ Pedagogical and Instructional Practice 
Through Action Research: Potential and Problems.” Educational Action Research 26 (2): 333–348.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1332655.

Jones, K. 2018. “Using a Concept of Definition Word Map to Teach Science Vocabulary.” Journal of 
Teacher Action Research, 5(1), 36–56.

Kamarudin, M. Z., M. S. A. Mat Noor, and R. Omar. 2022. “A Scoping Review of the Effects of a Technology- 
Integrated, Inquiry-Based Approach on Primary pupils’ Learning in Science.” Research in Science & 
Technological Education, 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1080/02635143.2022.2138847

Keahey, J. 2021. “Sustainable Development and Participatory Action Research: A Systematic 
Review.” Systemic Practice and Action Research 34 (3): 291–306. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213- 
020-09535-8.

Kellner, E., and I. Attorps. 2020. “The School–University Intersection as a Professional Learning Arena: 
Evaluation of a Two-Year Action Research Project.” Teacher Development 24 (3): 366–383. https:// 
doi.org/10.1080/13664530.2020.1773522.

Kemmis, S., R. McTaggart, and R. Nixon. 2014. The Action Research Planner: Doing Critical Participatory 
Action Research. Springer Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-4560-67-2.

Kılıç, M. E., M. Y. Kılıç, and D. Akan. 2021. “Motivation in the Classroom.” Participatory Educational 
Research 8 (2): 31–56. https://doi.org/10.17275/per.21.28.8.2.

EDUCATIONAL ACTION RESEARCH 843

https://doi.org/10.1080/00219266.2021.1877783
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X019002002
https://doi.org/10.51724/arise.5
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2020.1729442
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650790601150766
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315398822
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315398822
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2014.994014
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2021.1981417
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2017.1283547
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2017.1283547
https://doi.org/10.51724/arise.34
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10972-012-9292-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1332655
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1332655
https://doi.org/10.1080/02635143.2022.2138847
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213-020-09535-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213-020-09535-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/13664530.2020.1773522
https://doi.org/10.1080/13664530.2020.1773522
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-4560-67-2
https://doi.org/10.17275/per.21.28.8.2


Kitchen, J., and D. Stevens. 2008. “Action Research in Teacher Education: Two Teacher-Educators 
Practice Action Research as They Introduce Action Research to Preservice Teachers.” Action 
Research 6 (1): 7–28. https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750307083716.

Konicek-Moran, R., and P. Keeley. 2015. Teaching for Conceptual Understanding in Science. National 
Science Teachers Association Press. https://doi.org/10.2505/9781938946103

Kraus, S., M. Breier, and S. Dasí-Rodríguez. 2020. “The Art of Crafting a Systematic Literature Review 
in Entrepreneurship Research.” International Entrepreneurship & Management Journal 16 (3): 
1023–1042. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4.

Kucuk, A. 2022. “Which is More Valuable in Constructing Cognitive Structures - Teaching Science 
Through Creative-Drama Activities or Student-Centred Inquiry-Based Teaching?” Journal of 
Turkish Science Education, 19(2), 699–717. https://doi.org/10.36681/tused.2022.145

Laudonia, I., R. Mamlok-Naaman, S. Abels, and I. Eilks. 2018. “Action Research in Science Education– 
An Analytical Review of the Literature.” Educational Action Research 26 (3): 480–495. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1358198.

Leuverink, K. R., and A. M. L. Aarts. 2019. “A Quality Assessment of Teacher Research.” Educational 
Action Research 27 (5): 758–777. https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2018.1535445.

Long, S. C. J., and Y. Bae. 2018. “Action Research: First-Year Primary School Science teachers’ 
Conceptions on and Enactment of Science Inquiry in Singapore.” Asia-Pacific Science Education 
4 (1). https://doi.org/10.1186/s41029-017-0017-9.

Macanas, G. A., and D. V. Rogayan. 2019. “Enhancing Elementary pupils’ Conceptual Understanding 
on Matter Through Sci-Vestigative Pedagogical Strategy (SPS).” Participatory Educational Research 
6 (2): 206–220. https://doi.org/10.17275/per.19.22.6.2.

Manfra, M. M. G. 2019. “Action Research and Systematic, Intentional Change in Teaching Practice.” 
Review of Research in Education 43 (1): 163–196. https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X18821132.

Mat Noor, M. S. A. 2022. “An Insight into Primary Science Education in Malaysia.” ASE International, 
16, 34–41.

Mat Noor, M. S. A., Y. S. Jhee, and M. Z. Kamarudin 2023. “An Ongoing Discussion About Validity and 
Quality in Action Research.” Malaysian Journal of Action Research 1 (1): 23–34. https://doi.org/10. 
61388/mjar.v1i1.4 

Mat Noor, M. S. A., and A. Shafee. 2021. “The Role of Critical Friends in Action Research: A Framework for 
Design and Implementation.” Practitioner Research, 3(July), 1–33. https://doi.org/10.32890/pr2021.3.1

McNiff, J. 2016. Writing Up Your Action Research Project. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/ 
9781315693620

McNiff, J. 2017. Action Research All You Need to Know. London: SAGE Publications Ltd.
Mertler, C. A. 2019. Action Research: Improving Schools and Empowering Educators (6th ed.). 

California: SAGE Publications Inc.
Mohd Salleh, N., and M. S. A. Mat Noor. 2015. “Improving the Quality of Pupils’ Response in Science 

Inquiry Teaching: A Participatory Action Research.” Procedia - Social & Behavioral Sciences, 191, 
1310–1316. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.04.482

Muhamad Dah, N., M. S. A. Mat Noor, M. Z. Kamarudin, and M. M. Ibrahim. 2023. “Facilitation of 
Student Questioning in the Malaysian Secondary Science Classroom Using the Investigable 
Questioning Formulation Technique (IQFT) Protocol.” Asia-Pacific Science Education, 1–35.  
https://doi.org/10.1163/23641177-bja10063

Mulyanto, B. S., T. Sadono, and H. D. Koeswanti. 2020. “Evaluation of Critical Thinking Ability with 
Discovery Learning Using Blended Learning Approach in Primary School.” Journal of Educational 
Research and Evaluation, 9(2), 78–84. https://doi.org/10.15294/jere.v9i2.46135

Norton, L. 2019. Action Research in Teaching and Learning: A Practical Guide to Conducting 
Pedagogical Research in Universities (2nd ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315147581

Nurmi, N., H. Putra, P. Nursida, K. Mahbubah, and N. Hermita. 2018. “Enhancing Primary Students’ 
Science Learning Outcome Utilizing Visual Multimedia.” Journal of Teaching and Learning in 
Elementary Education, 1(2), 109. https://doi.org/10.33578/jtlee.v1i2.5882

Page, M. J., J. E. McKenzie, P. Bossuyt, I. Boutron, T. C. Hoffmann, C. D. Mulrow, L. Shamseer, et al. 
2021. “The Prisma 2020 Statement: An Updated Guideline for Reporting Systematic Reviews.” 
Medicina Fluminensis, 57(4), 444–465. https://doi.org/10.21860/medflum2021_264903

844 M. Z. KAMARUDIN AND M. S. A. MAT NOOR

https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750307083716
https://doi.org/10.2505/9781938946103
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4
https://doi.org/10.36681/tused.2022.145
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1358198
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1358198
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2018.1535445
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41029-017-0017-9
https://doi.org/10.17275/per.19.22.6.2
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X18821132
https://doi.org/10.61388/mjar.v1i1.4
https://doi.org/10.61388/mjar.v1i1.4
https://doi.org/10.32890/pr2021.3.1
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315693620
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315693620
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.04.482
https://doi.org/10.1163/23641177-bja10063
https://doi.org/10.1163/23641177-bja10063
https://doi.org/10.15294/jere.v9i2.46135
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315147581
https://doi.org/10.33578/jtlee.v1i2.5882
https://doi.org/10.21860/medflum2021_264903


Phoon, H.-Y., R. Roslan, M. Shahrill, and H. M. Said. 2020. “The Role of Comics in Elementary School 
Science Education.” Formatif: Jurnal Ilmiah Pendidikan MIPA 10 (2): 67–76. https://doi.org/10. 
30998/formatif.v10i2.6257.

Phoopanna, A., and P. Nuangchalerm. 2022. “Developing Grade 5 students’ Scientific Habits of Mind 
Through Community-Based Science Learning.” Jurnal Penelitian Dan Pembelajaran IPA 8 (1): 1–12.  
https://doi.org/10.30870/jppi.v8i1.14503.

Piliouras, P., and O. Evangelou. 2012. “Teachers’ Inclusive Strategies to Accommodate 5th Grade 
Pupils’ Crossing of Cultural Borders in Two Greek Multicultural Science Classrooms.” Research in 
Science Education 42 (2): 329–351. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-010-9198-x .

Reifsnider, E. 2022. “President’s Pen: The Importance of Peer Review.” Research in Nursing & Health 
270–271. https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.22224. 45 3

Richardson, W. S., M. C. Wilson, J. Nishikawa, R. S. Hayward, W S. Richardson, M C. Wilson, J. Nishikawa, 
and Robert S.A. Hayward. 1995. “The Well-Built Clinical Question: A Key to Evidence-Based 
Decisions.” ACP Journal Club 123 (3): 6–8. https://doi.org/10.7326/acpjc-1995-123-3-a12 .

Roberts, D. A. 2007. Scientific Literacy/Science Literacy. In Handbook of Research on Science 
Education. 729–780. New York: Routledge.

Rogayan, D. V., and G. A. Macanas. 2020. “AGHAMIC Action Approach (A3): Its Effects on the pupils’ 
Conceptual Understanding on Matter.” Journal for the Education of Gifted Young Scientists, 8(1), 
223–240. https://doi.org/10.17478/jegys.635161

Saleh, A., Y. Ahda, and Y. Fitria. 2020. “Improving Science Learning Activities and Outcomes by Using 
Problem Based Learning Model at Elementary School.” Jurnal Basicedu, 4(4), 1388–1397. https:// 
doi.org/10.31004/basicedu.v4i4.578

Stenhouse, L. 1975. An Introduction to Curriculum Research and Development. London: Heinemann.
Syawaludin, A., G. Gunarhadi, and P. Rintayati. 2019. “Enhancing Elementary School students’ Abstract 

Reasoning in Science Learning Through Augmented Reality-Based Interactive Multimedia.” Jurnal 
Pendidikan IPA Indonesia, 8(2), 288–297. https://doi.org/10.15294/jpii.v8i2.19249

Tekbiyik, A., and M. Çelik. 2019. “Education for Sustainable Development in Primary School: 
Improvement of Students’ Ecocriticism Skills.” Journal of Education in Science, Environment and 
Health 5 (3). https://doi.org/10.21891/jeseh.568716.

Ulvik, M. 2014. “Student-Teachers Doing Action Research in Their Practicum: Why and How?” 
Educational Action Research 22 (4): 518–533. https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2014.918901.

Ulvik, M., H. Riese, and D. Roness. 2018. “Action Research–Connecting Practice and Theory.” 
Educational Action Research 26 (2): 273–287. https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1323657.

Uştu, H., T. Saito, and A. Mentiş Taş. 2022. “Integration of Art into STEM Education at Primary Schools: 
An Action Research Study with Primary School Teachers.” Systemic Practice and Action Research 
35 (2): 253–274. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213-021-09570-z.

Wang, C., Y. T. Ke, J. T. Wu, and W. H. Hsu. 2012. “Collaborative Action Research on Technology 
Integration for Science Learning.” Journal of Science Education and Technology 21 (1): 125–132. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-011-9289-0 .

Yavuz, Ü., and N. Y. Duban 2021. “Primary School students’ Interests on Professions and Opinions on 
STEM Implementations.” International Technology and Education Journal, 5(1), 21–31.

Yeşilyurt, M., M. Ö. Balakoğlu, and M. Erol. 2020. “The Impact of Environmental Education Activities 
on Primary School students’ Environmental Awareness and Visual Expressions.” Qualitative 
Research in Education 9 (2): 188–216. https://doi.org/10.17583/qre.2020.5115.

Yuliati, Y., D. S. Saputra, R. Rachmadtullah, R. Rasmitadila, and V. Iasha. 2019. “The Application of 
Guided Inquiry Model Helpful Macromedia Flash in Increasing Understanding in Natural Science 
Learning for Fifth Grader of Primary School.” International Journal of Scientific and Technology 
Research, 8(10), 2574–2576.

Zawacki-Richter, O., M. Kerres, S. Bedenlier, M. Bond, K. Buntins, O. Zawacki-Richter, M. Kerres, 
S. Bedenlier, M. Bond, and K. Buntins. 2020. Systematic Reviews in Education Research: 
Methodology, Perspectives and Application. Springer. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt14jxsqg.4

EDUCATIONAL ACTION RESEARCH 845

https://doi.org/10.30998/formatif.v10i2.6257
https://doi.org/10.30998/formatif.v10i2.6257
https://doi.org/10.30870/jppi.v8i1.14503
https://doi.org/10.30870/jppi.v8i1.14503
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-010-9198-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.22224
https://doi.org/10.7326/acpjc-1995-123-3-a12
https://doi.org/10.17478/jegys.635161
https://doi.org/10.31004/basicedu.v4i4.578
https://doi.org/10.31004/basicedu.v4i4.578
https://doi.org/10.15294/jpii.v8i2.19249
https://doi.org/10.21891/jeseh.568716
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2014.918901
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2017.1323657
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213-021-09570-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10956-011-9289-0
https://doi.org/10.17583/qre.2020.5115
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt14jxsqg.4


A
pp

en
di

x

Ap
pe

nd
ix

 1
. A

rt
ic

le
s 

se
le

ct
ed

 in
 t

hi
s 

re
vi

ew

So
ur

ce
s

N
o.

Au
th

or
s

Ye
ar

Jo
ur

na
l

Sc
op

us
W

eb
 o

f 
Sc

ie
nc

e
ER

IC
G

oo
gl

e 
Sc

ho
la

r

Ac
tio

n 
Re

se
ar

ch
 

Jo
ur

na
ls

Sc
ie

nc
e 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
Jo

ur
na

ls

Pr
im

ar
y 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
Jo

ur
na

ls

1
Ac

ha
ry

a,
 K

. P
., 

Bu
dh

at
ho

ki
, C

. B
., 

Bj
øn

ne
ss

, B
., 

&
 

D
ev

ko
ta

, B
.

20
22

Ed
uc

at
io

na
l A

ct
io

n 
Re

se
ar

ch
✔

✔

2
Al

ki
ş 

Kü
çü

ka
yd

in
 M

.
20

18
As

ia
-P

ac
ifi

c 
Fo

ru
m

 o
n 

Sc
ie

nc
e 

Le
ar

ni
ng

 a
nd

 T
ea

ch
in

g
✔

3
At

to
rp

s,
 I.

, &
 K

el
ln

er
, E

.
20

17
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l J

ou
rn

al
 o

f S
ci

en
ce

 a
nd

 
M

at
he

m
at

ic
s 

Ed
uc

at
io

n
✔

✔

4
Az

ai
ni

l, 
Ju

m
in

i, 
H

ar
ya

ka
, U

., 
Ko

m
ar

iy
ah

, L
., 

&
 

Ra
m

ad
ia

ni
.

20
19

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l J
ou

rn
al

 o
f I

nn
ov

at
io

n,
 

Cr
ea

tiv
ity

 a
nd

 C
ha

ng
e

✔
✔

5
Az

iz
, Z

., 
Sh

am
su

ri,
 S

. M
., 

&
 D

am
ay

an
ti,

 L
.

20
13

Re
vi

ew
 o

f E
ur

op
ea

n 
St

ud
ie

s
✔

6
Ba

da
si

e,
 R

. G
., 

&
 S

ch
ul

ze
, S

.
20

18
Jo

ur
na

l F
or

 N
ew

 G
en

er
at

io
n 

Sc
ie

nc
es

✔

7
Bl

an
ch

et
-C

oh
en

, N
., 

&
 D

i M
am

br
o,

 G
.

20
15

Ac
tio

n 
Re

se
ar

ch
✔

8
Bu

ck
, G

., 
Co

ok
, K

., 
Q

ui
gl

ey
, C

., 
Pr

in
ce

, P
., 

&
 L

uc
as

, 
Y.

20
13

El
em

en
ta

ry
 S

ch
oo

l J
ou

rn
al

✔
✔

✔
✔

9
Co

ba
n,

 M
., 

&
 C

oş
tu

, B
.

20
21

Jo
ur

na
l o

f B
io

lo
gi

ca
l E

du
ca

tio
n

✔
✔

10
Em

em
bo

lu
, I

., 
Pa

dw
ic

k,
 A

., 
Sh

im
w

el
l, 

J.,
 

Sa
nd

er
so

n,
 J

., 
D

av
en

po
rt

, C
., 

&
 S

tr
ac

ha
n,

 R
.

20
20

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l J
ou

rn
al

 o
f S

ci
en

ce
 

Ed
uc

at
io

n
✔

✔
✔

11
H

ar
pe

r, 
S.

 G
.

20
17

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l J
ou

rn
al

 o
f S

ci
en

ce
 

Ed
uc

at
io

n
✔

✔
✔

12
H

aw
am

de
h,

 A
. A

. A
.

20
20

Ac
tio

n 
Re

se
ar

ch
 a

nd
 In

no
va

tio
n 

in
 

Sc
ie

nc
e 

Ed
uc

at
io

n
✔

13
H

en
dr

ix
, R

., 
Ei

ck
, C

., 
&

 S
ha

nn
on

, D
.

20
12

Jo
ur

na
l o

f S
ci

en
ce

 T
ea

ch
er

 
Ed

uc
at

io
n

✔
✔

✔
✔

✔

14
Jo

ne
s,

 K
.

20
18

Jo
ur

na
l o

f T
ea

ch
er

 A
ct

io
n 

Re
se

ar
ch

✔
15

Ke
lln

er
, E

., 
&

 A
tt

or
ps

, I
.

20
20

Te
ac

he
r 

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
✔

(C
on

tin
ue

d)

846 M. Z. KAMARUDIN AND M. S. A. MAT NOOR



So
ur

ce
s

N
o.

Au
th

or
s

Ye
ar

Jo
ur

na
l

Sc
op

us
W

eb
 o

f 
Sc

ie
nc

e
ER

IC
G

oo
gl

e 
Sc

ho
la

r

Ac
tio

n 
Re

se
ar

ch
 

Jo
ur

na
ls

Sc
ie

nc
e 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
Jo

ur
na

ls

Pr
im

ar
y 

Ed
uc

at
io

n 
Jo

ur
na

ls

16
Ku

cu
k,

 A
.

20
22

Jo
ur

na
l o

f T
ur

ki
sh

 S
ci

en
ce

 
Ed

uc
at

io
n

✔

17
Lo

ng
, S

. C
. J

., 
&

 B
ae

, Y
.

20
18

As
ia

-P
ac

ifi
c 

Sc
ie

nc
e 

Ed
uc

at
io

n
✔

18
M

ac
an

as
, G

. A
., 

&
 R

og
ay

an
, D

. V
.

20
19

Pa
rt

ic
ip

at
or

y 
Ed

uc
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h
✔

19
M

oh
d 

Sa
lle

h,
 N

., 
&

 M
at

 N
oo

r, 
M

. S
. A

20
15

Pr
oc

ed
ia

 –
 S

oc
ia

l a
nd

 B
eh

av
io

ra
l 

Sc
ie

nc
es

✔

20
M

ul
ya

nt
o,

 B
. S

., 
Sa

do
no

, T
., 

&
 K

oe
sw

an
ti,

 H
. D

.
20

20
Jo

ur
na

l o
f E

du
ca

tio
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
an

d 
Ev

al
ua

tio
n

✔

21
N

ur
m

i, 
N

., 
Pu

tr
a,

 H
., 

N
ur

si
da

, P
., 

M
ah

bu
ba

h,
 K

., 
&

 
H

er
m

ita
, N

.
20

18
Jo

ur
na

l o
f T

ea
ch

in
g 

an
d 

Le
ar

ni
ng

 in
 

El
em

en
ta

ry
 E

du
ca

tio
n

✔

22
Ph

oo
n,

 H
.-Y

., 
Ro

sl
an

, R
., 

Sh
ah

ril
l, 

M
., 

&
 S

ai
d,

 H
. M

.
20

20
Fo

rm
at

if:
 J

ur
na

l I
lm

ia
h 

Pe
nd

id
ik

an
 

M
IP

A
✔

23
Ph

oo
pa

nn
a,

 A
., 

&
 N

ua
ng

ch
al

er
m

, P
.

20
22

Ju
rn

al
 P

en
el

iti
an

 d
an

 P
em

be
la

ja
ra

n 
IP

A
✔

24
Pi

lio
ur

as
, P

., 
&

 E
va

ng
el

ou
, O

.
20

12
Re

se
ar

ch
 in

 S
ci

en
ce

 E
du

ca
tio

n
✔

✔
✔

✔
25

Ro
ga

ya
n,

 D
. V

., 
&

 M
ac

an
as

, G
. A

.
20

20
Jo

ur
na

l f
or

 t
he

 E
du

ca
tio

n 
of

 G
ift

ed
 

Yo
un

g 
Sc

ie
nt

is
ts

✔

26
Sa

le
h,

 A
., 

Ah
da

, Y
., 

&
 F

itr
ia

, Y
.

20
20

Ju
rn

al
 B

as
ic

ed
u

✔
27

Sy
aw

al
ud

in
, A

., 
G

un
ar

ha
di

, &
 R

in
ta

ya
ti,

 P
.

20
19

Ju
rn

al
 P

en
di

di
ka

n 
IP

A 
In

do
ne

si
a

✔
28

Te
kb

iy
ik

, A
., 

&
 Ç

el
ik

, M
.

20
19

Jo
ur

na
l o

f E
du

ca
tio

n 
in

 S
ci

en
ce

, 
En

vi
ro

nm
en

t 
an

d 
H

ea
lth

✔

29
U

şt
u,

 H
., 

Sa
ito

, T
., 

&
 M

en
tiş

 T
aş

, A
.

20
22

Sy
st

em
ic

 P
ra

ct
ic

e 
an

d 
Ac

tio
n 

Re
se

ar
ch

✔

30
W

an
g,

 C
. h

si
ng

, K
e,

 Y
. T

., 
W

u,
 J

. T
., 

&
 H

su
, W

. H
.

20
12

Jo
ur

na
l o

f S
ci

en
ce

 E
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
Te

ch
no

lo
gy

✔
✔

✔

31
Ya

vu
z,

 Ü
., 

&
 D

ub
an

, N
. Y

.
20

21
In

te
rn

at
io

na
l T

ec
hn

ol
og

y 
an

d 
Ed

uc
at

io
n 

Jo
ur

na
l

✔

32
Ye

şi
ly

ur
t, 

M
., 

Ba
la

ko
ğl

u,
 M

. Ö
., 

&
 E

ro
l, 

M
.

20
20

Q
ua

lit
at

iv
e 

Re
se

ar
ch

 in
 E

du
ca

tio
n

✔
33

Yu
lia

ti,
 Y

., 
Sa

pu
tr

a,
 D

. S
., 

Ra
ch

m
ad

tu
lla

h,
 R

., 
Ra

sm
ita

di
la

, &
 Ia

sh
a,

 V
.

20
19

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l J
ou

rn
al

 o
f S

ci
en

tifi
c 

an
d 

Te
ch

no
lo

gy
 R

es
ea

rc
h

✔

EDUCATIONAL ACTION RESEARCH 847


	Abstract
	Introduction
	Review of previous action research in science education

	Methodology
	Results and discussions
	Methodological choices underpinning the selection of particular types of action research in previous primary science studies
	Quality of action research studies in the context of primary science education
	Effects of the employed action research methodology on children’s learning in science

	Conclusions
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	ORCID
	References
	Appendix 1. Articles selected in this review

