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ABSTRACT
Out-of-field teaching is viewed as inferior to subject-specific
instruction, but its impact on student outcomes varies depending
on the criteria used for evaluation. The present study investigated
the consequences of out-of-field teaching in science on different
student outcomes on an international scale. Analyses were based
on the sixth cycle of PISA data, using a subsample of N = 128,438
students (51% girls) and N = 27,819 teachers (44% women) from
4,037 schools in 18 countries. Results show that higher
specialised science teachers rates in schools were linked to
improved scientific literacy and students enjoyment. Science
teachers with specialised science training in a school were
associated with higher science competencies in students, while
the impact on the enjoyment of science was smaller. However,
the share of specialised teachers was not associated with
students’ self-efficacy or perceived teaching practices. The
findings suggest that specialised teachers are critical in positively
influencing students’ literacy and enjoyment. Moreover, it informs
policymakers and school administrators about the need to
prioritise hiring specialised science teachers to improve the
overall quality of science education. Further research is needed to
understand how specialised teachers affect student outcomes
and to identify other factors impacting science literacy.
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Introduction

Out-of-field teaching refers to teaching subjects and grades regularly without appropriate
subject-specific training. There is a range of how teachers are trained for their jobs and
what kind of qualification is required in different countries to teach a specific subject or
to be perceived as out-of-field teachers (Price et al., 2019). Terms such as ‘less qualified’

© 2023 The Author(s). Published by Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group
This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly
cited. The terms on which this article has been published allow the posting of the Accepted Manuscript in a repository by the author(s)
or with their consent.

CONTACT Barbara Hanfstingl barbara.hanfstingl@aau.at Department of Psychology, University of Klagenfurt,
Universitaetsstrasse 65-67, 9020 Klagenfurt am Woerthersee, Austria

Supplemental data for this article can be accessed online at https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2023.2262729.

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SCIENCE EDUCATION
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2023.2262729

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09500693.2023.2262729&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2023-10-20
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2458-7585
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6984-1276
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1548-3776
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6755-0435
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:barbara.hanfstingl@aau.at
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2023.2262729
http://www.tandfonline.com


for non-subject teaching or ‘specialist teacher’ for those not out-of-field suggest that
dealing with the issue is more of a downplaying strategy than focusing on solutions.
However, experts consider that teachers’ lack of qualifications and expertise might lead
to even less knowledge on the part of students (e.g. Porsch & Whannell, 2019; Vale
et al., 2022). This view is supported by the model of the determinants and consequences
of professional competence (Kunter et al., 2013), which suggests that providing learning
opportunities enables the acquisition of professional competence. They are needed for
teachers’ professional practice, which is expected to have positive learning outcomes
and motivational and emotional development. Teachers who teach a subject without
having a subject-specific qualification obtained during initial teacher education may
have a substantial knowledge deficit in the subject as they may lack the requisite learning
opportunities. Since in some countries, science is taught as general science in elementary
or lower secondary education without differentiating between the science subjects, tea-
chers with a physics background must also teach other science subjects, such as chemistry
(Mizzi, 2020). At the same time, science education is valued as one of the most critical
investments for functioning societies in times of climate change and multiple health
crises (Erduran, 2020; Klenert et al., 2020; Rousell & Cutter-Mackenzie-Knowles,
2020), helping to educate against fake news (e.g. Hopf et al., 2019). Therefore, neglected
science education greatly exacerbates our current societal challenges.

Theoretical background

Although out-of-field teaching seems to be a worldwide phenomenon, only a little body
of research on the consequences of out-of-field teaching has been done so far, and almost
none has explored, for example, the effects on students’ cognitive or affective character-
istics. Primarily, researchers from the field have focused on the impact on students’ aca-
demic performance explained by teacher qualification. Although there are studies that
reveal disadvantages for students taught by non-specialised teachers (e.g. Van Over-
schelde, 2022), overall, the studies reveal mixed findings when investigating the hypoth-
esis that qualified teachers obtain better student outcomes than unqualified teachers, as
reviewed by Porsch and Whannell (2019). It should be noted that the operationalisation
of out-of-field differs between the studies and the research designs and statistical
methods. None of the studies on researching science or other subjects considers data
from various countries. The authors suggest that to produce an empirical base of
sound evidence, researchers require methodological techniques such as multi-level
regression modelling on an appropriately sized dataset. Few studies are known concern-
ing science and the effect of teaching out-of-field, as most quantitative studies research-
ing the effect have focused on mathematics. Dee and Cohodes (2008) found no
differences in eighth-grade students’ proficiency explained by teacher qualification. Find-
ings from multi-level regression analyses based on data from a nationwide large-scale
assessment in Germany, the Trends in Student Achievement 2018, give no explanation
for variance in students’ achievement in biology, chemistry, and physics in Grade 9 pro-
vided by the subject-specific teacher qualification (Richter et al., 2019). Also, analyses
using data from the TIMS studies (Trends in International Mathematics and Science
Study) do not conclusively show a positive and statistically significant relationship
between students’ proficiency in Grade 4 and teacher qualification (Monk, 1994;
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Porsch & Wendt, 2015, 2016; Zuzovsky, 2009). With data from TIMSS-2011 conducted
in Germany, no differences in the students’ self-concept in science and teacher qualifica-
tion for teaching social and science studies could be found (Porsch & Wendt, 2015).

Price and colleagues (2019), presenting data from six countries, reported an inter-
national average of 8% to 12% of teachers teaching out-of-field, with numbers of 14%
in science and 34% in mathematics, in year 8 in Australia. In Germany, 48% of all math-
ematics teachers regularly teach out-of-field. In Indonesia, 21% of elementary school
classroom teachers and 54% of religion teachers nationwide are out-of-field. In
Ireland, an estimated 28% to 80% of mathematics teachers in secondary schools were
trained in subjects that did not include mathematics as a significant component. The
United Kingdom Department for Education reports that in 2013, non-professionals
taught about 18% of students ages 7–13, with the number rising to 25% two years
later. Finally, 50% of the teachers in the United States teach out-of-field between 60
and 100% in their first or second year. Later in their careers, 60% of middle school tea-
chers report out-of-field teaching about 50% of the time. All in all, out-of-field teaching is
more common in rural schools, schools with low socioeconomic status, and schools
catering to families with lower educational backgrounds (Price et al., 2019; Vale et al.,
2022; Weldon, 2016).

Despite scientific literacy being considered one of the critical competencies of our civi-
lisation to master future challenges, systematic research on its conditions, requirements,
and consequences has not been started fully. Only single studies and case studies have
been published (e.g. Shamos, 1995; Suroso et al., 2021; Vogelzang et al., 2020), with
few exceptions (e.g. Eisenhart et al., 1996; Oliver & Adkins, 2020). Similarly, research
examining the effect of out-of-field teaching evidence on student outcomes beyond aca-
demic achievements, such as enjoyment of science, is scarce. There are several factors
considered to enhance the enjoyment of learning science, for example, experiential learn-
ing (Blunsdon et al., 2003), science self-concept, personal value of science, and utility
value of science (Mercan, 2020), and scientific interest (Lu et al., 2022). On the other
hand, scientific enjoyment is also assumed as a predictor of interest in science (Ainley
& Ainley, 2011), science achievement (Long et al., 2022), science self-efficacy (Lu et al.,
2022), and science literacy (Ustun et al., 2022). Further, students’ science self-efficacy
is suggested as an influential factor for success in and outside of school and later
career (e.g. Andrew, 1998; Lent et al., 1986; Lu et al., 2022; Pajares & Britner, 2001; Robin-
son et al., 2022), but also for science literacy (Ma, 2022; She et al., 2019) and academic
growth (e.g. Mercer et al., 2011).

Other factors, and probably more controllable by teachers, include the possible
influence of students’ perceived inquiry-based instruction and students’ perceived
teacher support. Several studies report a positive influence of inquiry-based instruction
(e.g. Gormally et al., 2009; Oliver et al., 2021) on science literacy. However, others
report negative connections between inquiry-based instruction and science literacy
(e.g. Ma, 2022), also with data from PISA 2015 (Forbes et al., 2020), even with a positive
connection between inquiry-based instruction and student self-efficacy (Liu & Wang,
2022). According to Kang (2022), these contradictory results emerge due to ignoring
the instructional quality and different types of inquiry-based teaching, emphasising the
moderating influence of the teacher-student relationship between inquiry-based teaching
and science literacy. The teacher-student relationship, operationalised as students’
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perceived teacher support, is suggested to positively influence science literacy (Saroughi
& Cheema, 2022) and academic growth, especially for students with low science self-
efficacy (Mercer et al., 2011).

All in all, instruction characteristics, teacher support, and the reported student out-
comes interact with each other. However, little is known about the effects of out-of-
field teaching on the reported student outcomes. Even less is known about the long-
lasting consequences of reduced qualifications for science teachers (Porsch & Whannell,
2019).

Research questions

As many of these results focus on different student samples and single school systems,
this paper aims to take an overarching approach by looking at out-of-field teaching
across countries. This study examines the effects and consequences of out-of-field teach-
ing on several variables considered crucial outcomes of science education at the student
level. We analyse the following research questions:

Research question 1. What percentage of teachers across countries have science as part of
their education?

Research question 2: To what extent does the percentage of specialised science teachers in a
school predict students’ scientific literacy, enjoyment of science, self-efficacy, and perceived
teaching practices, after controlling for student- and school-level covariates and between-
country differences?

Materials and methods

In the OECD’s Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), scientific literacy
has been one of the main areas of investigation since 2000, when this large-scale assess-
ment was first implemented. Scientific literacy as measured in PISA includes three
dimensions: (1) ‘the ability to provide explanatory accounts of natural phenomena, tech-
nical artefacts and technologies and their implication for society’, (2) the competence to
use this ‘knowledge and understanding of scientific enquiry to identify questions that can
be answered by scientific enquiry’, and (3) the competence ‘to interpret and evaluate data
and evidence scientifically and evaluate whether the conclusions are warranted’ (OECD,
2019, p. 98).

PISA assesses the main competencies of reading, mathematics, and science of 15-year-
old students around the globe every three years. Alongside the proficiency tests, question-
naires for students, principals, and teachers are administered. As the assessment instru-
ments focus on a different domain in every round, the PISA 2015 dataset (published in
2016) is currently the only one on an international scale that provides the latest represen-
tative information on both the teachers’ in-field / out-of-field experience and students’
outcomes in science for the age group of 15-year-olds.

According to the research questions, we investigated the impact of out-of-field teach-
ing on the target variables: scientific literacy, enjoyment of science, science self-efficacy,
perceived inquiry-based teaching, and perceived teacher support. As control student
variables, we included gender, migration and socio-economic background, percentage
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of female students, percentage of students with migration background, and social back-
ground on the school level (Tang et al., 2019). Controlling teacher variables were the per-
centage of female science teachers, the mean age and mean numbers of working as a
science teacher, and the percentage of science teachers with master’s degrees.

Participants and samples

A subsample ofN = 128,438 students (51% girls) with an average age of 15.80 years (SD =
0.29) was selected from the sixth cycle of PISA (OECD, 2016). We considered all
countries in which the optional teacher questionnaire was administered. This resulted
in 18 countries, including 4,037 schools (see Table 1). At each school, up to ten teachers
sampled that currently instructed a science course such as physics, chemistry, biology, or
earth sciences at the modal grade of the studied student sample. This resulted in a sample
of 27,819 teachers (44% women) with a mean age of 42.90 years (SD = 6.22). About 36%
had at least a master’s degree and worked as a teacher since M = 15.84 years (SD = 7.02).

Instruments

Student-level measures

A student’s ability to understand and engage with topics related to science and technol-
ogy was measured with an achievement test including 184 items distributed across six
booklets. Thus, each student only received a subset of the full item set. Different response
formats, such as multiple-choice or open-response fields accompanied each item. The
test development framework defined scientific literacy in terms of three dimensions

Table 1. Sample characteristics.

Country Mode

Schools Science teachers Students

N N
Women
(%)

Age
(Mdn)

Experience
(Mdn) N

Girls
(%)

Age
(Mdn)

Argentina PBA 350 2358 25.0 38.6 12.0 12174 50.9 15.8
Australia CBA 614 3964 50.0 42.8 13.0 12340 49.7 15.8
Brazil CBA 430 2391 40.0 38.3 13.0 14298 53.8 15.9
Chile CBA 147 794 33.3 42.3 15.0 5372 49.9 15.8
China: B-S-J-G CBA 258 2385 50.0 38.5 14.5 9627 47.7 15.7
China: Hong
Kong

CBA 136 1039 66.7 41.9 19.0 5281 50.0 15.8

China: Macao CBA 40 383 56.3 36.6 10.0 4434 49.8 15.8
Chinese Taipei CBA 187 1508 57.1 42.0 14.5 6848 49.6 15.7
Colombia CBA 227 1182 50.0 44.5 17.0 8277 52.1 15.8
Czech Republic CBA 251 1804 37.5 46.4 20.0 6104 49.5 15.8
Dominican
Republic

CBA 74 361 33.3 41.4 12.0 2289 55.6 15.8

Germany CBA 218 1930 42.9 45.3 14.0 5830 49.2 15.8
Italy CBA 343 2290 33.3 50.4 21.0 9301 49.4 15.8
Korea CBA 128 897 50.0 43.0 15.0 4495 48.8 15.8
Peru CBA 138 722 50.0 45.0 17.0 4481 51.8 15.8
Portugal CBA 162 1405 20.0 46.9 22.5 5726 51.6 15.8
Spain CBA 182 1328 44.4 46.0 17.0 6325 50.3 15.8
United States CBA 152 1078 44.4 41.5 13.0 5236 49.7 15.8

Note. PBA = Paper-based assessment; CBA = Computer-based assessment; Experience = Number of years worked as a
teacher.
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(see OECD, 2017), that is, (a) competencies related to the process of scientific inquiry,
such as explaining and interpreting evidence scientifically, (b) knowledge about
science and technology, and (c) different contexts of scientific discovery (e.g. earth and
space). Although the items were constructed to cover different dimensions, they were
designed to measure a single latent construct of scientific literacy. Students’ proficiencies
were estimated as ten plausible values based on a two-parametric item response model
(Muraki, 1992). The test was presented on the computer except for one country that
administered a paper-based test version (see Table 1). The different administration
modes were linked to allow for comparable proficiency estimates (Jerrim et al., 2018).
The average test reliability across the studied countries was .91 and varied between
countries from .84 to .94.

Data from the student questionnaire included four self-report scales assessing stu-
dents’ science-related dispositions and evaluations of their learning environment in
science classes. Enjoyment of science was measured with five items (e.g. ‘I enjoy acquir-
ing new knowledge in broad science.’) on four-point response scales from 1 = ‘strongly
agree’ to 4 = ‘strongly disagree’, whereas science self-efficacy, that is, students’ compe-
tency beliefs to be able to perform tasks related to science successfully was rated with
eight items (e.g. ‘Describe the role of antibiotics in the treatment of disease.’) on four-
point response scales from 1 = ‘I couldn’t do this’ to 4 = ‘I could do this easily’. The
average coefficient alpha reliabilities were .94 and .90, respectively. Students’ perceptions
of science teachers’ inquiry-based science teaching and learning practices were rated on
eight items (e.g. ‘Students are allowed to design their own experiments.’) on four-point
response scales from 1 = ‘never or hardly ever’ to 4 = ‘in all lessons’, resulting in an
average coefficient alpha reliability of .87. Finally, students’ evaluations of teacher
support in the science class (e.g. ‘The teacher helps students with their learning.’) was
measured with five items on four-point response scales from 1 = ‘never or hardly ever’
to 4 = ‘every lesson’. The average reliability across all countries was .90. The full scales
are provided in the supplemental material (see also OECD, 2017). Person scores for
each measure were derived as a weighted likelihood estimate (Warm, 1989) based on a
two-parametric item response model (Muraki, 1992).

As control variables, we considered the students’ sex (coded 0 for girls and 1 for boys)
and age (in years). Moreover, their social background was measured with the index of
economic, social, and cultural status (ESCS), which is a composite score derived from
the highest parental education, highest parental occupation, and cultural home posses-
sions (see Avvisati, 2020). The respective measure had an average coefficient alpha
reliability of .71.

School-level measures

Indicators for the school-level measures were created from responses to the student or
teacher questionnaires that were aggregated to the school level. Each teacher indicated
whether science was included in her or his education or training programme or other
professional qualification. Based on these responses, an indicator of specialised training
was created that reflected the relative share of science teachers in each school for which
the subject science was part of their initial training. The indicator ranged from 0 ( = all
non-specialised teachers) to 1 ( = all specialised teachers).
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Furthermore, several control variables were acknowledged. These included character-
istics of the science teachers, including their average age (in years), the percentage of
female science teachers, the percentage of science teachers with at least a master’s
degree, and the average number of years working as a teacher (in years). Moreover,
the student population in each school was characterised by their mean age (in years),
the percentage of female students, the percentage of students with migration back-
grounds, and their average ESCS.

Statistical analyses

Each outcome was regressed on the percentage of teachers with science as part of their
training in the lme4 package (Version 1.1-31; Bates et al., 2015) of the R software
(Version 4.2.1; R Core Team, 2022). The nesting of each student within schools was
acknowledged by specifying a respective random effect and, thus, extending the model
to a mixed-effect specification. Moreover, dependencies resulting from the different
countries were modelled as fixed effects by including 17 effect-coded country indicators
in the analyses. To facilitate interpretations, the outcomes were z-standardized (withM =
0 and SD = 1). However, the predictors were examined on their original metric. The
explained variance on the school level was calculated following Raudenbush and Bryk
(2002) with mitml (Version 0.4-3; Grund et al., 2021). To correct for the over- or under-
sampling of specific student populations and school non-response, these analyses were
weighted using the survey weights provided for PISA (see OECD, 2017). Missing
values for some students and teachers were imputed ten times using multilevel predictive
mean matching with chained equations in mice (Version 3.14.0; Van Buuren &
Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011). Then, the analyses were repeated for each fully imputed
data set and combined using Rubin’s (1987) rules. The raw data and survey material
are available at https://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/2015database/, whereas our analyses’
computer code and results are provided at https://osf.io/9374x/?view_only=
4b8529f95ffa42f094830be138d489cd, thus, allowing full reproducibility of our findings.

Results

To address the first research question about the percentage of teachers who have science
as part of their education and how that percentage relates to various student outcome
variables, we analysed the means, standard deviations, and correlations of the study vari-
ables (Table 2).

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for study variables.

M SD

Correlations

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

1. Scientific literacy −0.01 0.69
2. Enjoyment of science −0.02 0.25 .13
3. Science self-efficacy 0.00 0.30 .21 .52
4. Inquiry-based teaching 0.01 0.42 −.30 .37 .34
5. Teacher support −0.01 0.39 −.23 .48 .26 .52
6. Specialised training 0.84 0.20 .16 .14 .11 .10 .14

Note. Presented are the results for 4,037 schools. Based upon multiply imputed data sets. All correlations are significant at
p < .05.
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In about 45% of all examined schools, all science teachers had received training in
science instruction. The median share of specialised teachers was 90%, with the first
quartile falling at 75% (see Figure 1). The share of teachers with specialised science train-
ing in a school correlated at r = .16, p < .001, with the students’ average scientific literacy
in a school. Similarly, the students’ average enjoyment of science and science self-efficacy
was positively associated with the percentage of specialised teachers, r = .14 / .11 (see
Table 2). Also, students’ perceived teaching practices, the degree of inquiry-based teach-
ing and teacher support were related to the share of specialised teachers in a school with
rs of .10 and .14, respectively.

Following the second research question, we investigated to what extent the percentage
of specialised science teachers in a school does predict students’ scientific literacy, enjoy-
ment of science, self-efficacy, and perceived teaching practices, after controlling for
student- and school-level covariates and between-country differences. For this, we
studied the effect of teacher specialisation using mixed-effect regression analyses.
These analyses were conducted twice for each outcome, without and with controlling
for student- and school-level covariates suspected of distorting the effect of teacher

Figure 1. Histogram of percentage of teachers in schools with science training.
Note: The dashed line represents the median.
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specialisation. The results of these analyses of students’ scientific literacy are summarised
in Table 3. Schools in which all science teachers had specialised science training resulted
in average student science competencies that were, on average, 0.56 points larger (p
< .001) on a z-standardized scale as compared to schools without any specialised
science teachers (see Model 1). Thus, about 10% of non-specialised teachers in a
school corresponded to a drop of about 0.06 standard units in scientific literacy. After
controlling for several covariates, the respective effect remained significant at p < .05
but reduced to about half its original size (see Model 2 in Table 3).

The respective effects on students’ self-reported enjoyment of science (see Table 4)
exhibited a similar pattern with significant effects without and with covariates.
However, the size of these effects was substantially smaller. An increase in about 10%
of non-specialised teachers in a school resulted in reduced enjoyment by less than 0.02
or 0.01 standard units. For the remaining outcomes, no robust effects could be identified
(see Tables 5–7). Students’ self-efficacy and perceived teaching practices were not signifi-
cantly (p > .05) associated with the share of specialised teachers in a school after control-
ling for several third variables.

Additionally, we plotted the distribution of average science literacy in schools with
different proportions of specialist science teachers. The distribution of the average scien-
tific literacy of schools depending on the share of specialised teachers is visualised in
Figure 2.

The plot highlights that schools with a larger share of science teachers without special-
ised science training are associated with substantially lower student competencies.

Discussion

Science education is rated as one of the most important investments for a functioning
society in times of climate change, numerous health crises, and the prevention of

Table 3. Regressions of student scientific literacy on teacher specialisation.
Model 0 Model 1 Model 2

1. Intercept −0.01 (0.01) −0.48 (0.04) −3.61 (1.05)
2. Share of specialised teachers 0.56* (0.05) 0.29* (0.04)

Student characteristics
3. Sex (0 = boy, 1 = girl) 0.10* (0.01)
4. Age (in years) 0.12* (0.01)
5. Migration background (0 = no, 1 = yes) −0.14* (0.01)
6. Social background 0.12* (0.00)

School characteristics
7. Percentage of female students −0.19* (0.04)
8. Mean age of students (in years) 0.23* (0.07)
9. Percentage of students with migration background 0.31* (0.05)
10. Mean social background 0.48* (0.01)
11. Percentage of female science teachers 0.04 (0.03)
12. Mean age (in years) of science teachers −0.01* (0.00)
13. Percentage of science teachers with a master’s degree 0.10* (0.03)
14. Mean number of years working as teacher 0.01* (0.00)

Random variance 0.23 0.22 0.09
Residual variance 0.59 0.59 0.56
Explained school variance .46 .48 .79

Note. Based upon multiply imputed data sets. Fixed country effects are not presented. The dependent variable was z-
standardised.

* p < .05.
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belief in fake news (Erduran, 2020; Hopf et al., 2019; Klenert et al., 2020; Rousell &
Cutter-Mackenzie-Knowles, 2020). This study investigated the impact of out-of-field
teaching on the target variables of scientific literacy, enjoyment of science, science self-
efficacy, perceived inquiry-based teaching, and perceived teacher support. The analyses
were controlled for gender, age, and social background at the student level and the rela-
tive share of trained science teachers, teachers’ average age, the percentage of female
science teachers, the percentage of science teachers with at least a master’s degree,

Table 4. Regressions of student enjoyment of science on teacher specialisation.
Model 0 Model 1 Model 2

1. Intercept −0.00 (0.01) −0.13 (0.03) 1.82 (0.86)
2. Share of specialised teachers 0.15* (0.03) 0.08* (0.03)

Student characteristics
3. Sex (0 = boy, 1 = girl) 0.15* (0.01)
4. Age (in years) 0.01 (0.01)
5. Migration background (0 = no, 1 = yes) 0.09* (0.01)
6. Social background 0.09* (0.00)

School characteristics
7. Percentage of female students −0.02 (0.03)
8. Mean age of students (in years) −0.11* (0.05)
9. Percentage of students with migration background 0.06 (0.04)
10. Mean social background 0.12* (0.01)
11. Percentage of female science teachers 0.04 (0.02)
12. Mean age (in years) of science teachers −0.01* (0.00)
13. Percentage of science teachers with a master’s degree 0.05 (0.03)
14. Mean number of years working as teacher 0.00 (0.00)

Random variance 0.04 0.04 0.03
Residual variance 0.90 0.90 0.88
Explained school variance .38 .39 .51

Note. Based upon multiply imputed data sets. Fixed country effects are not presented. The dependent variable was z-
standardised.

* p < .05.

Table 5. Regressions of students’ science self-efficacy on teacher specialisation.
Model 0 Model 1 Model 2

1. Intercept −0.00 (0.01) −0.12 (0.03) 3.52 (0.81)
2. Share of specialised teachers 0.14* (0.03) 0.04 (0.03)

Student characteristics
3. Sex (0 = boy, 1 = girl) 0.12* (0.01)
4. Age (in years) 0.07* (0.01)
5. Migration background (0 = no, 1 = yes) 0.01 (0.02)
6. Social background 0.13* (0.00)

School characteristics
7. Percentage of female students −0.06* (0.03)
8. Mean age of students (in years) −0.22* (0.05)
9. Percentage of students with migration background 0.00 (0.05)
10. Mean social background 0.15* (0.01)
11. Percentage of female science teachers 0.01 (0.02)
12. Mean age (in years) of science teachers −0.00 (0.00)
13. Percentage of science teachers with a master’s degree 0.04 (0.03)
14. Mean number of years working as teacher 0.00 (0.00)

Random variance 0.04 0.04 0.03
Residual variance 0.96 0.96 0.94
Explained school variance .21 .22 .47

Note. Based upon multiply imputed data sets. Fixed country effects are not presented. The dependent variable was z-
standardised.

* p < .05.
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teachers’ work experience, the mean age of the student population, the percentage of
female students and students with migration background, and their average social back-
ground on school level. For the analyses, we used a linear mixed-effects model to account
for the nested structure of the data, with students nested within schools. To address
missing data, multiple imputations were used, which is a recommended approach
(Van Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011).

Table 6. Regressions of student perceived inquiry-based teaching on teacher specialisation.
Model 0 Model 1 Model 2

1. Intercept 0.01 (0.01) −0.06 (0.03) 7.12 (0.98)
2. Share of specialised teachers 0.08* (0.03) 0.05 (0.03)

Student characteristics
3. Sex (0 = boy, 1 = girl) 0.12* (0.01)
4. Age (in years) −0.03* (0.01)
5. Migration background (0 = no, 1 = yes) 0.11* (0.02)
6. Social background 0.04* (0.00)

School characteristics
7. Percentage of female students 0.10* (0.03)
8. Mean age of students (in years) −0.45* (0.06)
9. Percentage of students with migration background −0.10 (0.05)
10. Mean social background −0.01 (0.01)
11. Percentage of female science teachers −0.07* (0.03)
12. Mean age (in years) of science teachers −0.00* (0.00)
13. Percentage of science teachers with a master’s degree 0.07* (0.03)
14. Mean number of years working as teacher 0.00 (0.00)

Random variance 0.06 0.06 0.05
Residual variance 0.90 0.90 0.89
Explained school variance .58 .59 .61

Note. Based upon multiply imputed data sets. Fixed country effects are not presented. The dependent variable was z-
standardised.

* p < .05.

Table 7. Regressions of student perceived teacher support on teacher specialisation.
Model 0 Model 1 Model 2

1. Intercept −0.01 (0.01) −0.05 (0.03) 3.39 (0.93)
2. Share of specialised teachers 0.05 (0.03) 0.04 (0.03)

Student characteristics
3. Sex (0 = boy, 1 = girl) 0.01 (0.01)
4. Age (in years) −0.01 (0.01)
5. Migration background (0 = no, 1 = yes) 0.01 (0.02)
6. Social background 0.01* (0.00)

School characteristics
7. Percentage of female students −0.02 (0.03)
8. Mean age of students (in years) −0.20* (0.06)
9. Percentage of students with migration background 0.00 (0.05)
10. Mean social background 0.01 (0.01)
11. Percentage of female science teachers 0.01 (0.03)
12. Mean age (in years) of science teachers −0.01* (0.00)
13. Percentage of science teachers with a master’s degree 0.01 (0.03)
14. Mean number of years working as teacher 0.00 (0.00)

Random variance 0.05 0.05 0.05
Residual variance 0.90 0.90 0.90
Explained school variance .53 .53 .55

Note. Based upon multiply imputed data sets. Fixed country effects are not presented. The dependent variable was z-
standardised.

* p < .05.
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The analyses showed a positive correlation between the share of specialised teachers
and students’ scientific literacy, enjoyment of science, and science self-efficacy. Specifi-
cally, schools, where all science teachers had specialised science training, resulted in
higher average student science competencies than schools without specialised science
teachers. We found that the effect of teacher specialisation on students’ scientific literacy
remained significant even after controlling for several student- and school-level covari-
ates. However, no significant association was found between the share of specialised tea-
chers and students’ self-efficacy or perceived teaching practices.

Our analyses revealed significant effects of small to medium size, with the highest
effect on science literacy (.56). Overall, large effect sizes according to Cohen’s fifty-
year-old standard of small (.2), medium (.5), and large (.8) effects (Cohen, 1969) are
difficult to find in educational studies. Meanwhile, several researchers argue that
Cohen’s standard provokes over-expectations for educational studies (e.g. Evans &

Figure 2. Distribution of average scientific literacy of schools conditional on the share of non-special-
ised teachers.
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Yuan, 2022; Kraft, 2020; Yeager & Dweck, 2020). In one of their influential meta-ana-
lyses, Hattie et al. (1996) reported a mean effect size of 0.57 for performance across 51
studies. Notably, this effect size was considered the most substantial compared to the
effects observed on study skills (0.16) and affect (0.48). Yeager and Dweck (2020)
argued that under real-world conditions, effect sizes should not be expected to exceed
.20, aligning with the findings of Evans and Yuan (2022) who meta-analysed 234
studies. Notably, Evans and Yuan (2022) concluded that large sample analyses generally
produce smaller effect sizes than small sample analyses. In this context, our findings show
that science instruction by specialised science teachers notably impacts students, and the
highest effect is found on higher science literacy.

The main findings of this study suggest that the share of specialised teachers in a
school is a critical factor that positively influences students’ scientific literacy and enjoy-
ment of science. This effect remains significant even after controlling several student
characteristics such as gender, age, migration, social background, and school character-
istics as a percentage of female students, percentage of students with migration back-
ground, mean social background, or percentage of female science teachers. These
control variables, except for the percentage of female teachers, also significantly impacted
scientific literacy and enjoyment of science. Further, analyses revealed that teachers’ self-
efficacy has no moderating effects on students’ science literacy (Table S8).

Further research is needed to examine how specialised teachers influence student out-
comes and identify other factors that contribute to student science education outcomes.
For example, a study by Ziegler and Richter (2017) found that the effect of out-of-field
teaching on student achievement may vary depending on the class composition. This
suggests that, as also found in our analyses, differences in the academic and social back-
ground of students in a class can affect the relationship between out-of-field teaching and
student achievement. Therefore, it is crucial to consider the characteristics of student
composition when examining the impact of out-of-field teaching on student outcomes.

However, it is worth noting that the number of non-specialised teachers in a school
may be related to the students’ educational background. Research by Nilsen and Gustafs-
son (2016) found a positive association between the proportion of students from low-
educated families and the proportion of non-specialised teachers in Norwegian
primary schools. This suggests that schools with a higher proportion of students from
disadvantaged backgrounds may face more significant challenges in hiring and retaining
specialised (science) teachers. This aspect is important because it underscores the need
for targeted policies and interventions to address inequities in science education. It
also shows us the danger that the gap between well-educated and socially disadvantaged
students could steadily increase. Schools serving disadvantaged communities may
require additional resources and support to attract and retain specialised science tea-
chers, which could improve the quality of science education for these students. Future
research should explore the specific factors contributing to the association between
non-specialised teachers and students’ educational backgrounds and identify effective
strategies for addressing these disparities.

Our findings also suggest that no relationship exists between the share of specialised
teachers at schools and students’ self-efficacy or perceived teaching practices after con-
trolling for several variables. The reasons behind this may be various. Non-specialised
teachers may be as enthusiastic about teaching a subject as their specialised colleagues.
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Thus, students may not perceive differences or deficits when evaluating their teaching
practices or even appreciate them. Olitsky (2007), for example, reports from an ethno-
graphic research project accompanying a female out-of-field chemistry teacher. In con-
trast to what the researcher expected, her students enjoyed being taught by her and liked
that the teacher did not have the complete content knowledge and still made mistakes.
Concerning students’ self-efficacy, in our context, the belief in one’s ability to perform
science-related tasks, we assume that this individual perception is less influenced by a tea-
cher’s qualification than by the students’ success in performing tasks in or outside the
classroom. This assumption is supported by Britner and Pajares (2006), who found
that only mastery experiences predicted science self-efficacy, which is the interpretation
of previous performance. Future research should further pursue the relationship between
teacher practice and the development of affective characteristics by conducting qualitat-
ive or ethnographic research.

Limitations

There are several limitations to the study that need to be considered. First, the operatio-
nalisation of ‘out-of-field’ teaching varies across countries, which could affect the results.
The definition of a ‘science teacher’ may differ between countries, including different
scientific subdisciplines, like biology, physics, or chemistry (Price et al., 2019). Addition-
ally, the study considers the school-level percentage of specialised science teachers and
does not account for individual teacher-level differences, which could also impact
student outcomes. However, the PISA data, to our knowledge, is the only available
dataset allowing us to examine the impact of out-of-school instruction with a substantial
sample worldwide with a representative significance. The study focuses not only on cog-
nitive outcomes, namely scientific literacy, but also on enjoyment of science, science self-
efficacy, perceived inquiry-based teaching, and perceived teacher support, thus broaden-
ing the scope of the potential impact of out-of-field teaching. Other important outcomes,
such as critical thinking skills or interest in pursuing a career in science, may also be
worth examining. However, despite these limitations, the current study contributes
highly to the research field by focusing on science and using large-scale assessment
data from various countries. We found that the percentage of specialised science teachers
in a school is positively associated with students’ scientific literacy and enjoyment of
science and with perceived teaching practices, indicating that specialised teachers signifi-
cantly positively impact on student outcomes.

Conclusion

The issue of out-of-field teaching is a worldwide phenomenon and may have significant
consequences for students’ scientific literacy and enjoyment of science. This study high-
lights the importance of having specialised science teachers in schools to improve science
education quality and positively influence student outcomes. The findings suggest that
the share of specialised teachers in schools differs and that a school is critical for improv-
ing students’ scientific literacy and enjoyment of science, as well as perceived teaching
practices. Therefore, policymakers and school administrators should prioritise hiring
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and training specialised science teachers to address the problem of out-of-field teaching
and improve science education quality.

However, the study also acknowledges the need for further research to explore how
specialised teachers influence student outcomes and identify additional factors that con-
tribute to students’ science education outcomes. Neglected science education exacerbates
current societal challenges, and scientific literacy is increasingly critical for participation
in the modern world. Therefore, it is crucial to continue investigating the conditions,
requirements, and consequences of scientific literacy to ensure that all students receive
a high-quality science education that prepares them for the challenges of the twenty-
first century.

Disclosure statement

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

Data availability statement

The study was not preregistered. The raw data is available at https://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/
2015database/ The computer code and analysis results are provided at https://osf.io/9374x/?
view_only = 4b8529f95ffa42f094830be138d489cd.

Ethics statement

The results of this study were obtained through a secondary analysis of anonymous PISA
data. The raw data is freely available at https://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/2015database/
The computer code and analysis results are provided online. This secondary analysis
aims to derive valuable insights and make contributions to scientific knowledge while
exclusively utilising anonymized data devoid of personal information. The analysis is
conducted in compliance with applicable laws and regulations, adhering to ethical prin-
ciples and guidelines.

ORCID

Barbara Hanfstingl http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2458-7585
Timo Gnambs http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6984-1276
Raphaela Porsch http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1548-3776
Nina Jude http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6755-0435

References

Ainley, M., & Ainley, J. (2011). Student engagement with science in early adolescence: The con-
tribution of enjoyment to students’ continuing interest in learning about science.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 36(1), 4–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.
08.001

Andrew, S. (1998). Self-efficacy as a predictor of academic performance in science. Journal of
Advanced Nursing, 27(3), 596–603. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.1998.00550.x

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SCIENCE EDUCATION 15

https://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/2015database/
https://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/2015database/
https://osf.io/9374x/?view_only=4b8529f95ffa42f094830be138d489cd
https://osf.io/9374x/?view_only=4b8529f95ffa42f094830be138d489cd
https://www.oecd.org/pisa/data/2015database/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2458-7585
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6984-1276
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1548-3776
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6755-0435
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.1998.00550.x


Avvisati, F. (2020). The measure of socio-economic status in PISA: A review and some suggested
improvements. Large-scale Assessments in Education, 8(1), 8. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40536-
020-00086-x

Bates, D., Maechler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects models using
lme4. Journal of Statistical Software, 67(1), 1–48. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01

Blunsdon, B., Reed, K., McNeil, N., & McEachern, S. (2003). Experiential learning in social science
theory: An investigation of the relationship between student enjoyment and learning. Higher
Education Research & Development, 22(1), 43–56. https://doi.org/10.1080/
0729436032000056544

Britner, S. L., & Pajares, F. (2006). Sources of science self-efficacy beliefs of Middle School students.
Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 43(5), 485–499. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20131

Cohen, J. (1969). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (1st ed.). Academic Press.
Dee, T. S., & Cohodes, S. R. (2008). Out-of-field teachers and student achievement: Evidence from

matched-pairs comparisons. Public Finance Review, 36(7), 7–32. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1091142106289330

Eisenhart, M., Finkel, E., & Marion, S. F. (1996). Creating the conditions for scientific literacy: A
re-examination. American Educational Research Journal, 33(2), 261–295. https://doi.org/10.
3102/00028312033002261

Erduran, S. (2020). Science education in the era of a pandemic: How can history, philosophy and
sociology of science contribute to education for understanding and solving the COVID-19
crisis? Science & Education, 29(2), 233–235. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11191-020-00122-w

Evans, D. K., & Yuan, F. (2022). How big are effect sizes in international education studies?
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 44(3), 532–540. https://doi.org/10.3102/
01623737221079646

Forbes, C. T., Neumann, K., & Schiepe-Tiska, A. (2020). Patterns of inquiry-based science instruc-
tion and student science achievement in PISA 2015. International Journal of Science Education,
42(5), 783–806. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2020.1730017

Gormally, C., Brickman, P., Hallar, B., & Armstrong, N. (2009). Effects of inquiry-based learning
on students’ science literacy skills and confidence. International Journal for the Scholarship of
Teaching and Learning, 3(2), https://doi.org/10.20429/ijsotl.2009.030216

Grund, S., Robitzsch, A., & Luedtke, O. (2021). mitml: Tools for multiple imputation in multilevel
modeling (Version 0.4-3) [Computer software]. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=mitml

Hattie, J., Biggs, J., & Purdie, N. (1996). Effects of learning skills interventions on student learning:
A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research, 66(2), 99–136. https://doi.org/10.3102/
00346543066002099

Hopf, H., Krief, A., Mehta, G., & Matlin, S. A. (2019). Fake science and the knowledge crisis:
Ignorance can be fatal. Royal Society Open Science, 6(5), 190161. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.
190161

Jerrim, J., Micklewright, J., Heine, J. H., Salzer, C., & McKeown, C. (2018). PISA 2015: How big is
the ‘mode effect’ and what has been done about it? Oxford Review of Education, 44(4), 476–493.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2018.1430025

Kang, J. (2022). Interrelationship between inquiry-based learning and instructional quality in pre-
dicting science literacy. Research in Science Education, 52(1), 339–355. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11165-020-09946-6

Klenert, D., Funke, F., Mattauch, L., & O’Callaghan, B. (2020). Five lessons from COVID-19 for
advancing climate change mitigation. Environmental and Resource Economics, 76(4), 751–
778. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-020-00453-w

Kraft, M. A. (2020). Interpreting effect sizes of education interventions. Educational Researcher, 49
(4), 241–253. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X20912798

Kunter, M., Kleickmann, T., Klusmann, U., & Richter, D. (2013). The development of teachers’
professionalcCompetence. In M. Kunter, J. Baumert, W. Blum, U. Klusmann, S. Krauss, &
M. Neubrand (Eds.), Cognitive activation in the mathematics classroom and professional compe-
tence of teachers. Results from the COACTIV project (pp. 63–77). Springer. https://doi.org/10.
1007/978-1-4614-5149-5_4

16 B. HANFSTINGL ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40536-020-00086-x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40536-020-00086-x
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.1080/0729436032000056544
https://doi.org/10.1080/0729436032000056544
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20131
https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142106289330
https://doi.org/10.1177/1091142106289330
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312033002261
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312033002261
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11191-020-00122-w
https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737221079646
https://doi.org/10.3102/01623737221079646
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2020.1730017
https://doi.org/10.20429/ijsotl.2009.030216
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=mitml
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543066002099
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543066002099
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.190161
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.190161
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2018.1430025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-020-09946-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-020-09946-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10640-020-00453-w
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X20912798
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5149-5_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5149-5_4


Lent, R. W., Brown, S. D., & Larkin, K. C. (1986). Self-efficacy in the prediction of academic per-
formance and perceived career options. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 33(3), 265–269.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.33.3.265

Liu, Y., & Wang, J. (2022). The mediating–moderating model of inquiry-based learning and
science self-efficacy: Evidence from PISA 2015. International Journal of Science Education, 44
(7), 1096–1119. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2022.2067364

Long, H., Gao, S., Yang, L., & Chen, J. (2022). Do teaching practices and enjoyment of science
matter to science achievement? Psychology in the Schools, 59(2), 334–355. https://doi.org/10.
1002/pits.22611

Lu, Y.-Y., Smith, T. J., Hong, Z.-R., Lin, H.-S., & Hsu, W.-Y. (2022). Exploring the relationships of
citizens’ scientific interest and self-understanding to their learning enjoyment and self-efficacy
in science. Current Psychology, Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-
022-02785-w

Ma, Y. (2022). The effect of inquiry-based practices on scientific literacy: The mediating role of
science attitudes. International Journal of Science and Mathematics Education. Advance
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-022-10336-9

Mercan, F. C. (2020). Control-value theory and enjoyment of science: A cross-national investi-
gation with 15-year-olds using PISA 2006 data. Learning and Individual Differences, 80(1),
101889. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2020.101889

Mercer, S. H., Nellis, L. M., Martínez, R. S., & Kirk, M. (2011). Supporting the students most in
need: Academic self-efficacy and perceived teacher support in relation to within-year academic
growth. Journal of School Psychology, 49(3), 323–338. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.03.006

Mizzi, D. (2020). Supporting science teachers teaching outside specialism: Teachers’ views of a
professional development programme. European Journal of Teacher Education, 44(5), 706–
725. https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2020.1793951

Monk, D. H. (1994). Subject area preparation of secondary mathematics and science teachers and
student achievement. Economics of Education Review, 13(2), 125–145. https://doi.org/10.1016/
0272-7757(94)90003-5

Muraki, E. (1992). A generalized partial credit model: Application of an EM algorithm. Applied
Psychological Measurement, 16(2), 159–176. https://doi.org/10.1177/014662169201600206

Nilsen, T., & Gustafsson, J.-E. (2016). Teacher quality, instructional quality and student outcomes
(Vol. 2). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-41252-8

OECD. (2016). Pisa 2015 results (volume I): Excellence and equity in education. PISA, OECD
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264266490-en

OECD. (2017). Pisa 2015 technical report. OECD Publishing.
OECD. (2019). Pisa 2018 assessment and analytical framework. PISA, OECD Publishing. https://

doi.org/10.1787/b25efab8-en
Olitsky, S. (2007). Facilitating identity formation, group membership, and learning in science

classrooms: What can be learned from out-of-field teaching in an urban school? Science
Education, 91(2), 201–221. https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20182

Oliver, M. C., & Adkins, M. J. (2020). “Hot-headed” students? Scientific literacy, perceptions and
awareness of climate change in 15-year olds across 54 countries. Energy Research & Social
Science, 70(3), 101641. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2020.101641

Oliver, M. C., McConney, A., & Woods-McConney, A. (2021). The efficacy of inquiry-based
instruction in science: A comparative analysis of six countries using PISA 2015. Research in
Science Education, 51(S2), 595–616. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-019-09901-0

Pajares, F., & Britner, S. L. (2001). Self-efficacy beliefs, motivation, race, and gender in middle
school science. Journal of Women and Minorities in Science and Engineering, 7(4), 15. https://
doi.org/10.1615/JWomenMinorScienEng.v7.i4.10

Porsch, R., & Wendt, H. (2015). Welche Rolle spielt der Studienschwerpunkt von
Sachunterrichtslehrkräften für ihre Selbstwirksamkeit und die Leistungen ihrer Schülerinnen
und Schüler? [What role does the major field of study of nonfiction teachers play in their
self-efficacy and the achievement of their students?]. In H. Wendt, T. Stubbe, K. Schwippert,
& W. Bos (Eds.), IGLU & TIMSS. 10 Jahre international vergleichende Schulleistungsforschung

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SCIENCE EDUCATION 17

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.33.3.265
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2022.2067364
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22611
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22611
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02785-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02785-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-022-10336-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2020.101889
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2020.1793951
https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-7757(94)90003-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-7757(94)90003-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662169201600206
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-41252-8
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264266490-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/b25efab8-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/b25efab8-en
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20182
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2020.101641
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-019-09901-0
https://doi.org/10.1615/JWomenMinorScienEng.v7.i4.10
https://doi.org/10.1615/JWomenMinorScienEng.v7.i4.10


in der Grundschule. Vertiefende Analysen zu IGLU und TIMSS 2001 bis 2011 (pp. 161–183).
Waxmann.

Porsch, R., & Wendt, H. (2016). Aus- und Fortbildung von Mathematik- und
Sachunterrichtslehrkräften [Initial and in-service training of mathematics and physical edu-
cation teachers]. In H. Wendt, W. Bos, C. Selter, O. Köller, K. Schwippert, & D. Kasper
(Eds.), TIMSS 2015. Mathematische und naturwissenschaftliche Kompetenzen von
Grundschulkindern in Deutschland (pp. 189–204). Waxmann.

Porsch, R., & Whannell, R. (2019). Out-of-field teaching affecting students and learning: What is
known and unknown. In L. Hobbs & G. Törner (Eds.), Examining the phenomenon of ‘teaching
out-of-field” (Vol. 47, pp. 179–191). Springer Singapore. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-
3366-8_7

Price, A., Vale, C., Porsch, R., Rahayu, E., Faulkner, F., Ríordáin, M. N., Crisan, C., & Luft, J. A.
(2019). Teaching out-of-field internationally. In L. Hobbs & G. Törner (Eds.), Examining the
phenomenon of ‘teaching out-of-field” (Vol. 35, pp. 53–83). Springer Singapore. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-981-13-3366-8_3

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002).Hierarchical linear models: Applications and data analysis
methods (2nd ed.). Sage.

R Core Team. (2022). R: A language and environment for statistical computing (Version 4.2.1)
[Computer sofware]. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.R-project.org

Richter, D., Becker, B., Hoffmann, L., Busse, J., & Stanat, P. (2019). Aspekte der Aus- und
Fortbildung von Lehrkräften im Fach Mathematik und in den naturwissenschaftlichen
Fächern [Aspects of teacher education and training in mathematics and science subjects.]. In
P. Stanat, S. Schipolowski, N. Mahler, S. Weirich, & S. Henschel (Eds.), IQB-Bildungstrend
2018: Mathematische und naturwissenschaftliche Kompetenzen am Ende der Sekundarstufe I
im zweiten Ländervergleich (pp. 385–410). Waxmann.

Robinson, K. A., Perez, T., White-Levatich, A., & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2022). Gender differ-
ences and roles of two science self-efficacy beliefs in predicting post-college outcomes. The
Journal of Experimental Education, 90(2), 344–363. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2020.
1808944

Rousell, D., & Cutter-Mackenzie-Knowles, A. (2020). A systematic review of climate change edu-
cation: Giving children and young people a ‘voice’ and a ‘hand’ in redressing climate change.
Children’s Geographies, 18(2), 191–208. https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2019.1614532

Rubin, D. B. (1987). Multiple imputation for nonresponse in surveys. Wiley.
Saroughi, M., & Cheema, J. (2022). Mediating effect of sense of belonging on the relationship

between teacher support and science literacy: Evidence from Lebanon. Current Psychology.
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02803-x

Shamos, M. H. (1995). The myth of scientific literacy. Rutgers University Press.
She, H-C, Lin, H. -., & Huang, L-Y. (2019). Reflections on and implications of the Programme for

International Student Assessment 2015 (PISA 2015) performance of students in Taiwan: The
role of epistemic beliefs about science in scientific literacy. Journal of Research in Science
Teaching, 56(10), 1309–1340. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21553

Suroso, J., Indrawati, Sutarto, & Mudakir, I. (2021). Profile of high school students science literacy
in east java. Journal of Physics: Conference Series, 1832(1), 012040. https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-
6596/1832/1/012040

Tang, N.-E., Tsai, C.-L., Barrow, L., & Romine, W. (2019). Impacts of enquiry-based science teach-
ing on achievement gap between high-and-low SES students: Findings from PISA 2015.
International Journal of Science Education, 41(4), 448–470. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.
2018.1555726

Ustun, U., Cansiz, M., Ozdemir, E., & Cansiz, N. (2022). Student and school-level factors to predict
science literacy for two top-performing countries in PISA 2015: Finland and Singapore.
International Journal of Science Education, 44(4), 579–603. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.
2022.2037167

18 B. HANFSTINGL ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-3366-8_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-3366-8_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-3366-8_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-13-3366-8_3
https://www.R-project.org
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2020.1808944
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2020.1808944
https://doi.org/10.1080/14733285.2019.1614532
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02803-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21553
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1832/1/012040
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1832/1/012040
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2018.1555726
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2018.1555726
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2022.2037167
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2022.2037167


Vale, C., Hobbs, L., & Speldewinde, C. (2022). Challenging the representations and assumptions of
out-of-field teaching. In L. Hobbs & R. Porsch (Eds.), Out-of-field teaching across teaching dis-
ciplines and contexts (Vol. 36, pp. 3–21). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-9328-1_1

Van Buuren, S., & Groothuis-Oudshoorn, K. (2011). Mice: Multivariate imputation by chained
equations inR. Journal of Statistical Software, 45(3), 1–67. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v045.i03

Van Overschelde, J. P. (2022). Value-lost: The hidden cost of teacher misassignment. In L. Hobbs
& R. Porsch (Eds.), Out-of-field teaching across teaching disciplines and contexts (pp. 49–70).
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-9328-1_3

Vogelzang, J., Admiraal, W. F., & van Driel, J. H. (2020). Effects of Scrum methodology on stu-
dents’ critical scientific literacy: The case of Green Chemistry. Chemistry Education Research
and Practice, 21(3), 940–952. https://doi.org/10.1039/D0RP00066C

Warm, T. A. (1989). Weighted likelihood estimation of ability in item response theory.
Psychometrika, 54(3), 427–450. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02294627

Weldon, P. (2016). Out-of-field teaching in secondary schools. Policy insights (Issue 6). Australian
Council for Educational Research.

Yeager, D. S., & Dweck, C. S. (2020). What can be learned from growth mindset controversies?
American Psychologist, 75(9), 1269–1284. https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000794

Ziegler, C., & Richter, D. (2017). Der Einfluss fachfremden Unterrichts auf die
Schülerleistungönnen Unterschiede in der Klassenzusammensetzung zur Erklärung beitragen?
[The impact of subject-unrelated instruction on student achievement: Can differences in class
composition help explain it?]. Unterrichtswissenschaft, 45(2), 136.

Zuzovsky, R. (2009). Teachers’ qualifications and their impact on student achievement: Findings
from TIMSS 2003 data for Israel. In M. v. Davier & D. Hastedt (Eds.), Issues and methodologies
in large-scale assessments (IERI Monograph Series, Vol. 2, pp. 37–62). IEA-ETS Research
Institute.

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SCIENCE EDUCATION 19

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-9328-1_1
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v045.i03
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-9328-1_3
https://doi.org/10.1039/D0RP00066C
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02294627
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000794

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical background
	Research questions
	Materials and methods
	Participants and samples
	Instruments
	Student-level measures
	School-level measures
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


