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Abstract 

Out-Of-Field-Teaching (OOFT) is increasingly prevalent as teacher shortages reduce the 
availability of qualified teachers in a range of subject areas. In Australia, teacher shortages 
in the STEM (science, technology, engineering, mathematics) field has long been 
acknowledged; however, there are workforce gaps in many subject areas, including home 
economics and related fields, such as food and nutrition, textiles and health. Teacher 
shortages are not confined to the Australian context. Global shortages are a challenge 
identified by UNESCO as a critical factor impacting the capacity to achieve Sustainable 
Development Goal 4: Quality Education by 2030 (UNESCO, 2016). The demand and supply of 
qualified home economics teachers in Australia is not a new problem. Pendergast and 
colleagues (2000) highlighted more than two decades ago some challenges and implications for 
the home economics discipline including: OOFTs lacking expert knowledge, pedagogical 
content and skills; workplace health and safety concerns; a lack of identity and 
misunderstanding of the discipline area such as assessment processes, practices and theories—
all of which may negatively impact student learning, teacher effectiveness and student access 
to expert role models. As the home economics field faces challenges such as a lack of specialist 
programs to educate in-field, OOFTs are more likely to be a feature of home economics 
classrooms, hence the impetus for this current investigation. In order to explore the OOFT 
phenomenon in home economics at a global level, a two-stage process was followed: 1) a 
Systematic Quantitative Literature Review (SQLR) was conducted to identify the informing 
literature; and 2) an online survey was administered. 470 respondents from 14 countries 
completed all questions in the survey, of whom 440 were teachers in schools. 

Introduction 

In 2016 UNESCO released statistics revealing the need for almost 69 million teachers globally 
to achieve Sustainable Development Goal 4: Quality Education by 2030. These teachers 
comprise 24.4 million primary school teachers and 44.4 million secondary school teachers 
(UNESCO, 2016). Of these primary teachers, 3.4 million are additional teachers needed to 
expand access to school, while the remainder replaces teachers leaving the workforce. For 
secondary school, the replacement is 27.6 million, with an additional 16.7 million teachers 
needed to expand the workforce. In addition to the need to increase the teacher workforce 
globally, teaching quality is paramount, with a key indicator of the standard of teacher 
education, including specialisation. Estimates from UNESCO (2016) suggest that less than 80% 
of primary and secondary teachers in many parts of the world meet national standards, where 
the gap is often filled with those teaching out‐of‐field or without qualifications. According to 
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Ladd & Sorensen (2016), the lack of suitably qualified teachers threatens students' ability to 
learn and engage to the full extent desired. And this applies to home economics teachers. 

The supply of home economics teachers globally is not well understood. A decade ago, Smith 
and de Zwart opened a window into the global supply and demand of home economics, noting 
that “in almost every jurisdiction there is currently a shortage of home economics teachers” 
(2010, p.3). Nothing has changed in the decade since their report was published. In Ireland, for 
example, where home economics is described as “one of the most popular subjects on the 
timetable taken by more than 23,000 Junior Certificate candidates …. and Leaving Certificates 
sit at 12,002” (Donnelly, 2019), schools have been forced to drop the subject because they 
could not replace home economics teachers due to shortages. 

The extent to which suitably qualified home economics teacher shortages and substitute 
teachers from outside the field are utilised to balance the workforce is not well understood. 
Anecdotally there is evidence to suggest OOFT is occurring. In Australia, more than two decades 
ago, a study revealed a growing shortage of home economics qualified teachers to meet a 
continuous demand, with a major reason being a lack of appropriate tertiary teacher 
preparation courses (Pendergast et al., 2000), leading to non‐qualified teachers delivering the 
specialist curriculum. Likewise, in New Zealand, a study revealed that 68% of schools use non‐
specialists to teach technology (home economics is delivered under the technology learning 
area). Furthermore, the impact of utilising out‐of‐field teachers means that learning programs 
sometimes had to be changed as the teachers did not have the curriculum understanding, with 
programs “watered down”, and with a flow‐on of increased workload for specialist teachers to 
support non‐specialist teachers, adding to already demanding loads (Reinsfield et al., 2021). 

The out-of-field teaching phenomenon 

The authors acknowledge that scholarly work in home economics and related subjects might 
mention unqualified teachers when discussing teachers who do not have qualifications/training 
and/or expertise in this field. In this paper, the authors will refer to unsuitably 
qualified/trained teachers to acknowledge that teachers assigned to OOFT positions are most 
often fully qualified teachers who get assigned to teach home economics because of contextual 
and school‐specific challenges. 

Subject areas taught in schools today will shape the next generation of entrepreneurs, leaders, 
families and every aspect of their futures. This paper focuses on home economics and how 
suitably or unsuitably qualified teachers influence students' interests, skill development, and 
learning experiences in home economics. The development of pedagogical content knowledge 
and skill in a specific subject area is more than textbook teaching or reading about instructional 
strategies and techniques. On the contrary, it is about an in‐depth experience of applied 
knowledge and skills (Van Driel & Berry, 2012). Deagon (2021) stated that home economics is 
“a complexity‐driven, authentic, and applied discipline that connects ‘real world’ activities 
and actions with people’s everyday lives, wherever they may live” (p. 139). Focusing on 
students' readiness/preparedness to apply knowledge in real‐life situations, toward career 
paths, and ignite career passions turns attention to teachers as experts in this subject area. 
Our investigation aims to develop a deeper understanding of the implications and impacts of 
the OOFT phenomenon on home economics as a curriculum subject that infuses and offers a 
range of possibilities that focus on sustainable and optimal health and wellbeing of individuals, 
families and communities in their environments (IFHE, 2008). This report conceptualises OOFT 
in home economics as teachers assigned to teach in this specialised curriculum area without 
having the suitable and/or required qualifications or expertise. 

The Australian Industry and Skill Committee (2022) shared employment needs in hospitality, 
where employment levels increased by 38% in 2021 to 795,200 and a projected further increase 
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to 846,400 by 2025. These needs are comparable to other fields that value added to the 
economy. For example, the fashion industry added 27.2 million Australian dollars to the 
economy in 2021 (Hinton, 2021). With hospitality deeply embedded in the industry, the tourism 
industry has the potential to generate 94 million Australian dollars per year. This economic 
impact emphasises the recent skill priority identification:  

… occupations in national shortage with an estimated future solid demand related 
to the hospitality sector include Baker, Pastrycook, Chef, and Cook. The 
occupations of Barista, Hotel Service Manager are also listed as a strong future 
demand (Skills Priority List, 2021, p. 2). 

Awareness of the potential quality training and skill development through home economics at 
school has implications for future generations' career paths, entrepreneurial skills, and 
implications for the Australian economy and the wellbeing of individuals, families and 
communities. However, the current decline of home economics as a subject of choice and the 
shortage of qualified home economics teachers made it necessary to understand perceptions 
fully and investigate the lived experiences of out‐of‐field and in‐field teachers in home 
economics. Research showed that students shy away from specialist subjects taught by an out‐
of‐field teacher (Du Plessis, 2017). Du Plessis' research further indicated that students quickly 
realise when a teacher does not have the needed expertise, skills or knowledge to offer quality 
teaching and learning. 

Teachers' in‐depth understanding of concepts, theories and ideologies embedded in home 
economics and sound specialised content knowledge and pedagogies specific to this field will 
stimulate student interest in the subject. Shulman (1986; 1987) identified content knowledge 
(CK), pedagogical knowledge (PK) and pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) as knowledge sets 
that inform teaching and learning. He further defined pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) as 
in‐depth knowledge of the subject matter and the ability to teach that content successfully. 
Content knowledge (CK) means the theories, principles and concepts of a specific subject or 
year level, whereas pedagogical knowledge (PK) focuses on teaching principles. 

This paper aims to investigate and develop an understanding of how the out‐of‐field 
phenomenon influences quality teaching in home economics. Quality teaching is intertwined 
with skill expertise and experience to develop a professional knowledge base for teaching 
specific content. Sound subject knowledge informs teachers' capacity to align pedagogical 
reasoning with the expectations and requirements of curricula and assessment processes. 
Shulman (1986) noted that teachers' knowledge of their subject matter influences successful 
teaching practices. Furthermore, the ideology and philosophy that underpins the home 
economics discipline, which is typically learnt during initial teacher training programs, inducts 
new‐to‐the‐field teachers as to the reasons i teaching of their specialist subject area is unique 
and important (Deagon, 2021). 

In order to explore the OOFT phenomenon in home economics at a global level, a two‐stage 
process was followed: 1) a Systematic Quantitative Literature Review (SQLR) was conducted to 
identify any informing literature, and 2) an online survey was administered. This paper now 
turns to the SQLR. 

Stage 1: Systematic Quantitative Literature Review 

The Systematic Quantitative Literature Review (SQLR) method was employed to search, select, 
and analyse the literature pertaining to this study. Conducting an SQLR allows results to be 
quantifiable and replicable (Pickering & Byrne, 2014) and avoids selective and exclusionary 
practices. The utilisation of SQLRs in educational research is increasing in popularity, with a 
growing number of recent studies examining different aspects of education, for example, multi‐
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age classrooms (Ronksley‐Pavia et al.,2019), sense‐of‐belonging (Pendergast et al., 2020), and 
teaching quality (Bradford et al., 2021). 

An SQLR applying the Pickering and Byrne (2014) method concurrent with the PRISMA Statement 
was conducted between the 1st–16th March, 2022. The SQLR was designed to identify research 
conducted regarding OOFT in home economics to date, inclusive of exploring reported 
experiences, impacts and causes of OOFT in home economics. General demographic data was 
recorded to track the country of publication, research methodologies, and the terminology used 
to report OOFT in home economics. All extracted data was used to inform the generation of 
the survey and its deployment for this study. 

From an initial extraction of 1229 papers, 25 were deemed to align with the SQLR aim. Two 
search strings were used independently to locate papers for this review; 1) (“home economics” 
AND “teachers” AND (qualified OR skilled OR trained)); and 2) (“home economics” AND (“out 
of field” OR “out‐of‐field”). This strategy captured multiple terms commonly applied to OOFT 
in home economics and made the search comprehensive. In the resultant papers analysed, the 
term “unqualified” was applied in 76% of papers to describe teachers who had completed initial 
teacher education and were teaching home economics out‐of‐field. By comparison, 8% of papers 
applied the more accepted modern term “out‐of‐field”. Consequently, we suggest that future 
research surrounding OOFT in home economics apply the term “out‐of‐field” to align with 
contemporary research. 

The most prominent finding from the SQLR was the paucity of research data surrounding OOFT 
in home economics. Of the 25 papers analysed, only five (20%) focused exclusively on this 
phenomenon, with three papers (12%) making it clear within the title that the research focus 
included “unqualified” home economics teachers. Most of the information extracted during the 
SQLR came from papers that did not exclusively focus on OOFT in home economics (80%). The 
SQLR provided two primary outcomes: 1) OOFT in home economics is mostly reported as a small 
section of a study rather than being the main focus, indicating the need for comprehensive 
research exclusively on this topic; and 2) comprehensive information regarding OOFT in home 
economics is very challenging to locate within contemporary research leaving the majority of 
the data collected during the SQLR without in‐depth explanation, and at times being merely 
information fragments, indicating that this phenomenon is severely under‐researched. 

The SQLR revealed 17 papers (68%) where the main reason for OOFT in home economics was 
qualified home economics teacher shortages preventing school recruitment of qualified staff. 
Gray and Behan (2007) reported that some school Principals within Northern Ireland allocate 
teachers without home economics qualifications to teach this subject as a short‐term fix in 
times of shortage. Principals in this study conceded that this might generate negative 
perceptions of the subject by staff and discourage student enrolment. Furthermore, a Canadian 
study by Kitchenham and Chasteauneuf (2010) stated that Principals allocate unqualified 
teachers to home economics to negotiate staff shortages, with 75% of human resources 
participants in their study being concerned by this strategy. 

As indicated, OOFT is an international phenomenon. Reports of OOFT in home economics were 
recorded across 13 countries within the SQLR, indicating the need for an international 
investigation into this phenomenon. Concerns surrounding OOFT in home economics were 
reported as early as 1979 by Garman, who reported statistically significant outcomes (P < 0.001) 
indicating that beginning teachers who studied home economics units within their initial 
teaching education were scoring higher than teachers who had not done so when applying a 
consumer education literacy test to 4309 teachers of varied specialisations. Consequently, the 
author recommended that only specialist home economics teachers teach the subject matter. 
The SQLR further identified discussions surrounding out‐of‐field home economics teachers that 
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complement these earlier study findings, where discourses were framed primarily within a 
deficit model. The discussions indicated that out‐of‐field home economics teachers were less 
likely to embed nutrition within their classes (Murimi et al., 2008) and may experience lowered 
self‐confidence and perceived competence in teaching home economics contexts (Kostanjevec 
et al., 2018; Murimi et al., 2008). Consequences of OOFT of home economics include projected 
negative influences on educational quality and innovation, and student outcomes (Hakansson, 
2015; Hakansson, 2016; Kostanjevec et al., 2011; Kostanjevec et al., 2018; Obeta, 2016; 
Ogbonyomi, 2021; Sadegholvad et al., 2017; Shadreck, 2012), show misalignment with 
contemporary home economics education, contemporary food and nutrition issues, and the 
intended curriculum (Hakansson, 2015; Hakansson, 2016; Sadegholvad et al., 2017), experience 
challenges in enacting the home economics curriculum (Hobbs et al., 2018), and may have 
negative impacts on student engagement in lessons alongside the ability of students to acquire 
new skills and knowledge in personal health promotion (Hrivnova, 2021). Figure 1 provides a 
visualisation of the key findings from the SQLR. 

Figure 1:  Key Findings from the SQLR on Out‐of‐Field Teaching in Home Economics 

 

As represented in Figure 1, the overarching reason provided in the literature for out‐of‐field 
teaching in home economics was the low supply of qualified home economics teachers—as this 
was reported in a range of countries, it is a global problem. Related discourses are budget 
constraints, the requirement for teachers to fill their work hours, and the inability to recruit 
qualified teachers. 

According to the literature, the consequences of out‐of‐field teaching in home economics are 
all negative in valency; hence they have a detrimental effect on the field. These consequences 
can be grouped according to common threads: teachers; students; and the subject. The impacts 
are categorised according to these areas in Figure 2. 

Figure 2:  Consequences of out‐of‐field teaching of home economics 
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With the literature analysed through the SQLR and three key impacts and consequences 
outlined, this paper now turns to the survey to examine in more depth the current state of play 
of out‐of‐field teaching in the home economics profession. 

Stage 2: Online survey with no boundaries 

Following the SQLR and the insights gained regarding the reasons for, and the consequences of, 
OOFT in home economics, this paper will now focus on exploring current teachers’ perceptions 
about impacts and consequences of out‐of‐field home economics teaching. To achieve this, an 
online survey was selected as the medium to collect data and provide a voice to the experiences 
of home economics teachers. 

Online surveys are a practical choice offering researchers a borderless environment, access to 
global professional networks and an opportunity to engage a community of practice in research 
using social media such as Facebook and Twitter (Bridge et al., 2021). Web‐based surveys are 
easy to administer and are less costly and time‐consuming than traditional methods such as 
mail or telephone (Hopmann, 2012). Qualtrics Survey Software was selected to construct and 
administer the online survey because it is easy to navigate and has several in‐built features to 
assist with data analysis. Initial themes revealed from the SQLR shaped the survey items' 
development, such as teaching competence and confidence, and workplace health and safety 
concerns. The survey was pilot tested by 11 critical friends, and several rounds of edits resulted 
in item reductions and clarity. 
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The survey was administered globally to align with recommendations provided by the SQLR. An 
online snowballing design allowed the survey to be distributed widely. Participants were 
recruited through direct email invitation with a link to the online survey via various home 
economics related Facebook groups, Twitter and LinkedIn. Members of the research team used 
their professional networks to disseminate the survey within home economics specific Facebook 
groups, Home Economics Associations and groups in which they already participate as their 
community of practice. In addition, emails were sent to various Home Economics stakeholders 
such as the International Federation for Home Economics (IFHE), individual academics and 
industry partners throughout the world. The survey was open for a two‐week period from 7 to 
20 March 2022. Ethics was granted through Griffith University and complies with Human 
Research Ethics Policy (GU ref no: 2022/050). 

Data were analysed to produce descriptive statistics, and free text was analysed using thematic 
content analysis to determine the frequency of occurrence where select examples of text 
representing themes generated and informed by the SQLR. The thematic content analysis does 
not assume explicit and replicable results; rather, thematic content analysis may be viewed as 
a single reading of the data and is subject to replication (Creswell, 2005). 

Findings 

Demographic characteristics 

There were 469 respondents from 14 countries who completed all questions in the survey. An 
additional 61 surveys had incomplete data and hence were not included in the study. The 
majority of respondents (453) were registered/licensed teachers and 440 of these were 
currently teaching in schools. Eighty percent of these (351) were in permanent employment, 
with the remainder on fixed or short‐term contracts or supply teaching. Respondents were from 
a range of countries, with the dominant groups from Australia (53%), United Stated of America 
(25%), United Kingdom and Northern Ireland (7%), Canada (5.5%), Ireland (3%), New Zealand 
(3%)—see Figure 3. 

Over ninety‐five percent (416) of the respondents identified as female, four percent (18) as 
male, and one respondent as non‐binary. 31% were aged under 40, 60% were aged between 40 
and 59, and the remainder over 60. 

Thirty‐two percent of respondents (134) have been teaching home economics for twenty‐one 
years or more, with 26% (110) teaching for 11–20 years and the remainder (165) less than 10 
years (42%). Interestingly, in this cohort, 59% indicated home economics teaching was their first 
career choice, with 41% indicating that was not the case. 

In terms of qualifications, the majority (60%) of respondents had a Bachelor degree qualification 
as their highest level of qualification, while 29% held Masters and 8% secondary school was their 
highest. A small number held doctoral qualifications (3%). More than 150 of the respondents 
also held trade certificates and diplomas in fields related to home economics. Eighty‐seven 
percent of respondents revealed they are qualified to teach home economics, while 13% (54) 
are not home economics qualified. Seventy‐seven percent of respondents mostly teach home 
economics subjects for which they are qualified, however 6% of home economist teachers 
mostly teach subjects out of their field. Of the 13% of respondents who are not qualified home 
economics teachers, 9% teach mostly home economics while the remainder sometime teach 
home economics. 
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Figure 3:  Demographic characteristics of OOFT survey respondents 

 

Having now a snapshot of the demographics of this cohort, this paper turns to consider the 
views of respondents in terms of teaching out‐of‐field in home economics—what are the 
reasons, is it a concern, and what suggestions do respondents have to address the out‐of‐field 
phenomenon. 

Teaching out-of-field in home economics 

In this section, the findings are presented in three sections based on respondents' comments 
about OOFT in home economics. These are: reasons for teaching out‐of‐field; concerns about 
the consequences; and proposed solutions to out‐of‐field teaching. Each will be considered in 
turn. 

Respondents reported reasons for out-of-field teaching 

The SQLR identified three key reasons for OOFT in home economics: budget constraints; the 
requirement for teachers to fill their work hours; and the inability to recruit qualified teachers. 
In this survey, respondents were invited to provide comments about the reasons for OOFT in 
home economics. There were 283 separate comments made. Figure 4 provides an analysis of 



Pendergast et al. Out-of-field teaching and Home Economics: Incidence and impacts 

221 

the free text, classifying responses first according to the three categories identified from the 
SQLR. In addition, at least two more themes emerged, and these are added to the reasons: the 
belief that anyone can teach it; and prioritising other subject areas. In accordance with 
thematic analysis methodology (Creswell, 2005) verbatim examples of comments are provided. 

Figure 4 captures some of the reasons for OOFT in home economics, as reported by the 440 
home economics teacher respondents around the world. The SQLR identified three main reasons 
for this phenomenon occurring: budget constraints; the requirement for teachers to fill their 
work hours; and the inability to recruit qualified teachers; and these are all present in the data. 

Figure 4:  Free text responses: Reasons for OOFT in home economics 

 

The relative frequency of comments related to each of three areas points to the very dominant 
reason—the lack of suitably qualified home economics teachers, with 171 comments from 
separate individuals referring to this as a factor. Forty‐six respondents pointed to the filling up 
of timetables as a reason for out‐of‐field teaching occurring, in their experience; and 12 
pointed to budget issues that meant home economics teachers could not be appointed. 
Alternatively, budget issues could also refer to the cost of resources, equipment and 
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maintenance to upkeep home economics spaces and that schools and universities do not, are 
not able, or are unwilling to provide financial support to maintain, refurbish or upgrade home 
economics departments and employ qualified specialists. Finally, two further reasons for out‐
of‐field teaching occurring in home economics were generated from the text: the belief that 
anyone can teach it; and the prioritising of other subject areas, with 28 and 10 comments 
respectively. 

Respondents concerns about the consequences of out-of-field teaching 

There are two groups in the survey responses—those not in schools (30), and those working as 
teachers in schools (440). Of those not in schools, most were either retired or working in higher 
education institutions. This group were asked if out‐of‐field teaching was a concern to them, 
and 76% indicated that it was. Sixteen provided comments from their experience of why out‐
of‐field teachers are utilized to deliver home economics subjects—almost all used the word 
“lack” in their response: lack of qualified teachers; lack of specialists; lack in rural and remote 
locations. 

Of those working in schools as teachers, 73% (252) of respondents indicated that teaching out‐
of‐field was a concern to them, with the remainder (91) indicating it was not. The survey 
provided an opportunity for respondents to explain the nature of their concerns. In the free 
text written by the respondents, there were 267 separate comments, and more than 13,600 
words were used. Free text in this section was often very extensive and multifaceted, for 
example: 

Out of field teaching is a concern for any subject area due to not having the specialisation and 
experience in subjects. The problem is that there is a massive teacher shortage. At the moment we are 
employing a heart beat with no experience OR having teachers teach 2 subjects in the one room as we 
cannot get staff. We are being supplied staffing allocations from the Dept. of Ed but cannot get staff 
to fill those allocations. We are desperate for anyone. Unqualified teachers in the kitchen and sewing 
rooms are a hazard to students. Their behaviour management and organisational skills are a problem 
and students get frustrated about not completing work that they thought would be fun so drop the 
subject. Just because a teacher can cook at home doesn't mean they can teach it. The teacher shortage 
means that random teachers from other departments are asked to fill in. Our subject suffers more and 
more because of it. The Principal and HODs just don't get it! 

This response is indicative of the free text provided and expressed frustration and confirmatory 
evidence across several of the key themes presented in the literature. Referring back to the 
SQLR, the review revealed 12 consequences of out‐of‐field teaching in home economics, and 
these can be further categorized into the broad areas of: the subject, teachers, and students 
(see Figure 2). In the above quote alone, all three impact areas (the subject, teacher and 
students) are mentioned. An analysis of the free text confirms that each of these 12 
consequences are represented frequently in the comments, with many individuals noting 
several in their comments. Along with these three broad areas, there are two additional areas 
that emerged from the respondents' comments about their concerns about out‐of‐field 
teaching: safety concerns; and sustainability of the subject, that were not noted in the SQLR. 
Table 1 provides a summary of the frequency of comments for each of the identified themes. 

Table 1 captures some of the consequences of the OOFT phenomenon within the home 
economics subject area. The information offered in Table 3 highlights perceptions as offered 
in the open‐ended survey questions supported by respondents’ verbatim quotes. The summary 
focuses on the nature of the phenomenon’s impact on the, i) subject area, ii) teachers and iii) 
students. It is, however, informative to take note of respondents’ specific references in their 
open‐ended responses, for example, to the subject area 406 times, teachers’ lived experiences 
1071 times and to students 259 times, to voice concerns. 
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Table 1 Consequences of out‐of‐field teaching of home economics from the survey respondents 
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Table 1 Consequences of out‐of‐field teaching of home economics from the survey respondents (cont.) 
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Table 1 Consequences of out‐of‐field teaching of home economics from the survey respondents (cont.) 
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Table 1 Consequences of out‐of‐field teaching of home economics from the survey respondents (cont.) 

 
 

Noteworthy, not all survey respondents were concerned about the negative impacts of out‐of‐
field teaching. A few, for example, suggested that it is not all negative: 

I don't know enough home‐ec teachers who are out‐of‐field to be overly concerned. I know this is 
typically looked down upon in this field, but if someone has a passion for one of the content areas, and 
they have a teaching background, they can really excel and spread their passion. 

and 
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If an out of field teacher is keen to learn, shows passion for the area and receives appropriate training 
there isn’t a problem and it can lead to really exciting learning opportunities and enormous job 
satisfaction. 

Respondents' solutions to out-of-field teaching 

The respondents who are not teachers in schools (30) were invited to suggest solutions. The 
responses mostly referred to the need for teacher preparation programs. Several pointed to 
the frustration of program closures, poor workforce planning, and the inability to offer a viable 
solution for this dilemma. 

For those working as teachers in schools (440), there were 250 comments providing responses 
to the invitation to provide solutions. Nine respondents were unable to provide solutions, 
making comments such as: “I am not sure what can be done”; “I wish I knew”; “I don’t know”; 
and “[T]his research is a good start! It is a very complex problem. I don't have any suggestions 
but I wish you luck.” 

A thematic analysis of the data led to the generation of 10 themes that can be grouped together 
into three overarching areas: policy and action; access to qualifications and professional 
learning; and, valuing and advocacy of home economics. Table 1 provides a summary of the 10 
themes with a frequency of how many respondents included a comment related to this theme, 
and some examples of text. 

Table 2 presents the proposed solutions OOFT in home economics, as reported by the 440 home 
economics teacher respondents around the world. Ten themes that can be grouped together 
into three overarching areas: policy and action; access to qualifications and professional 
learning; and, valuing and advocacy of home economics, were generated from the comments. 
Taken together, there were 126 comments related to access to the theme—qualifications and 
professional learning. Thirty‐five solutions were categorized into the theme of valuing and 
advocacy of home economics. Finally, 18 comments were made regarding the need for policy 
and action related to OOFT. 

Table 2 Solutions to out‐of‐field teaching of home economics from the survey respondents 
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Table 2 Solutions to out‐of‐field teaching of home economics from the survey respondents (cont.) 
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Table 2 Solutions to out‐of‐field teaching of home economics from the survey respondents (cont.) 

 

 

Discussion and recommendations 

This study set out to explore the OOFT phenomenon in home economics at a global level. For 
the first time, a systematic quantitative literature review revealed what has been published to 
date, and this was used as the basis for an analysis of a global survey of teachers working in 
the home economics field. The analysis has led to the reasons and consequences of out‐of‐field 
teaching in home economics being expanded beyond what the literature had previously 
reported. The voices of the teachers are the feature of this paper. 
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The SQLR identified three key reasons for out‐of‐field teaching: budget constraints, the 
requirement for teachers to fill their work hours; and the inability to recruit qualified teachers. 
These themes were confirmed in the survey responses and two additional categories were 
generated: the belief that anyone can teach home economics; and prioritising other subject 
areas. Teacher beliefs about the curriculum subject has implications for teacher identity and 
targeting initial teacher education and professional development needs, especially when trade 
professionals are initiated into the home economics space (Blayney & Deagon, 2022). This study 
points to out‐of‐field teachers of home economics requiring support, including mentoring, 
pursuing suitable qualifications, and induction into the field. School Principals are partially 
responsible for ensuring this occurs (Gray & Behan, 2007, Kitchenham & Chasteauneuf, 2010), 
as teachers wishing to upskill into home economics require resources such as mentoring and 
timetable space to engage in further study. 

The SQLR revealed 12 consequences of OOFT in home economics. An analysis of the free text 
confirmed that each of these 12 consequences are represented frequently in the comments. 
Furthermore, this study revealed two additional areas that emerged from the respondents' 
comments about their concerns about out‐of‐field teaching: safety concerns; and sustainability 
of the subject. The data suggests that suitably qualified teachers of home economics have 
specialised pedagogical content knowledge, classroom management and safety practices that 
do not put the subject and safety of students and staff at risk. 

Finally, the survey respondents proposed a range of strategies to address OOFT, and a thematic 
analysis revealed 10 themes that were grouped together into three overarching areas: policy 
and action; access to qualifications and professional learning; and, valuing and advocacy of 
home economics. These strategies are wide reaching and comprehensive and serve as a key 
lever for future action. Among them, the availability of quality professional learning has the 
potential to benefit subject area uptake by students as well as lift the profile of home 
economics amongst faculty members and school communities. In addition, universities are 
encouraged to make the home economics academic discipline visible to potential students as a 
viable career pathway and an arena for research into best practices, policy renewal and 
professional development. It is recommended that the data from this study be further analysed 
according to the country in which the respondents are located, in order to gain a better 
understanding of the contextual factors of specific relevance to that setting. This summary is 
presented in Figure 5. 

Conclusion 

This study has provided some confirmatory evidence that OOFT of home economics and related 
subjects is a concerning global phenomenon for the field, with, in the main, negative 
consequences. Despite the many limitations of this study, providing an initial space for home 
economics teachers to voice their concerns about OOFT has revealed a list of consequences 
that effect students, teachers, and the subject itself. Responding to teachers’ suggestions for 
action provides a starting point to address this issue. 

Out‐of‐field teaching of home economics, or any curriculum subject that utilises specialist 
teachers, requires multifaceted approaches to solutions. In a world facing many challenges such 
as climate change, political unrest, global pandemic recovery, economics crisis, resource 
depletion and uncertain futures, home economics is a frontline stalwart for providing 
foundational knowledge for real‐life situations, exposure to multiple career paths, and igniting 
career passions in students. This is dependent upon teachers with specialist home economics 
pedagogical content knowledge being available. Teacher shortages and OOFT limit student 
access to passionate and knowledgeable role models. Home economics teachers deserve 
respect and recognition for the significant contributions they make to achieving optimal and 
sustainable health and wellbeing for individuals, families and communities. Recognition and 
respect can be achieved though reorientation of the profession to a position of value in schools 
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and society. We recommend further research to inform policy and action be enacted as a 
priority. 

Figure 5 Project summary 
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