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A world of differences in science learning
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>> PISA 2025 Science
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Money matters — up to a point

Figure 1.1.3
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>> Improvers in science (2022-2025)
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Where scientific talent thrives
Share of students achieving Science Proficiency Levels 5-6
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The geography of science talent

Share of students achieving Science Proficiency Levels 5-6
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The geography of science talent — where excellent and aspiration combine
Share of students achieving Science Proficiency Levels 5-6 who aspire to STEM careers

(' m United States* 30% )
M B-S-J-Z (China) 17%
M Japan 7%
m United Kingdom 59
\ m Turkiye 4%
& When STEM M France 4%
= aspirations are W Korea 3%
considered the talent Germany 3%
- pool shrinks to 54%. W Canada® 3%
’ W Australia 2%
M Chinese Taipei 2%
’ Brazil 2%
.- m Poland 2%
Spain 1%
m taly 1%

Others 12%



>> Enjoying science — the catalyst between performance and careers
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Figure |.3.01

>> Students beliefs in science - epistemic profiles

W Check sources but rely on common-sense

B Check sources and rely on scientific studies

Do not check sources but rely on scientific studies
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Checking facts vs. common sense
Figure 1.3.14

¢ Science performance below OECD average @ Science performance not statistically different from the OECD average 4 Science performance above OECD average
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Opportunity

Poverty need not be destiny
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Science mean score
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Tables 1.B1.4.72
and 1.B1.4.84

© < Education material

® O Education staff

>> In most countries, disadvantaged schools face greater shortages
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When schools lack resources, learning suffers
Shortage of education staff and material resources, and science performance Figure 1.4.19

Score-point difference EMBefore accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile' € After accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile
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Where equity and quality go together

Strength of socio-economic gradient and share of 15 year-olds at or above proficiency

Level 2 in science

Figure 1.2.10

Percentage of variation in science performance accounted for bv socio-economic status
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Performance variation within schoals

?
Performance variation between schools

M Variation in science performance within schools
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>> Performance evolution in PISA (2015 — 2025)

Science Mathematics Reading

oeco =7 =22 -28

Partners O - 8 - 16
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Average change per 10-year period calculated by a linear regression since 2015 or later depending on data availability

>> Estimated decennial trends in reading (2025-2015)
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Change in engagement 2022 - 2025
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Is declining student engagement pulling reading performance down?

Figure 1.1.10
= e= «= == | am curious about many different things = = = == School has been a waste of time (disagree)
e R2=0.29
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-
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- -
-
-
— -
-
- = -
-
P -
-
- L
- - -
-50 -40 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30

Change in reading performance 2022 - 2025



» The Changing Landscape of Reading Performance

sed Short video Al assistant

Success rates declined fastest on tasks involving higher level processes, such
as evaluating and reflecting and remembering and integrating multiple
pieces of information, sometimes across several sources.

Least affected were tasks requiring students to locate a single piece of
information.

Instances of "hasty reading" almost doubled since 2018

018 PISA 2022 PISA 2025



import os
import json

import time package control
import random

from contextlib import contex Package Control: Add Channel
from functools import wraps ackage o
from threading import Thread B ontrols Add Repository

Package Control: Disable Package
Package Control: Discover Packages
Package Control: Enable Package

DIR = os.path.dirname(__file_ 'Ppackage Control: Install Package
DB_C ¥ Package Control ist Packages
SCHEMA_PATH = 0s.path.join(DI Package Control: Remove Channel
FEED_PATH = os.path.join(DIR, Package Control: Remove Package
LEDGER_TYPE_CREDIT ' Package Control: Remove Repository
LEDGER_TYPE_DEBIT Package Control: Satisfy Dependencies

from psycopg2.pool import Thr

def get_db_connection_string(configpath):

<tdoctype htal>
<htnl amp lang="en">
<head>
<meta charset="utf-8">
<script async src="https://cdn.ampproject.ora/v. i5"></script>

db
config('user']
PASSWORD = config['password'] <titleNello, AMPs</title>

# return nection string <link rel="canonical® hrefs"http://example, ampproject.org/article-setodata. htal">

Digital resources
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Digital capacities of schools

Figure 1.4.2
% == 2018 @ 2022 A 2025
(o]
100
90
* O
70
A —
. <
—
50
40
An effective online learning  Teachers have the necessary Effective professional Teachers are provided with  Teachers have sufficient time
support platform is available technical and pedagogical skills resources for teachers to learn incentives to integrate digital to prepare lessons integrating
to integrate digital devicesin how to use digital devices are devices in their teaching digital devices
instruction available

64% (PISA 2025) 75% (PISA 2025) 70% (PISA 2025) 53% (PISA 2025) 63% (PISA 2025)



Table [.B1.4.2

>> Digital time can take up a big part of the school day

M Leisure at school

M Learning activities at school
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When digital devices are used for learning, moderation matters
Figure 1.4.5

Mean science score (unadjusted) «®=|\ean science score (adjusted for socio-economic status)

Mean score in science
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495

490

485

480

475 4

470 £

465

Time spent on digital devices for learning at school per day
460
None Up to 1 hour More than 1 hour and More than 2 hours andMore than 3 hours andMore than 5 hours and More than 7 hours
(17%) (33%) up to 2 hours up to 3 hours up to 5 hours up to 7 hours (3%)
(20%) (10%) (11%) (6%)






The learning cost of digital leisure at school
Figure 1.4.6

Mean score in science Mean science score (unadjusted) «=@=Mean science score (adjusted for socio-economic status)

510
500
490
480
470
460
450
440
430
Time spent on digital devices for leisure at school per day

420

None Up to 1 hour More than 1 hour and More than 2 hours and More than 3 hours and More than 5 hours and More than 7 hours
(36%) (33%) up to 2 hours up to 3 hours up to 5 hours up to 7 hours (2%)
(14%) (7%) (5%) (2%)



The learning cost of digital leisure at school
Figure 1.4.6

Mean score in science Mean science score (unadjusted) «=@=Mean science score (adjusted for socio-economic status)

510

{500

490

480

Time spent on digital devices for leisure at school per day

420
None Up to 1 hour More than 1 hour and More than 2 hours and More than 3 hours and More than 5 hours and More than 7 hours

(36%) (33%) up to 2 hours up to 3 hours up to 5 hours up to 7 hours (2%)
(14%) (7%) (5%) (2%)



Since 2022, students are consuming more—and creating less for leisure

Figure 1.4.4
Percentage-point dif. Hl On a weekday € On a weekend day
6
4
2
. - & -
-2
-4
more than 1 hour
-6
Browse social Play video-games Communicate and Look for practical Read, listen to or view Browse the Internet Create or edit my own
networks (e.g. (using my share digital content information online informational (excluding social digital content
Instagram®, TikTok®) smartphone, a gaming on social networks or (e.g. find a place, bookmaterials to learn how networks) for fun (e.g.  (pictures, videos,
console or an online any communication a train ticket, buya to do something (e.g. reading news, music, computer
platform or Apps) platform (e.g. TikTok®, product) tutorial, podcast) listening to podcasts programs)

Instagram®, Twitter®, and music or watching
emails, chat) videos)



Figure 1.4.7

>> Share of students distracted by digital devices in science lessons
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Policies can protect - or erode - student attention
Change in the likelihood of student distraction during science lessons, by school policies;

Odds ratio
1.10
Higher
1.05
1.00 | I I
0.95
Lower
0.90
0.85
The use of cell  The school has The school hasa The school hasa The school hasa The school hasa The school has a Teachers Teachers
phones is not formal guidelines specific written specific specific policy  scheduled time establish rules for establish rules in
allowed on for the use of programmeto statementabout programmeto about using social forteachersto when students collaboration
school premises digital devices forprepare students the general use promote networks (e.g. meettoshare, may use digital  with students
teachingand  for responsible of digital devices collaboration on Facebook®) in evaluate or devices during about their use of
learning in Internet on school the use of digital teaching and develop lessons digital devices at
specific subjects behaviour premises devices among learning instructional school orin class
teachers materials and
approaches that
employ digital

devices



Enter your prompt:

Create a cute girl with blue hair and pink
headphones in a street background with
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Students' use of Al chatbots for schoolwork

Figure 1.4.11

%

. -
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B Every day or

80 almost every day
70
B About once or
twice a week
60 ° 22%
21% 23% o
50 About once or
21% twice a month
40 17% 17%
17%
About once or
30 13% twice a year
20
32% 29% 32% Never or almost
o
10 21% never
0
Tosummarize atextlhad To conduct preliminary  To draft texts for writing To help me learn

to read research on a new topic assignments
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>> Student performance in science, by frequency of Al use for schoolwork
Figure 1.4.13
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Figure 1.4.30

ing

Percentage of students who reported that information about them that was upsetting was published online

without their consent at least a few times per month

The dark side of the digital world — cyberbully
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Score-point difference Il Before accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile

-10

-20

-30

-40

-50

-60

-70

Among all forms of bullying,

cyberbullying is most strongly associated with lower performance

Index of exposure to

bullying

Difference associated

with one-unit

increase in the index i

Information about me
that was upsetting was
published online without
my consent
(3.2%)

Figure 1.4.31

@ After accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile

EoE

| was threatened by other Other students spread | got hit or pushed around Other students made fun

students nasty rumours about me by other students
(4.0%) (8.6%) (4.9%)

Difference between students who reported the following happened
at least a few times a month, and those who reported less

of me
(13.8%)
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B Time spent on digital devices for leisure per week
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More than 60 hours

Figure 1.4.32
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Table 1.B1.4.115

>> Teacher support in 2015 and 2025
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Family support matters for learning

Change in science performance associated with a one-unit increase in family support index; _
OECD average Figure 1.4.25

Score-point difference Wl Before accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile' @ After accounting for students' and schools' socio-economic profile
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perceptions of family
support

Talk to you about your Talk to you about any  Take an interest in what Discuss how well you are Ask you what you did in
future education problems you might have you are learning at school doing at school school that day
at school

Difference associated
with one-unit
increase in the index

Difference between students whose parents (or someone in their family)
do the following at least once a week and those whose parents do not or do less
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Curiosity, agency and a scientific mindset power deeper learning

Change in PISA index of cognitive activation in science classes by a one-unit increase in the PISA indices for students’ _
attitudes and beliefs Figure 1.3.23

& Before accounting for gender, students' and schools' socio-economic profile and science performance

Index dif. Bl After accounting for gender, students' and schools' socio-economic profile and science performance
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