



Research question:
How can we improve learner’s concentration levels through the use of brain breaks?
A research study conducted in three different schools.
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[bookmark: _Toc2547624]Aim and purpose of the research

The purpose of this research study was to identify if there was a clear link between the use of ‘brain breaks’ and learner’s concentration levels.  It was clear that concentration levels (in classes I have worked) can decline after a long period of time on an activity. As a result of this, identifying new approaches to ensure that the learner’s concentration levels do not decrease was something of interest, because by guaranteeing that the learners are gaining interesting information in a stimulating way will help encourage learners to remember more and will inspire the learners to strive for great academic achievement. Therefore, through a group discussion we predicted that after a brain break, learner’s concentration levels will improve. This is a result of reading relevant literature such as, Evans and Simms (2016) who argue that regular brain breaks will improve learner’s concentration levels.  As a result of our prediction, we aimed to improve the concertation levels of our own classes, which can potentially, improve the level of work achieved by the learners. Using Leuven’s Scale of Involvement and a short interview we aimed to assess whether children’s concentration levels improve after having a ‘brain break’ game called Trading Places. 
[bookmark: _Toc2547625]Research context

Our research question focused upon whether there was an improvement within the learner’s concentration levels after having a brain break. This was achieved by conducting the research study in three different schools throughout Wales, all within the same academic phase.  Each school had different number of pupils on roll and was situated in different areas; School A was in a small rural school in Welsh Valleys and the study was conducted in a year 6 class with a total of 24 pupils. School B was a high intake school situated in a small Welsh town with approximately 30 pupils in the year 5 class and finally, School C was a large city school with approximately 30 pupils in the year 4 classroom. Regardless of where each school was situated, the study was all conducted and delivered the same. 
As previously discussed with my partners, we agreed that the lessons we teach will be in a normal environment (the classroom) and that the brain break, observation schedule and interview questions will be identical. I discussed the type of brain break with my partners, and we thought that the game ‘Trading Places’ would be beneficial in the aspect of encouraging the learners to stop thinking about the work for five minutes and it would be a fun and stimulating way for the learners to have a break from learning. This game allowed the learners to swap places with a peer if they have the same trait. For my class and the other classes, it was interesting to see how the learners coped during the brain break, and it allowed myself and my partners to assess their concentration skills in a neutral environment. 
[bookmark: _Toc2547626]Relevant literature
Currently, neuroscience research indicate that the brain needs time to rest and recuperate from any strenuous learning or challenges, and that students regularly need brain breaks in order for effective learning to occur (Christian and Weslake, 2015). Trost (2007) is in support of this, suggesting that partaking in regular brain breaks within the classroom can improve learner’s not only their concentration levels but behaviour too. Therefore, by implementing a physical and stimulating break of learning within a classroom can have a profound impact upon the academic learning levels of the learners (Spaulding, Mostert, & Beam, 2010).  In addition to developing the attention span of a learner, it will increase their cognitive skills, regardless of the lesson being taught. Furthermore, it is suggested that the brain break is not required to be a physical activity, yet any small break from learning can improve concentration levels greatly (Evans and Sims, 2016).
Nevertheless, physical movement is encouraged to be used as a break from learning in addition to the standard physical education lesson. Regular physical movement will increase the oxygenated blood levels which can have a profound impact upon not only physical development but concentration levels; predominantly in young children (Teaching Expertise, 2004).  Physical brain breaks encourage readiness for further learning, primarily if the break is well structured and stimulating (Townsend, 2004). Further research has mentioned that although there is a connection between regular brain breaks, behaviour levels and intellectual attainment, encouragement is still required for teachers to focus upon the delivery of brain breaks; so, assessing and monitoring the impact the breaks can have upon the learner’s concentration levels because easier (Tannehill, Van der Mars and MacPhail, 2013). Therefore, the impact of brain breaks should not be underestimated, and should be focused upon holistically too. This gave a further understanding that not only should we focus upon the concentration levels but incorporating behaviour and cognitive skills too. 
 There are some conflicting views regarding the duration of brain breaks. Most research recommends that having an additional one-hour brain break which is divided throughout the school day can positively enhance learner’s concentration and intellectual skills (Greenberg and LoBianco, 2019). Alternatively, Action for Healthy kids (2015) and Evans and Sims (2016) do agree that brain breaks should be frequent throughout the school day, yet both suggest that after fifty minutes of teaching a brain break (between one and five minutes long) should be implemented, this totals to having approximately two to three brain breaks a day, minimising one hours’ worth of five minute time slots into one day. This will benefit the concentration of learners as they are short and concise, and an addition to the regular break and lunch times. This reading supported the decision on the length of the brain break for the research study delivered in the three schools. With this focus in mind and knowledge of different research it was agreed that the length of the brain break would not exceed the five - minute limit as recommended.
In addition to this, through further reading there has been some research studies which have focused upon whether the length of teaching compared to the timing of the brain break has a positive or negative impact upon individuals learning. One researcher Kubesch et al. (2009) explored into this option and found that learners attention spans did not improve after a five-minute brain break within the classroom. However, having a short twenty-minute physical exercise lesson midpoint teaching, resulted the learner’s concentration and intellectual performance to excel within the classroom. Evidently, brain breaks have been implemented within some education systems, as it has been acknowledged that learners require a break from learning in order for a high standard of work to be obtained. 
Brain Gym is a useful brain break which develops and stimulates the functioning of the brain (Dennison and Dennison, 1989).  Although, Brain Gym is classed as an effective brain break which has been applied within some schools, it can seem to be invaluable (Kibbe, Hackett, Hurley, McFarland, Godburn Schubert, Schultz, & Harris, 2011).  The Stationary office (2010) state there is no clear evidence which show that Brain Gym is being influenced effectively within schools, and if there is positive link between the delivery of brain breaks and academic improvement. Evidence suggests that if a learner does not have the right balance brain ability (balance between the left and right side of the brain), this can have a negative influence upon their learning outcomes, regardless of having a brain break (Cheesbrough, Woodhouse and Griffiths, 2006). 
This was considered prior to conducting the study. In each school attended, there were three target children, two boys and one girl in each. This ensured that the results gained from the study was not hindered or deemed as unreliable because of the gender of the learners. As there are some unreliable sources regarding the sex of a learner and the impact learning can have on them in regard to their understanding (Wolfe, 2014). Some researchers suggest females learn better than males (Wolfe, 2014). However, according to Cheesbrough, Woodhouse and Griffiths (2006) this is not the case and that females’ right side of the brain is more dominating, whereas for males their right side is more submissive compared to their left side of their brain. 
[bookmark: _Toc2547627]Lesson study design
The methodology used for this study was supported by Peter Dudley Lesson Study (2013). According to Dudley (2013) Lesson Study (LS) originated in Japan since 1870s, before being incorporated in different countries. LS is a classroom-based research study, which aids teacher’s knowledge and understanding of a specific topic or theme. This study involves a group of teachers working collaboratively to plan, teach, observe and analyse data, before recording the results. LS lasts over a variety of lessons, where on times the delivery of sessions could be refined (Dudley, 2011).  Furthermore, it is argued that LS is successful within the United Kingdom, as it supports different pedagogical approaches, an example would be assessment for learning and can successfully improve the different teaching approaches and pupil attainment too. However, there are implications which argue that there is no clear evidence which identified a relationship between LS and pupil achievement (The EEF, 2017). On the other hand, The EEF (2017) acknowledges that the LS is a useful tool in order for teachers to collaboratively work with each other on specific theme. This supports teacher’s continual professional development (Hammick et. al, 2009).
Nevertheless, Norwich and Jones (2014) outlines there are limitations to LS, it is suggested that although LS has become and influential observational research study the planning stage is overly structured and does not focus on all holistic approaches. Nevertheless, to ensure that the findings are reliable, the LS focuses upon the learners themselves; their thoughts and learning (Greene, 2007).  Which is an effective tool enabling practitioners to observe and assess three target children in the first school and offering opportunity to reflect and refine the study, before attending School B. Evidence suggests that being a reflective practitioner is vital, not only for continual professional development but on a personal level too (Grigg, 2010).
Two research methods were used in collecting the data of the LS. These were: observation (non – participant) and a focus group interview. These methods were essential in gaining effective data from each of the schools visited. The first method used was observations. According the MRC (2018), observations are a useful technique when working with young learners, predominantly when observing behaviour. This allows the learners to participate without restrictions and very little or no intervention required. Evidently, this would be beneficial when conducting the research as the additional two observers were able approachable yet could observe with minimal or no interaction. 
As a group we ensured that the observations we used are accurate by using a structured observation sheet.  This observational sheet was used in each school ensuring the research undertook was unbiased throughout. Gerrish and Lacey (2010) suggests that to ensure observations are unbiased, understanding your own views and values is essential. This influenced the concept of our observations, outlining what our views and thoughts are. However, it could be seen that as a result of the nature of the structured observations it could lack clarification, such as prepared predictions prior to the observations (Gerrish and Lacey, 2010). On the other hand, as a group we knew the aim of the study and wanted to tailor the observation to ensure we achieve the answer as a collective piece of research. Therefore, tailoring the observation (Leuvens Scale of Involvement) and refining what it is we were looking for was not necessarily a limitation of the study, it supported the aim of the study. Supporting researchers’ views, Galletta (2013) suggests structured observations provide a good sense of clarity and provision whilst participating in a research study. 
The structured observation we used was the Leuven Scale of Involvement (Uren and Stagnitti, 2009). This observation tool was effective and easily relatable when observing the student’s concentration levels before and after the brain break. The Leuven Scale of Involvement had five different levels starting with one being extremely low-level involvement and five being extremely high involvement. As a group it was evident that this was a useful tool to use when looking at the concentration levels of the three target children. After an observation, a group discussion was held to reflect upon the practise which was vital throughout this study so as a group we could refine the data from each observation before attending the following school. 
The second method was a focus group interview. According to Evidence Base (2006) interviews enable interviewers to gather relevant information from the interviewees through their thoughts and opinions. This was evident throughout the interviews within this LS. As a group the questions used were identical, this ensured that the study was reliable and valuable, it also limits the different responses received. Alternatively, Anderson (2010) suggests that in order for interviews to offer a fair and unbiased results, questions should not be leading. As a group on occasions some questions were piloted depending on the year group of the learners to ensure we avoid leading questions. The three target children were from each academic ability group (More able, middle, support group), as a group it was evident that this would offer a fair trial for the LS, as each ability will have a challenging piece of work, yet the work would differ depending on the ability level (Buchard and Martin, 2017).  
The observation notes taken by the group were used in order to identify which form of data to follow. Muijs (2010) state that there are two different forms of data; quantitative and qualitative. It is argued that there is a difference between two forms of data sampling. Aliaga and Gunderson (2002) states that quantitative research is based on measuring and numerical data, such as statistics and displaying results and data in graphs or charts. Whereas, Ragin (2015) refers to qualitative research as being non-numerical form of data, and primarily focuses upon behaviours of individuals. This is supported by Rasinger (2013) who suggests that qualitative data is a good way to analyse interviews and/or observations.
Therefore, it was agreed that the data used would be qualitative data. As the aim of the study was focusing upon the concentration levels of individuals, and this would have been difficult to display in numerical form. Alternatively, Silverman (2016) identifies that qualitative data encourages reliable and valid data. However, it is important to note the influence of triangulation. According to Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000) triangulation refers to two or more methods of data being collected to achieve an outcome regarding human behaviour. In this study there were two main research methods used within this methodology therefore triangulation is apparent. Greene (2007) explains the validity of the triangulation can be difficult to gain positive results, due to the unpredictability of how the learners could react due to there being observers within the classroom; this could have hindered the observation and focus group interviews.  On the other hand, Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2000) suggest that having more than one data to analyse will increase the effectiveness of the study.  This was the case for this study, as the learners chosen were from different academic ability groups in order for there to be a fair result. This is referred to as judgment sampling.
Judgment sampling occurs when the participants of the study are chosen depending upon their academic abilities and experience (Wrenn, Loudon and Stevens, 2002). This is something which was chosen here due to the impact of the learners, even though the lessons taught were all different and the year groups were not the same, each LS conducted had two males and one female student, from different ability groups.  This was an effective decision in order to achieve a valid and reliable data collection throughout. Additionally, Neergaard and Ulhøi (2007) argue that choosing the wrong form of sampling could have a negative impact upon the results within qualitative data, due to sampling being misconstrued. Therefore, with the data collected from the observations and interviews, it will be compared to see if there is an impact on concentration levels after a brain break.

[bookmark: _Toc2547628]Ethical consideration
Prior to the LS an ethics form needed to be approved by the senior mentors of the school and the university. NICE (2012) argues that young children are vulnerable beings. Therefore, ensuring that the learners understood what was expected was vital, ensuring that any vulnerabilities were taken into consideration, so this did not negatively impact their well-being (The Children’s Society, 2016).   After approval of the ethic form, a consent form and information sheet were given to parents/guardians and the learners in each school.  These were provided for parents/guardians to give permission for their child to participate in this study. UNCRC Article 12 states that consent needs to be given from a parent/guardian prior to the participation of a study. It was advised to the learners that they have the right to withdraw from this study at any given time. This is also referred to as assent. 
Moreover, the participants are not mentioned and will remain anonymous throughout, this ensures confidentiality and anonymity is maintained throughout this research study (BERA, 2018). In coherence to the EWC code of conduct the observations and interviews were delivered in the comfort of their own classroom, which ensured the surroundings were not abnormal, which could have impacted the participants wellbeing. The LS offered an open-door policy which took into consideration the interests of the learners involved in protocol to safeguarding and BERA (2018).
Finally, all data is stored carefully on a password protected on a laptop and deleted when not used. It is only accessible to the researchers and the individuals who request to see. Moreover, there have not been any financial loss or gain to any participants within this study.

[bookmark: _Toc2547629]Lesson study 1 results and analysis
The first lesson study was conducted in the high intake situated in a small Welsh town. As this was a year six class it was clear that the level of work would be more challenging. Prior to teaching the lesson an overview of the study was discussed with the class, so they were aware that they could withdraw at any point (this was the same for each LS). This lesson was a mathematic and numeracy lesson, supporting their understanding of decimal places through addition and subtraction. Asking the learners questions and giving feedback in coherence to assessment for learning strategies. 
As previously discussed, the twenty-minute time slot of teaching would start at the input of this lesson. As a result of this during the first twenty-minute slot, the students had a whole class decimal input, and approximately fifteen minutes of independent learning prior to being stopped for the brain break. All learners, including the three target learners were fully engaged and on task throughout the independent learning. This could be seen by pure silence in the classroom and the learners asking for clarification. Wolpert-Gawron and Radford, (2017) suggests that learners are engaged when they are interested in a topic by answering and asking questions. 
Results indicated that the learner in the higher ability group’s concentration levels were of a high level of involvement (See Appendix 1). Child 1 (upper ability child) was firmly placed in level 4 in regard to the scale of involvement, throughout Child 1 was on task, and ignored any distractions around him. This could be seen through the interview (See Appendix 4). Child 1 mentioned that the brain break was of an interest to him, as Child 1 described his table as being ‘lazy’ prior to the brain break, yet after the brain break, he and others worked harder. Furthermore, the other two target children had differing views, as Child 3’s attention span was incredibly poor (See Appendix 1).  Interestingly, this child was in the support group, so this could have had an impact upon his concentration levels, with the level score of one. 
On the other hand, results indicate that in the observations two out of the three target children’s concentration levels did improve after the brain break. Evidence suggested that Child 1 in the higher-level group and Child 3 in the lower group both their concentration improved and increased one level on the Leuvens Scale of Involvement. With the results coinciding with the interview questions, it shown that the stimulating brain break had a positive impact upon these two learners. Despite Child 2 not increasing her levels of concentration in the observations, Child 2 was honest in the focus group interview and mentioned that she found it difficult to concentrate as she still got stuck and could not focus on working out the questions. Irrespective of this the results in LS 1 was positive and shown that a brain break can have some impact upon the concentration levels.
[bookmark: _Toc2547630]Lesson Study 2 results and analysis
In attempt to improve the LS as a group we reflected upon the limitations of the previous study and it was agreed that this time the researcher would change the timings of the lesson being taught. Therefore, this time the twenty-minute time frame began after the input of the lesson, in order to see if this had an impact upon the concentration levels. Being reflective was an essential part within teacher continual professional development. Grigg (2016), suggests that being reflective is more than about reflecting upon the lesson delivery, but being critical throughout to improve the quality of the learning and the delivery of the teaching. 
The lesson taught School B was a Welsh lesson, about direction. Therefore, the lesson topic was different compared to the previous study. However, it was addressed that this was not an issue prior to the delivery of this research study, as a group it was indicated that the lesson subject was irrelevant as we were just observing the concentration levels of the students. The results of concentration levels differed in the respect of each target child. Using the Leuven Scale of Involvement, the observation data identifies that two of the target children’s concentration levels did improve after the brain break by increasing up the Leuven Scale of Involvement table by one point, which is the same findings from LS 1. However, the data indicated that at the start of the lesson the involvement and concentration of the learners were somewhat apparent, with Child 1 being engaged in only some of the lesson. Child 1 was easily distracted and on occasions would seem to be disengaged by staring and displaying lack of attention. Therefore, this child had lower ratings on the scale of involvement; by firmly being placed on level 2 (See Appendix?). 
Leder and Sampson, (2018) argue that boys are easily distracted and that their concentration levels are much lower than those of girls and they are easily distracted with a lack of self-discipline. This could be argued that this is an unreliable data collection and a weakness for this study as Child 1 is a boy and his levels were incredibly low prior to the brain break. Alternatively, Child 3 who was firmly placed at level 3 of the scale of involvement was a boy too, which could argue that regardless of what research indicates, this has challenged the concept that boy’s concentration levels were low to begin with.  Furthermore, through the use of the interviews (See Appendix?) Child 1 mentioned they felt that they were more focused before the brain break which supports the observations, Child 1 felt that he was still too excited after the brain break to focus upon the learning. 
After the brain break, it was evident that the target children thoroughly enjoyed this break from learning. This is evident as Child 2 and Child 3 who moved up an additional level on the scale of involvement. This shows that having a short time away from learning will encourage most students to have a higher involvement rating. These learners were engaged, and more focused which is evident on the Leuven Scale of Involvement (See Appendix?). However, there was a difference between the results for Child 1 before and after the brain break. As the results have shown, after the brain break Child 1’s concentration levels deteriorated, and his involvement levels went from ‘low’ to ‘extremely low’. This reiterates what was mentioned in the interview; that this child’s concentration levels declined after the brain break due to over excitement.  Overall, it could be argued that there was not a drastic change in the concentration levels of the target learners. Although, on occasions, the excitement of having a stimulating break from learning could have a negative impact upon their concentration levels. Therefore, as a group it was suggested that we needed to modify the number of learners in the group in order to see if this will improve the LS.
[bookmark: _Toc2547631]Lesson Study 3 results and analysis
It was clear that although the engagement levels of the learners were similar, regardless of their gender; the previous studies were conducted as a whole class. As a group it become apparent that there may have been superficial distractions such as peer friendships and having a busy surrounding; these could lead to the target children being easily distracted. As a result of this it was suggested to conduct this study with a smaller group of learners in School C. For this LS fifteen students participated, who were all from different ability groups. The lesson taught was a maths lesson regarding money.  
In comparison to the findings in the previous study, where one of the target learners were in the lower end of the scale, it was evident that this was not the case within this study. It offers differing views as Child 2 in School C was firmly placed in Level 1 of the observational scale, and Child 2 was in fact a female (See Appendix 3). Therefore, this disregards the research indicating that boys are easily distracted according to Leder and Sampson, (2018). Child 2 began to be slightly distant and regularly swung on her chair and stared into space, she was easily distracted and evidently found it difficult by the behaviour she displayed. However, in addition to this, it could be seen that this behaviour of involvement was similar to Child 1, who was rated as a ‘low’ level of involvement (Level 2), because he was easily distracted by any noise surrounding him (See Appendix 3). Therefore, the modification of this study by reducing the number of learners, has shown that there was no change in the findings compared to the previous two LS.  On the other hand, it could be argued that the learners were more focused after the brain break. 
[bookmark: _Toc2547632]Research findings
When compared, these results suggested that there is a connection between having a brain break and the impact it has upon an individual’s concentration levels. This is supported by current literature which identifies a significant improvement of the standard of work due to the short break from learning by introducing a physical and stimulating break (Trost, 2007). Findings in this research study indicate that two out of the three studies, two target children in both School A and School B, have improved their engagement in work after the break, compared to their concentration levels prior to it. These results suggest that concentration levels do show improvement when there has been a brain break within lessons. As a total; seven out of the nine target learners (three target children per school), have had a vast improvement in their attention and it has shown to reinvigorate their passion for further learning. This shows that findings in the present study are consistent with the further reading of literature that suggest brain breaks do have a positive impact upon the learning of individuals (Christian and Weslake, 2015).
Additionally, the length of the brain break did not seem to have a negative impact upon the study. As the duration of the brain break remained five minutes long throughout all three schools. This was a strength for the study as it ensured that the results were reliable and there were no discrepancies within the ‘brain break’ in itself. As Silverman (2016) suggests this could have hindered the results.  Research identifies that the duration of the brain breaks and the frequency of them could have an impact within this study. This can be seen by Greenberg and LoBianco (2019), who argue that brain breaks should be staggered regularly throughout the school day which total up to one hour. Dependent on the school day this could occur every twenty to thirty minutes, which can be seen as unrealistic in regard to school timetables. As a result of this, Evans and Sims (2016) suggests that the five-minute break should be after fifty minutes of teaching.  This was evident in the LS conducted in the three schools. However, due to the nature of this study this was not the case and the timing before the brain break differed.  This was needed in order to refine the LS. Despite the changes after both LS 1 and 2, it was clear that this did not have a significant impact upon the results of the overall study. The results of the data collected identify that concentration levels do improve through the use of brain breaks. 
Throughout the LS, all three classes involved were focused and engaged in the lessons taught. Yet, on occasions some of the target children were easily distracted by superficial distractions, which impacted on their concentration levels. The interviews show that not only did the learners enjoy participating in Trading Places, but they identified that they could work better after it too. This suggests that short breaks from learning can have a positive impact upon the concentration levels of students (Townsend, 2004).
 The results of the study were interesting and the prediction that concentration levels would improve because of the break of learning, was proven to be correct. It could be viewed that there are some limitations within the school environment. Schools timetables are very intense and there may not be time to include a regular brain break. Therefore, the positive findings which were received in the LS may not be as effective if brain breaks are not carried out on a regular basis (Spaulding, Mostert, & Beam, 2010).   
On the other hand, Trading Places was conducted for the first time on the day of the study and delivered once in all three schools. This could be a limitation in the reliability of the results. Although, as a group every attempt to ensure that there were very little opportunities for limitations, it was evident there were some. It could be argued that there was some observer bias with the nature of the observation schedule, due to the teacher knowing their target children well, which could have led the teacher to unintentionally give personal views on the learners. This could have impacted the results of the observations, especially due to the fact that the research sample was small, so it could not have given a holistic view of the whole class (Hackshaw, 2008). Regardless of the effectiveness of Leuven Scale of Involvement, and due to the tailoring of the descriptions of each level identifying the concentration levels; it was difficult to identify if one learner was solely in one level. In order to overcome this and limit the risk of having observer bias, the teacher could not have any input within the observations of their class. This would increase the reliability of results and ensure that the findings are unbiased and valuable (Mitchell and Jolley, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc2547633]Conclusion
It could be seen that having a five-minute break from learning could have a positive impact upon a child’s behaviour, primarily their concentration levels (Tannehill, Van der Mars and MacPhail, 2013). In addition to this, the use of a brain break game, such as Trading Places (used in the LS) and/or Brain Gym could have some significant influence within educational settings (Kibbe, Hackett, Hurley, McFarland, Godburn Schubert, Schultz, & Harris, 2011). Although the majority of research identifies a positive impact brain breaks can have upon a learner’s concentration, there are some conflicting views which argues with this. According to The Stationary Office (2010), there is no clear evidence showing that brain breaks, such as Brain Gym, has a positive influence on the concentration levels of young learners. 

However, results from the LS (which was conducted over three consecutive days) show that having a five-minute brain break could significantly impact learner’s concentration levels. This reiterates literature which explore the benefits brain breaks can have on an individual’s behaviour, their concentration and cognitive skills (Spaulding, Mostert, & Beam, 2010).  The LS was held in three different schools, in the same academic phase (KS2).  The research lessons were delivered as normal and after a certain time period the learners were encouraged to have a five-minute brain break. Using observations (influenced by Leuvens Scale of Involvement) and focus group interviews, made it easier to assess the impact of a brain break on three target children. Also having a smaller sample was more effective in gaining a result (Dudley, 2014).  In order for the LS to confirm previous findings and literature, regarding concentration levels and the impact poor concentration can have upon the learning levels (Greenberg and LoBianco, 2019), the LS required to have more than one form of research methods to gain reliable results. 

The qualitative data of the LS coincides with both literature and previous findings. In both observations and the interviews of the three target children in each school, with regards to their concentration levels, it was evident that the results were similar. This shows that having a short pause from learning will have some impact upon concentration levels. Although the study did not show vast improvement of concentration in all target children in the three schools, the LS did substantiate that having a brain break for five minutes does have a significant effect upon most of the learners. The observations shown that seven out of the nine students concentration levels improved greatly after having a break from learning. This confirms that having a break will reinforce the student’s cognitive skills, after having a short break (Evans and Sims, 2016).
However, a number of limitations need to be considered. For instance, it could be seen that despite there being every opportunity to ensure that the results were not biased at all, many could argue that having a group discussion regarding observations of their own class could lead to cultural and biased results. This could be due to their class teacher knowing pupils personally, could influence the results (Mitchell and Jolley, 2010). As for the LS some questions were piloted for the learners to have a better understanding of the questions. Although, in contrast to this, Norwich and Jones (2014) suggest that regardless of the practitioner conducting the LS, it could be seen that this would not be a limitation and in fact, the structure of the LS could influence answers. Although, this is challenged by Greene (2007) which state that LS focuses upon the learner’s thoughts and emotions, rather than a well-structured LS. Moreover, it could be seen as a result of both the LS findings and majority of literature evidence, that in fact having a small, short concise break from learning will have a positive impact upon the concentration levels of most young learners. 
[bookmark: _Toc2547634]Recommendations
In light of current research, from the LS and relevant literature, ensuring that brain breaks are used throughout practise is a good approach to revitalise young learners’ attention and also improve their academic work (Jensen, 2008). It is clear that the findings gained from the LS was useful, for all involved on both personal and professional levels.  Further recommendations will be provided to additional teachers and work members of educational settings addressing how much of an impact brain breaks can have upon an individual’s concentration levels, which could then improve their cognitive skills in the long term. Regardless to the statement The Stationary Office (2010) has released outlining that there is no clear evidence that brain breaks impact the learning of individuals and/or their concentration. Sharing the good practise of this LS could benefit other learners in different schools and collaboration is vital whilst being an effective practitioner (Grigg, 2010). 
Finally, if this LS research were to be implemented again, it would be noted that the difficulties one might face, such as ensuring that there are no unbiased views in practice whilst reflecting with other practitioners, due to the possible negative influence it could have on the learning of the students and the reliability of the study. Therefore, by minimising the involvement of the teacher observing in their own class would be beneficial in ensuring the results are reliable and valid.
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