This research aims to collaboratively explore the

potential benefits of teaching neuroplasticity to young

children aged 5-7 through a co-creation approach. This
IS an important developmental stage where
understanding of the brain's ability to change in
response to experiences has potential to influence

academic attitudes and outcomes significantly.

The co-creation approach in this research actively
Involves educators, parents, and children to ensure the
Intervention is relevant, inclusive, and aligned with
children's natural learning processes—ultimately
enhancing its effectiveness, feasibility, and cultural

appropriateness.

While interest in brain-based education is growing, no
studies have directly investigated the effects of
teaching neuroplasticity as a standalone concept,
particularly in young children. Existing interventions,
such as growth mindset programs (Aronson et al. 2002;
Blackwell et al. 2007; Paunesku et al. 2015; Yeager et

al. 2016), include brief brain education components but

also incorporate:
Motivation and effort-related beliefs
Learning strategies and success tips

Peer support

These multi-component designs create internal
validity issues, as it is unclear whether academic
improvements stem from understanding neuroplasticity
or from the other elements. Additionally, the broad and
abstract scope of such interventions may be

developmentally inappropriate for younger children.

A meta-analysis by Sarrasin et al. (2018) identified
several methodological limitations in such prior
research:

Short intervention durations

Ceiling effects and poor task selection

Lack of clarity in control conditions

Focus on older, WEIRD populations

No longitudinal studies

This study aims to address these issues through a

multi-method design, targeting younger children in a
non-WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich,
and Democratic) sample. By focusing solely on
simplified neuroplasticity education, we aim to
determine if a streamlined approach is more effective
for young children and how to tailor interventions for
early education. It explores whether learning about the
brain’s malleability can improve academic self-efficacy
(Zimmerman, 2000) and academic achievement in

reading fluency and math.
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Study 1
1. How can co-creation with parents, teachers, and children

contribute to the development of a neuroplasticity education
intervention for 5-7-year-olds?

2. What elements of the intervention materials are engaging,
clear, and appropriate for young children (ages 5-7)

according to stakeholders?

Study 2
1. Can teaching neuroplasticity improve young children’s

academic self-efficacy (ASE)?

2. How does simplified neuroplasticity education influence

academic achievement?
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Study 1: The co-creation phase will gather qualitative
insights from children and parents to ensure the

intervention is age-appropriate, culturally relevant, and
engaging, refining its content, delivery, and evaluation

metrics.

Study 2: The intervention is expected to lead to
significant improvements in ASE and academic
achievement in the intervention group compared to the
control group, with sustained effects observed at

follow-ups.

By addressing current methodological challenges in

neuroplasticity research, and extending this to non-
WEIRD populations, this research could contribute to a

global perspective on educational neuroscience.

The intervention has potential implications for inclusive
educational practices to support young learners in their
cognitive and emotional development and academic

SUCCESS.

Follow-up
6-months
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