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Abstract: The field of neuroeducation, which integrates neuroscience findings into educational
practice, has gained significant attention in recent years. Establishing research priorities in neuroed-
ucation is crucial for guiding future studies and ensuring that the field benefits both neuroscience
and education. This study aimed to address the need for collaboration between neuroscientists
and educators by conducting a priority-setting exercise with early career professionals from both
fields. Using the nominal group technique (NGT) with interquartile range (IQR) analysis, we identi-
fied seven key priorities in neuroeducation and assessed the level of consensus on these priorities.
The top-ranked priorities were “Emotional and Mental Well-being”, “Neurodiversity and Special
Education Needs”, and “Active and Inclusive Teaching Methods”, though IQR analysis revealed
varying levels of consensus. Lower-ranked priorities, such as “Role of Technology on Learning and
the Brain”, showed a higher consensus. This discrepancy between ranking and consensus highlights
the complex nature of neuroeducation, reflecting differing perspectives between neuroscientists and
educators. These findings suggest the need for interdisciplinary collaboration to bridge these gaps
and foster evidence-based practices. We recommend that future research focuses on the specific neural
mechanisms underlying emotional well-being, strategies for supporting neurodivergent learners,
and practical approaches to integrating inclusive teaching methods in diverse educational contexts.

Keywords: neuroeducation; research priorities; nominal group technique

1. Introduction

How can teaching methods be adapted to address the diverse needs of individual
students, including those with learning differences? What role does brain development
play in shaping the learning experiences of students? Neuroeducation, also referred
to as educational neuroscience, seeks to address such critical questions by integrating
knowledge from multiple disciplines including neuroscience, psychology, and education [1].
It has gained significant attention in recent decades as researchers and educators attempt
to leverage insights about the brain to improve educational methods and outcomes [2].
Before the rise of neuroimaging techniques in the 1990s, “good teaching” principles were
predominantly based on observed behavior [3]. However, as neurotechnology advanced,
the intersection of neuroscience and education began to attract growing interest, with a
particular focus on understanding neurodevelopment, cognitive function, and learning, as
well as applying these insights to teaching practices [4]. The golden age of brain research
has contributed to neuroscience becoming a field of interest in numerous institutes and
programs, promoting interdisciplinary collaboration among neuroscientists, psychologists,
educators, and policymakers [5]. The emergence of this interdisciplinary approach can be
traced back to Gaddes [6], who proposed that educators of children with special educational
needs should receive neuropsychological training to better understand their students’
unique requirements and complex challenges. Since then, the field has strived to integrate
our understanding of the brain’s workings into educational practices, leading to a more
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holistic approach that combines neuroscience and education to enhance teaching methods
and outcomes [7].

In the last decade, the field’s popularity has led to a surge in programs, workshops,
certificates, and degrees aimed at bridging the gap between neuroscience research and
education [8,9]. Their primary goal is to apply the latest discoveries from neuroscien-
tific research to enhance educational outcomes in the classroom [5]. However, despite its
promising potential, several challenges have hindered the widespread adoption of neu-
roeducation [4]. For instance, while there are proposed models of teaching practices and
environments that theoretically would better support learning and development, the field
currently lacks empirical evidence of improved educational outcomes from such practices.
This is partially due to the challenges of the implementation and objective measurement of
these models [10].

As such, there has been criticism of the growing literature focusing too much on
the promise of neuroeducation despite a lack of empirical evidence [1]. Critics argue
that while neurotechnology has opened new avenues in this field, much of the research
is still focused on behavioral testing under the “brand” of neuroscience [11,12]. They
also express concerns about the misuse of neuroscience in education-related commercial
products and political agendas [13]. For example, some “brain-based learning” programs
have made unsubstantiated claims about increasing intelligence or optimizing learning by
targeting specific brain functions [14]. While the field clearly shows a need for practical
applications, researchers advocate for staying cautious about over-simplifying, generalizing,
or commercializing findings that lack empirical support [11].

Based on the criticism, the direct applicability of neuroscience findings to classroom
practices might still seem to be a “bridge too far” [15], and attempts to build this bridge
have been blamed for contributing to the rise of neuromyths— misconceptions about the
brain—that lead to ineffective teaching practices [5,16–18]. Some prevalent neuromyths
include the ideas that people only use 10% of their brain or that individuals require learning
to be delivered in their specific learning styles, as well as various neurodevelopmental
misconceptions [9,17]. While research suggests that educators are less susceptible to
these neuromyths than laypeople [19], the concepts are still widespread among educators
and have been shown to influence their teaching practices and decision making in the
classroom [4,20].

Increasing neuroscientific literacy—an understanding of the basic principles of brain
function, as well as the ability to critically evaluate neuroscientific claims and their poten-
tial applications in education—among educational professionals is crucial for the effective
implementation of neuroeducation [4,13,19]. Promoting skills such as critical thinking,
research literacy, and actively debunking common neuromyths might be helpful ways
to combat misinformation [14]. However, while neuromyths are one of the most widely
discussed problems in neuroeducation, the core challenges stem from the theoretical and
practical barriers between the fields, such as having different goals, language misinter-
pretation, and the lack of time for the two disciplines to work together [21]. Additionally,
the field must address common interdisciplinary challenges such as the need for effective
communication and collaboration between teams [11]. To address these issues, it is essential
to find common ground between neuroscientists’ evidence-informed ideas and educators’
practical experience of implementation feasibility. Identifying research priorities based on
classroom needs, while remaining within the limits of neuroscience research, could bring
us closer to developing much-needed practical yet evidence-based solutions.

Early career researchers and educators play a crucial role in shaping the future of
research and education. They often bring fresh perspectives, innovative ideas, and a
strong motivation to contribute to their fields [22]. Early career researchers tend to be
highly motivated to share their work, fostering collaboration and knowledge dissemination
within academic communities [23]. Similarly, early career educators are instrumental
in implementing new curricula, promoting student-centered learning approaches, and
contributing to school development initiatives [24]. Typically more adaptable to new



Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 1117 3 of 12

methodologies and technologies, early career professionals are well-positioned to drive
positive changes in research culture and educational practice, and their unique position
at the intersection of established practices and emerging trends makes them valuable
participants in research [25].

Recognizing this potential, our study aimed to bring together early career neuroscien-
tists and educators to share their ideas and experiences. We sought to answer the following
research question: What are the top research priorities in neuroeducation as defined by
early career neuroscientists and educators, and how do these priorities differ between
the two groups? Specifically, the aims were to (1) identify key priorities in neuroeduca-
tion, (2) assess the level of consensus on these priorities, and (3) foster dialogue between
neuroscientists and educators to help bridge the gap between research and practice.

2. Materials and Methods

The nominal group technique (NGT) was used to elicit and prioritize research topics
from the participants [26]. NGT is a structured method that facilitates the generation and
ranking of ideas in a group setting. It was chosen for this study due to its effectiveness in
generating and prioritizing ideas in small group settings, as it facilitates the rapid generation
of a large number of ideas, followed by a structured prioritization process [26]. This
approach might be particularly valuable in interdisciplinary fields such as neuroeducation,
where participants from different backgrounds may have varying perspectives. The 2-h
process involves the silent generation of research priorities by each participant, group
sharing of priorities, clarification and consolidation of priorities, individual ranking of
priorities, aggregation of individual rankings to determine the group’s final priorities, and
group discussion (Figure 1).
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The group session was hosted via Microsoft Teams and involved six early career
participants, consisting of three neuroscientists (from either the commercial or academic
sector) and three school-level teachers. This sample size is considered appropriate as the
equal number of participants from each group (neuroscientists and educators) ensures
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a balanced representation of perspectives and priorities and is consistent with previous
studies using NGT in healthcare and educational settings. For example, McMillan et al. [26]
suggest that NGT is typically conducted with groups of 2–14 participants. To be eligible for
the study, all participants had to have completed a postgraduate neuroscience or education
qualification within the past five years and be aged 18 years or above. The exclusion criteria
included individuals who are not currently employed in a neuroscience-related field or as a
school-level teacher, who have a conflict of interest related to the research topic, or who are
not fluent in English, as the NGT session and all study materials were presented in English.

The study was advertised via email and social media, providing potential partici-
pants with a brief overview. The recruitment of early career educators was also conducted
through the alumni group associated with the PGCE teacher training program at King’s
College London. Interested individuals were asked to complete a short online form or
questionnaire, collecting information about their educational background, current em-
ployment, and relevant experience. The inclusion criteria for participation in the study
required participants to be early career professionals in neuroscience or education. Early
career neuroscientists were defined as individuals who had completed a postgraduate
neuroscience qualification (e.g., MSc or PhD) within the past five years and were currently
employed in either the commercial or academic sector. Early career educators were defined
as individuals who had completed a postgraduate education qualification (e.g., PGCE)
within the past five years and were currently employed as school-level teachers. Partici-
pants who met the inclusion criteria were sent a formal invitation to participate in the study,
along with a participant information sheet and consent form. The study was approved by
the King’s College London Research Ethics Committee (MRA-23/24-42487).

To assess the level of consensus among participants, the interquartile range (IQR) was
calculated for each priority. The IQR is a measure of statistical dispersion, representing the
difference between the 75th and 25th percentiles of the data [27]. An IQR of 1 or less on a 4-
or 5-point Likert scale typically indicates a high level of consensus [28,29]. In this study, we
used a 7-point ranking scale, where 1 is the highest priority and 7 is the lowest. Given this
scale, an IQR of 0.75 indicates high consensus, as 50% of the rankings fall within less than
one rank of each other. An IQR between 1 and 2 suggests moderate consensus, while an
IQR above 2 indicates low consensus. This metric was calculated to provide an objective
measure of the agreement among participants.

NGT is specifically designed to mitigate biases by using a structured, round-robin
approach that ensures equal participation and idea generation from all participants, min-
imizing dominance by any single participant, thus enhancing the reliability of the data
collected. In addition, several steps were taken to further minimize potential biases. The
study was facilitated by one researcher (A.L.), while another (H.C.W.) took detailed notes
and a third researcher (P.K.) observed the session to monitor for any potential bias in facili-
tation. After the initial pass of data analysis by (A.L), a meeting was held with (H.C.W.)
and (P.K.) to compare notes, expand on findings, and make changes where necessary.
A fourth researcher (E.J.D.) independently reviewed the data and provided alternative
explanations to challenge any assumptions that may have arisen during the analysis. Fi-
nally, all researchers involved in the study contributed to the final draft to eliminate any
remaining biases.

3. Results

A total of 42 discrete ideas were collected following the silent generation phase, which
were recorded on a shared whiteboard for further discussion and clarification (Figure 2).

Neuroscientists (Ns) and educators (Es) presented different ideas that reflected their
unique perspectives (Supplementary Materials S2). N1 emphasized the importance of
“emotional resilience”, suggesting research into how emotional outcomes impact learning
is important. E1 proposed exploring “short intense learning periods” akin to high-intensity
interval training for cognitive tasks, which focused more on practical applications in class-
room settings. N3 introduced the idea of investigating the cognitive effects of hormonal
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changes during adolescence, while E2 focused on mental health and stress-related issues in
secondary school students and their impact on learning and memory. N2 discussed indi-
vidual differences in learning, influenced by genetic, developmental, and environmental
factors, and E3 suggested further research into the effectiveness of teacher-led instruction
versus more student-centered approaches.
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The diversity of these contributions highlighted the interdisciplinary nature of the
group, covering both neuroscientific and educational perspectives. For instance, E3 re-
marked “whether explicit teaching is more beneficial for some students than others is crucial
to understand”, pointing to a practical concern in educational methods. On the other hand,
N3 stressed that “understanding cognitive changes related to hormonal developments in
adolescents could greatly enhance tailored educational strategies”. These illustrate the
educators’ relative focus on practical teaching methods and the neuroscientists’ interest in
underlying cognitive mechanisms. The clarification and discussion led to a round-robin
iterative categorization process, where participants collaboratively identified overlaps and
grouped similar ideas.

The group consolidated the 42 ideas into seven thematic categories, which participants
were asked to rank based on their perceived importance (Supplementary Materials S1). The
overall rankings and the corresponding interquartile ranges (IQRs) are presented in Table 1.
The identification of these priorities reflects the focus of early career professionals on issues
related to mental health, inclusive education, and practical teaching methods, areas that
are critical to advancing neuroeducation research (Aim 1).

The IQR analysis revealed varying levels of consensus among participants for different
priority areas, providing a more nuanced understanding of agreement levels beyond the
simple rank order (Aim 2). Notably, while some priorities received high overall rankings,
they did not necessarily demonstrate a strong consensus as indicated by their IQRs. The
priorities with the highest level of consensus (IQR = 0.75) were the Role of Technology on
Learning and the Brain, the Relationship Between Neurocognitive Function and Factors Relevant
to Educational Outcomes, and Environmental Effects on Teaching and Learning. This suggests
that while these areas may not have been ranked as the highest priorities overall, there
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was strong agreement among participants about their relative importance. Conversely,
the top-ranked priorities showed less consensus, with Emotional and Mental Well-being
and Neurodiversity and Special Education Needs both having an IQR of 2.25, and Active and
Inclusive Teaching Methods having the highest IQR of 3.5. This indicates a wider range of
opinions among participants regarding the importance of these areas, despite their high
overall rankings. For instance, neuroscientists tended to rank Neurodiversity and Special
Education Needs higher than educators, while educators seemed to prioritize Effective Skills
Teaching and Acquisition more highly (Supplementary Materials S1). However, it is important
to note that these subgroup differences should be interpreted cautiously due to the small
sample size.

Table 1. Top priorities in neuroeducation research.

Rank Neuroeducation Research Priority IQR

1 Emotional and Mental Well-being 2.25
2 Neurodiversity and Special Education Needs 2.25
3 Active and Inclusive Teaching Methods 3.50
4 Role of Technology on Learning and the Brain 0.75

5 Relationship Between Neurocognitive Function
and Factors Relevant to Educational Outcomes 0.75

5 Effective Skills Teaching and Acquisition 2.75
6 Environmental Effects on Teaching and Learning 0.75

More importantly, the IQR analysis reveals a more complex picture of consensus
among all participants. Emotional and Mental Well-being and Neurodiversity and Special
Education Needs were ranked first and second overall, but both had an IQR of 2.25, indicating
a lack of strong consensus. Active and Inclusive Teaching Methods ranked third but had the
highest IQR of 3.5, suggesting the widest range of opinions among participants. The
priorities with the strongest consensus (IQR = 0.75) were Role of Technology on Learning and
the Brain, Relationship Between Neurocognitive Function and Factors Relevant to Educational
Outcomes, and Environmental Effects on Teaching and Learning, despite their lower overall
rankings. This discrepancy between overall ranking and level of consensus highlights the
complexity of prioritizing research areas in neuroeducation.

While neuroscientists emphasized the importance of understanding underlying cog-
nitive and emotional mechanisms, educators were more concerned with the practical
application of these insights to improve teaching methods and support student well-being.
The differences between the top priorities of neuroscientists and educators reflect the dis-
tinct professional focuses of each group. For instance, in our small sample, educators
seemed to place a higher emphasis on the immediate application of neurocognitive re-
search to educational outcomes, though larger studies would be needed to confirm this
trend. E1 commented, “Understanding the brain’s response to learning strategies is crucial
for improving educational practices”, highlighting the practical importance of applying
scientific findings directly to classroom techniques. This perspective was mirrored in other
educators’ priorities, suggesting an interest in innovative teaching methods that are directly
informed by neuroscientific research.

During the ranking phase, N1 highlighted the increasing importance of mental health
in education, stating “There has been a rise in mental illness, especially since COVID-19,
impacting students’ ability to focus and learn”. This concern for student well-being was a
common theme among both neuroscientists and educators. E2 noted, “The mental health
of our students is paramount. We have seen a significant increase in social, emotional, and
mental health needs, particularly in younger students entering secondary school”. These
observations suggest a critical need for neuroeducation research focused on emotional and
mental well-being to support students’ overall educational experience. Furthermore, N3
stated, “An increased focus on neurodiversity is crucial for broadening our understanding
of human cognition and enhancing educational strategies for all students”. This perspective
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was supported by E1, who discussed the practical applications of such research in classroom
settings: “Incorporating physical exercises and mindfulness practices can greatly benefit
students with various special educational needs by improving their focus and cognitive
function”.

The discussion during the ranking phase highlighted the potential practical implica-
tions of these neuroeducation research priorities (Supplementary Materials S2). Educators
such as E3 highlighted the importance of active and inclusive teaching methods, remarking,
“Innovative teaching methods can bridge gaps and make learning more accessible to all
students, including those with special needs”. This sentiment was echoed by E2, who
commented on discovery-based learning and hands-on activities: “Incorporating more
interactive and sensory-based learning activities can significantly enhance students’ un-
derstanding and retention, making education more inclusive”. This collaborative ranking
allowed for the production of a well-rounded list of priorities highlighting the interdisci-
plinary nature of neuroeducation and fostered a rich dialogue between neuroscientists and
educators, allowing for the exchange of ideas that bridged the gap between research and
practice (Aim 3).

4. Discussion

This study aimed to identify the research priorities in neuroeducation as defined by
early career neuroscientists and educators. Through the nominal group technique (NGT),
we identified seven key priority areas. Interestingly, while the overall rankings highlighted
Emotional and Mental Well-being, Neurodiversity and Special Education Needs, and Active and
Inclusive Teaching Methods as the top three priorities, the interquartile range (IQR) analysis
revealed varying levels of consensus among participants. The fact that some lower-ranked
priorities, such as Role of Technology on Learning and the Brain (ranked 4th, IQR = 0.75),
showed a higher consensus than top-ranked priorities, such as Emotional and Mental Well-
being (ranked 1st, IQR = 2.25), suggests that while there is agreement on the importance
of certain foundational aspects of neuroeducation, there is still considerable debate about
which emerging areas should take precedence. This could reflect the interdisciplinary
nature of the field, where different expertise and perspectives lead to varying priorities. It
also highlights areas where more dialogue and research may be needed to build consensus.

The prominence of Emotional and Mental Well-being as a top priority reflects a growing
recognition of its importance in educational settings, where the role of mental health has
been increasingly recognized in recent years [30]. Research has shown that students’ emo-
tional states can significantly impact their ability to learn, interact with information, and
perform academically [31,32]. However, while the importance of this area is acknowledged
by most practitioners, there is still a need for more targeted research to understand the spe-
cific mechanisms by which emotional and mental well-being can affect learning outcomes
so that evidence-based interventions can be developed. Ideas for further research grouped
under this theme included the neural underpinnings of emotional regulation, emotional
resilience and its impact on learning outcomes, mental health difficulties and their effects
on academic performance, the impact of trauma on learning and cognition, and the role
of extracurricular activities. This broad range of topics highlights the complex interplay
between emotional well-being and educational outcomes. While previous studies have
focused on general social–emotional learning programs [30], our participants called for
research into the more specific neural mechanisms underlying emotional well–being, with
the need for neuroscience to directly inform practical interventions. The divergence in the
consensus level (IQR = 2.25) suggests ongoing debate within the field, which may be due
to differing disciplinary perspectives on how best to approach these issues.

The second priority, Neurodiversity and Special Education Needs, suggests an interest
in addressing the needs of neurodivergent students and developing effective support
strategies for all students. This theme included ideas such as supporting students with
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), understanding individual differences in
learning (including genetic, developmental, and environmental factors), addressing sensory
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processing issues, catering to gifted students, and exploring the effects of reading fiction on
empathy, particularly in autism, where this could help with the acquisition of emotional
vocabulary and methods for understanding other people’s emotions. While our small sam-
ple size precludes definitive conclusions, there was an indication that neuroscientists might
prioritize this area more highly than educators. This difference might reflect neuroscientists’
greater awareness of the neurological basis of learning differences and the potential for
targeted interventions based on neuroscientific research [33]. If confirmed by larger studies,
this could suggest an opportunity to bridge potential gaps between neuroscientific insights
and classroom applications [34]. In addition, unlike much of the existing literature which
often focuses on specific neurodevelopmental conditions [33], our study revealed a broader
range of neurodiversity-related research interests, such as the role of sensory-processing
issues. These findings suggest that early career professionals are particularly interested in
applying neuroscientific insights to a wider array of neurodivergent traits. Additionally, as
neuroscientists in our study tended to prioritize this area more highly than educators, this
echoes findings that suggest that educators may prioritize immediate classroom challenges
over deeper neuroscientific research into cognitive diversity [5].

Active and Inclusive Teaching Methods was ranked as the third priority in our study.
Participants proposed investigating a range of approaches including visualization tech-
niques, non-language-focused methods of learning (e.g., creativity, arts, visual learning),
discovery-based learning, sensory-based learning, and leveraging intuition in learning and
creativity. These suggestions align with the existing research on multisensory and active
learning approaches showing their positive impact on student engagement and learning
outcomes [35]. For instance, the use of visual aids and hands-on activities has been shown
to benefit students with diverse learning styles and needs [36]. Similarly, discovery-based
learning approaches have been associated with improved long-term retention and transfer
of knowledge [37]. The emphasis on these methods reflects a growing recognition of the
need for inclusive teaching strategies that can accommodate the varied learning needs of
students in modern classrooms. Our findings also highlight a practical focus unique to early
career educators, as participants emphasized the importance of applying creativity and in-
tuition in learning, which contrasts with the more theoretical approaches often emphasized
in neuroscience research. This distinction suggests a gap between theoretical research and
practical application in classrooms, highlighting the need for further investigation. The
high IQR of 3.5 reflects the diversity of opinions on these topics, pointing to the ongoing
debate about how best to implement them in different educational settings. Overall, these
findings indicate that researchers and practitioners see a need for further investigation in
these areas within the context of neuroeducation.

Other priorities identified in the study included the Role of Technology on Learning and
the Brain, Effective Skills Teaching and Acquisition, the Relationship Between Neurocognitive
Function and Factors Relevant to Educational Outcomes, and Environmental Effects on Teaching
and Learning. Effective skills teaching and acquisition remains a fundamental concern
in education, with ongoing research needed to identify optimal methods for developing
various cognitive and academic skills [38]. The relationship between neurocognitive func-
tion and educational outcomes is a core focus of neuroeducation, requiring continued
investigation to translate neuroscientific findings into practical educational strategies [39].
Finally, the impact of environmental factors on teaching and learning acknowledges the
crucial role that physical and social environments play in shaping educational experiences
and outcomes [40].

The Role of Technology on Learning and the Brain emerged as an area of interest in our
study, with some indications of differing perspectives between the neuroscientists and
educators in our small sample, which aligns with broader discussions in the literature about
the role of technology in education. The importance of technology in education has grown
particularly in light of recent global events that have accelerated the adoption of digital
learning tools [41]. Previous research has explored how neuroscientists and educators
might approach technology in learning contexts from different perspectives [42,43]. Our
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findings merely suggest that the role of technology in learning and its impact on the brain
could be an area worthy of further investigation in neuroeducation. Larger-scale studies
might also explore whether there are indeed systematic differences in how neuroscientists
and educators prioritize technology in learning and, if so, what factors contribute to these
differences.

Overall, the study revealed variations in rankings between the neuroscientists and
educators in a small sample, which may offer preliminary insights into the current state of
neuroeducation research and practice. While both groups appeared to prioritize emotional
and mental well-being, there were indications of potential divergence on other priorities.
For instance, the educators in our study seemed to favor areas with immediate classroom
applications, such as effective skills teaching and active teaching methods. In contrast, neu-
roscientists appeared to place higher emphasis on areas like neurodiversity and technology.
These potential differences, if confirmed by larger studies, could reflect varying professional
focuses and suggest that further collaboration is needed to build upon this study and foster
continuous dialogue and collaboration between researchers and practitioners in the field of
neuroeducation [2].

The lack of strong consensus on the top-ranked priorities, as indicated by their higher
IQR values, might stem from the interdisciplinary nature of neuroeducation, where profes-
sionals from different backgrounds may have varying perspectives on what constitutes the
most pressing issues. It could also reflect the rapidly evolving nature of the field, where
emerging research continually shifts perceived priorities. This lack of consensus suggests
a need for more interdisciplinary dialogue and collaborative research to build a shared
understanding of these critical areas. It also highlights the importance of considering
both ranking and consensus when setting research agendas in neuroeducation. While
high-ranked priorities such as Emotional and Mental Well-being highlight areas of perceived
importance, high-consensus priorities such as the Role of Technology on Learning and the Brain
represent areas where interdisciplinary agreement might facilitate immediate progress.
Educators could benefit from professional development that combines insights from both
sets of priorities, for instance, learning to use technology to support students’ emotional
well-being or to accommodate neurodiversity in the classroom.

While focusing on early career researchers and educators offers valuable insights,
this approach has potential limitations. The experiences and perspectives may not fully
represent the broader academic community [44]. Early career professionals often face
unique challenges, such as job insecurity and pressure to establish themselves, which could
influence their responses [45]. Additionally, their limited experience might result in a
narrower view of long-term trends and systemic issues in research and education [46].
Future studies might benefit from a comparative approach, including mid-career and senior
professionals to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the neuroeducation land-
scape. In addition, while we confirmed the participants’ status as school-level teachers, we
did not specifically collect data on the grade levels they taught. This may have influenced
their research priorities, as concerns and priorities in neuroeducation can vary significantly
depending on whether teachers are working with younger children (elementary level)
or older students (secondary level). Future research should consider collecting detailed
information on teaching grade levels to better understand how teaching context influences
research priorities.

Although the NGT proved to be an efficient and effective method for this study and
the whiteboard approach facilitated easy tracking of ideas and groupings by ensuring all
participants could contribute and follow the process, the technique has some limitations.
Challenges arose in categorizing research priorities due to overlaps and differing opinions
on groupings. The limited discussion time may have also constrained participants’ ability
to fully align their understanding of each group’s representation or to critique others’
ideas effectively, which may have contributed to the lack of consensus. In addition, it is
important to note the limitations imposed by the small sample size (n = 6). With only
three participants from each subgroup (educators and neuroscientists), individual opinions
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can have a disproportionate effect on the results. This limits the generalizability of the
findings and means that any differences observed between subgroups should be interpreted
with caution. Future studies with larger sample sizes are needed to confirm and expand
upon these preliminary findings. These limitations mean that while our findings provide
valuable insights into potential research priorities in neuroeducation, they should be viewed
as preliminary.

By comparing the perspectives of early career neuroscientists and educators, this study
contributes to a better understanding of the needs and expectations of both researchers
and practitioners in the field of neuroeducation. The findings can inform future research
directions and facilitate more effective collaboration between neuroscience and education.
Further research should address these limitations by conducting further focus groups to
discuss the identified priorities in more depth and larger-scale studies, potentially using
Delphi methods to provide more robust rankings and consensus. Future studies should
also consider including a more diverse range of participants in terms of experience levels
and educational contexts. This could involve expanding the scope to include educators
from various levels, such as those involved in adult education and vocational training,
which could provide a more comprehensive view of neuroeducation priorities across
the lifespan and reveal how research priorities might shift across different career stages
and educational settings, potentially uncovering new areas of focus for neuroeducation
research. As the field of neuroeducation continues to evolve, exploring and addressing
these research priorities will be crucial in developing evidence-based practices that can
significantly enhance teaching and learning outcomes for all students.

5. Conclusions

This study identified and ranked key research priorities in neuroeducation as de-
fined by early career neuroscientists and educators. The analysis revealed a diverse set
of priorities with varying levels of consensus. While “Emotional and Mental Well-being”,
“Neurodiversity and Special Education Needs”, and “Active and Inclusive Teaching Meth-
ods” emerged as the top-ranked priorities, the interquartile range analysis indicated a
lower consensus in these areas. Conversely, some lower-ranked priorities such as “Role
of Technology on Learning and the Brain” showed a higher consensus. This discrepancy
between ranking and consensus highlights the multifaceted nature of neuroeducation
and the diverse perspectives within the field. Based on our findings, we recommend that
future research in neuroeducation focuses on several key areas. First, there is a need for
more targeted studies exploring the specific neural mechanisms underlying emotional
and mental well-being, as this was identified as a high-priority area with a lower consen-
sus. Further research could also explore how neuroscientific insights can inform practical
interventions in the classroom, particularly in addressing mental health challenges. In
the area of neurodiversity, we suggest more collaborative research efforts between neu-
roscientists and educators to develop strategies that can accommodate a wider array of
neurodivergent traits, such as sensory-processing issues, and address the distinct needs
of neurodiverse learners. Finally, research on the integration of active and inclusive teach-
ing methods, including multisensory learning approaches, should continue to investigate
the best ways to apply these strategies across diverse educational contexts. This study
suggests the need for enhanced collaboration and communication between neuroscien-
tists and educators to address varying perspectives and build on points of consensus.
As the field of neuroeducation continues to evolve, addressing these research priorities
while remaining mindful of the varying levels of agreement can guide the development
of evidence-based strategies that integrate insights from neuroscience, psychology, and
education to enhance learning outcomes for all students, ultimately contributing to more
inclusive educational environments.
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