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Terminology

W, NBIF{TGAYSQ 62N WNBOSaaQ a AdG A& NBFSNNBR G2
involves access to outdoor space, when weather and space permit, and is often unstructured time
for recreation, playand socialization with peers in a setting where adults often supervise at a
distance. Breaktimes can be differentiated from other short breaks which allow students to have a
comfort break, a snack or meal or to move to another location for the next lesseithout
unstructured time for recreation.

Here we use theterr?d NS WP QB2 NI GAYSQ G2 NBFSNI (G2 Fyeé
for unstructured recreation. These may take place in the morning, as part of a lunchtime or in the
afternoon. Sometnes we refer to specific breaks such as morningfarnoon break W[ dzy OK G A Y
refers tomore than breakime, however, and refers to the specific break in the school day that also
includestime for a meal, as few schools seem to separate out meal tirom frecreational time
during the lunch period.



Executive summary

Background

Over the last two to three decades therev®mbea substantiachanges to schools and education

in England. There has beencreasing pressure on schools to increase standavbsst also
supporting the needs of their pupils to meet the changing challengkgmd in215t century society.
There have been structural changes to schools and the curriculum in England ascaetipasgns
focusing on improving school food and inaseng levels of physical activity amongst children. Over
this period there have been growing concerns about the mental health of children and young
people.

There have also beemarkedOK | y3Sa Ay OKAf RNByQa &az20Al f
RSOftAYS Ay OKAfRNBYyQa AYRSLISYRSyOS 24fline20SY
opportunities for informal peer interaction and play outside of school (Play England, 264, et
al.,, 2013. Online communication and interaction has substantially increased. There has been
increased interest in attendance of addtganised afterschool activities and clu€hanfreau et
al., 2015)

Against this backdro@ seeming constant in schoassbreak and lunch timesthe parts in
the school day when pupils get to meet friends and socialise, eat, visit the toilet and engage in
activities that are meaningful for them in a setting relatively free of adult confnadt about the
only systematiclata available on breaktimes in schools in England anthr as we knovanywhere
in the world, comes from the two previous national survefgmded by the Nuffield Foundation,
undertaken in 199%with information on changes to breaktimes since 199@) 2006.

However, there idittle agreement about the value and functiarf break timesamongst
school staff and policy makerand they are often taken for granted. For many adutireaks are
simplya habitual, relatively unimportargause in a busy dayhere is no statutory requirement for
schools to provide children with a break in the school day 4y thardly figure in government
policy or in Ofsted inspection process&ghen they are considered by schools it is often in the
context of the problemghat can arise andhe practicalities ofschool management-or pupils,
however, breaktimes are some of the most valued times and experiences they have in sehool. O
previous research (Baines & Blatchford, 2011; Baines & Blatchford, Bla&hford, 198;
Blatchford et al., 2003)as showrthat breaktimes have an important role in social development

Given the change® education and societyand the lack obfficially gatheredsystematic
information on breaktimesit isa timely momentto carry out afollow-up national surveyand an
importantopportunity to map trends in this little understood part of school life over the gasears
LY FRRAGAZ2YS ¢S fa2 ¢lyagSR (2 adz2NBSeé OKIy3aSa
to provideimportant information on their perspective on break and lunch times but also to see how
these times relate to their wider social lives with peers outside of school

What we did

The BaSiS (Breaktime and Social life in Schools)isttalyed a national survey of state funded and
independent primary and secondary schools in Englanccdecied current information on the main
features of break and lunch times, includirtgning and duration;breaktime organisation and
managementsupavision arrangementsjranges to school groundsjles for pupil movement during
break timesthe perceived value and function of these timasdviews on pipil behaviour at break
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schooland a set of case studies of schablst characterise a range of approaches to break and lunch
timesand school provision.



Over a quarter of sampled schoblgturned school surveys. The responding sample was
found to be epresentative in relation to most measures (e.g., school type, proportion of pupils
receiving free school meals, where schools were located, pupil gender and Ofsted status). Data and
findings relating to independent schools (which made up 5% of the tetapke) are reported
separately to enable accurate comparisons with earlier surveys in 1995 and 2006 (as previous
surveys only collected data from state schools).

A subsample of schools also agreed to participate in the pupil survey. Of the primary and
secondary schools that agreed, a random sample stratified by region and school phase was selected,
sent questionnaires and asked to allow at least one class of pupils in Year 5 or Years 8 and 10 to be
invited to complete a questionnaiteSurveys were compied by 1669 pupils, 691 were in Year 5,

540 in Year 8 and 438 in Year 10.

Findings presented here relate to state funded schools unless explicitly stated. Analyses
provide an upto-date view of arrangements, views on and experiences of breaktimes in sanool
2017 and, through comparison with previous data, changes in these since 2006, 1995 and in some
areas relative to 1990.

Key findings

Theduration of breakand lunchtimes

Breaktimesand lunchtimes are universally experienced in schodleere wereno cases of schools
that did not report some form of break for pupilsotél time devoted to breaks varies according to
education phase.

Average otal time for breaks was 85 minutes at Key Stage(KS1¢ pupils aged & years) 76
minutes at Ky Stage (KSZ; pupils aged 711 yearshnd 6364 minutes at Ky Sage3 (KS3 pupils
aged 11 to 14 yearsndKey Stagd (KS4; pupils aged 14 to 16 yearg)sa proportion of the school
day, breaks made upn averageabout 22%, 20% and 16% @tmary level KSland KS2 and
secondary levels (KS3 aK@®! combined respectivelyindependent schools had longer breaktimes
than state funded schools.

Most primary schools have morning breaks of 15 minutes with a few taking 20 minutes. Lunch
breaks of between 450 minutes are the most common at Key Stages 1 and 2 but more schools
reported KS1 lunchtime breaks of more than an hour than at KS2. By contrast, more schools
reported shorter breaks of up to 45 minutes at KS2 than KS1. Only 15% of primary schools reported
having an afternoon break at KS2 whereas over half of schools reported that KS1 pupils had an
afternoon break, usually of about 15 minutes.

A majority of secondary schools have morning breaks of 20 mins, with a few having 15 minutes.
About half of all seawdary schools have lunch breaks of less than 45 mins, with about a quarter
having 35 minutes or less. Afternoon breaks are virtually-existent at secondary level.

An important finding is thathtere has been eeductionin the length of breaktimesince2006 and
a really marked declinsince 1995Since 1995 breaktimes have been reduced bpwerag of45
minutes per week for the youngest childrém school (at KSIgnd by 65 minutes per week for

L A 20% sample of primary and secondary schools (n=4379) was sent a school questionnaire. There was a 26%
response rate overall (993 surveys were returned by primary sclamols99 by secondary schools). The response
rate was lower for independent schools (16%) than state funded schools (26%).

252 schools were sent questionnaires for pupils to complete (or could complete the survey electrogi8lisohools
(23 primary and 14 secondary) returned completed pupil questionnaires (a 71% response rate).



students in secondary schofdt KS3 and 4)These redudbns are caused byhe cutting out of
afternoon breaks andncreasingly, thehortening of the lunch break.

The main reasons giveby schooldor the reduction in break times are to create more tirfo
teaching and learning, specificatty cover the arriculum and to manager limit perceivedpoor
behaviour of studentshat school staff say occurs durihgnchtimes. Thee are thesame reasons
for reductions in breaks identified in previous surveys.

Primary schools with a higher proportion of pupilseceipt of free school meals and/or in urban
areas tended to have less total time for breaks even when controlling for the length of the school
day.

Suitability of school grounds for breaktime activities, supervisi@nd teaching and learning

outdoors

Schools were very positive about the suitability of their school grounds for breaktime activities,
supervision, and learning outdoors. This view was more positive than in previous surveys. Primary
schools were positive about the nature and state of reph@ wide range of spacesructures and
resources available in the outdoor areas used for breaks. Secondary schools were also positive about
the availability and quality of their basic provision but were more negative about the existence and
quality of dayground markings, sheltered and quiet areas on the playground. A particular difference
between primary and secondary schools was in the availability and quality of fixed and portable play
equipment. These were widely available and in good repair in pyirsehools but not in secondary
schools. Furthermore, this was an area of improvement in primary schools, relative to previous
figures in 2006, but not in secondary schools. When working with outside agencies to improve the
school grounds, fixed play equi@nt was the area that most schools, primary and secondary, were
focusing on.

There has been a marked increase since 2006 in the presence of CCTV in school playgrounds with
nearly half of primary and three quarters of secondary schools with CCTV ipl&ygjround spaces.
However, this security measure was least likely to be identified as an area the school had worked to
improve.

Breaktime Supervision

Support staff were most likely to supervise at break times in primary schools, particularly during the
lunch break. Teachers were most likely to supervise breaks in secondary schools and independent
schools.

There has been a marked increase in the average numbers of adult supervisors supervising breaks
on primary and secondary playgrounds in 2017 comga&oe2006 and 1995l his means that there

is a higher staff to pupil ratio than in previous surveys. This seeming increase may be affected by a
possible increase in the staggering of breaks in schools, however, which would require more
supervision, and thexact figures may therefore be lower. Nevertheless, across the three surveys,
the supervisoistudent ratio in 2017 is the highest yet.

The predominant approach to the support and training of supervisors in primary and secondary
schools was informal (e.@qvolving discussions with supervisors as and when required, discussion

of job role, etc.). The provision of formal training of supervisors has reduced compared to previous
surveys, particularly in secondary schools.



Supervision in most schools take®tform of general oversight but in many primary schools some
supervisors organise and supervise particular activities for children to participate in if they wish.
There was little evidence of schools having adopted fully structured breaktimes where augils
required to choose from a menu of adult led/supervised activities to participate in.

Freedom of movement

In primary schools, children were largely required to stay outside of school buildings during
breaktimes. In most secondary schools, pupi#se allowed access to specific indoor areas during
breaks and the proportion of schools offering this had increased since 2006 and 1995. However, in
earlier surveys pupils were more likely to be allowed access to most areas of the school during
breaks. Duringpoor weather, most primary schools had a policy of children staying in their
classrooms with very few schools allowing children outside. In secondary schools, during wet
weather pupils were allowed access to most areas of the school and a large minaatyoois still
allowed children out, though not onto grassy areas.

Secondary schools rarely allow any students off school premises during lunch breaks even with
parental permission. This is different to the picture in the earlier surveys. In 1995 apptekim

67% of secondary schools allowed any students or particular year groups (usually older students in
years 911) off site during lunch breaks, when parental permission was in place. In 2017, the
equivalent figure is that only 12% of secondary schog®rt allowing some students to leave the
premises during lunch break.

Withholding breaks

A major finding was that 60% of primary and secondary schools said that children might miss a full
break or lunch time. The main reasons given for this relatedeantlnagement of misbehaviour or

to help pupils catch up with schoolwork. Many schools indicated that this was part of a school policy.
This was a line of enquiry that was new and particular to the 2017 survey and thus it is not possible
to examine changeis the withholding of breaks over the A@ar period.

Activities during breaks and before/after school

Many schools reported that they offered activities for childréuaring breaktimes and this had
increased slightly since 2006. Most frequently offeredlated activities during breaks were team
sports, music and curriculum support activities. Independent schools merelikely to run a wider
range of clubs than state funded secondary schools during break times.

The proportion of primary schools offag breakfast clubs has nearly doubled since 2006 from 42%
in 2006 to 78% in 2017. Nearly three quarters of secondary schools also offered breakfast clubs.

Nearly allprimary and secondary schools offered adeli clubs and activitiegfter school but
slightly fewer secondary schools were offering these compared to 2006. Independent schools were
lesslikely to run clubs after school.

The most commonly offeregfter-school clubs involved team sports, music, art, drama and
curriculum support. There was aamked increase, compared to 2006, in the proportion of schools
offering curriculum support activitieafter school, while proportions offering other types of clubs

were stable or had declined.



Nearly three quarters of secondary schools and 31% of primegols allowed children to bring
mobile phones to school. Their use was prevented during the school day in primary schools but
nearly half of secondary schools allowed pupils to use them during breaks.

The perceived valuand challenge®f breaks and views on pupil behaviour

Primary schools highlighted breaktimes as providing important opportunities for energy release and
physical exercise, socialising with peers and to get fresh air. Secondary schools saw breaks in more
functional terms as importantitnes for eating and drinking, energy release, physical exercise and
getting fresh air than valuing it for the social opportunity it provides. The valuing of breaks as time
to get fresh air has increased since 2006.

Although the majority of schools indied that there were challenges at breaktimes, the
proportions of schools saying this had reduced compared to levels in 2006. The main challenges
highlighted were thgoor social behaviour of a minority of pupils and concerns about overcrowding

of the dinnerhall/ outside space, and the quality of supervision, particularly at secondary level.

{OK22fa 6SNB Y2NB LRaAaAGAGS (GKFYy AYy Hnnc YR ™
outside of school. Proportionally more schools in 2017 than in previowsgs reported a perceived
improvement or no improvement in breaktime behaviour in the past 5 years. In contrast to previous
surveys, schools that reported a perceived decline in behaviour suggested that thisswas do

with aggressive behaviour andame to do with poor levels of social competence among some
pupils. There is, then, an apparent shift in the perceived cause of poor behaviour.

t dzLIAf aQ @OASga 2y oNBIF1dAYSa

CAYRAY3Ia FTNRBY (GKS & dzNI Spupilafe ovelrhéiminglyositigeAaBogta & K
break times and particularly the longer lunch breakich 87% of pupils liked or really likecery

few pupils (5%gxpresed a dislike of these times'hesdindings areunchanged since the previous

pupil surveyundertakenin 2006.Higher grcentages opupils like breaktimes thathey doschool

in general, lessons afat mealtimes.

Pupilsat primary and secondary levels valuerkaksfirst and foremost for the opportunity they
provide to socialise with friendsThey also valued the oppartity for some free time, andhe
chanceto choose whathey wantedto do and/or to engage in playful activitie$hese values were
largely consistent with those identified by the 2006 survey. SEOE§ all pupils, but particularly
secondaryaged pupilsyere more likely toraluelunch timeas time to eat and drinknd less likely
as a chance to get physical exercise

Pupils, consistent with school stailentified the poor behaviour of some other pupéls the main
challengeof breaktime. This was coupled withe absence of things to dthe banning of fun
activities and, particularly amongsécondarypupils, having sufficient time to eaf.oncerns about
the banning of fun activities and sufficient time to eat have increaseck 2006

A majority of pupils indicated thatunchbreakswere too short and should be made longer.
Surprisingly, older students were more likely to express this view, possibly becauseaifthely
short lunch breaks thasecondary pupilexperierce compared to primary pupildlost pupils also
felt that there were enough adults supervisiag) breaktime, thouglolder students wereslightly
more likelythan younger pupil$o express the viewhat there were too many adults supervising.



t dzLJA f HeficesSoEWH& happens during breaktimes

Over three quarters oprimary pupils indicated that they participated in adolganised activities
during breaktimes. This wasuch lower, atless than a thirdfor Year 8pupils andeven less for
pupils inYearl0. The most prevalent activitigBat pupils participated in weréeam sports, other
sports and musicand nearly 10% indicated that they attended homework/curriculum support clubs
during break times.

A large majority of pupils (over 80%) indicatedtttieey had missed break times and this was more
likelyamongst oldepupils The mairreasons for missing breaks warensequences imposed on all
class members due to the poor behaviour of one individoato finish off homeworketlass work.

The majoriy of pupils reported that they enjoyed mealtimes. However, reflecting our earlier finding,
secondary pupils indicated that they did not have enough time to eat their lunch.

Social life after school

Most primary pupilsbut onlya minority of secondargchool pupilsattended afterschool clubs and
clubs outside of school. There has been a marked decline in the attendance esdftal and out
of-school clubs in the 10 years since the previous suivé&p06 Nevertheless, the types of clubs
that pupils today are most likely tattend are much the same as 2006, and largelpolve after-
schoolteam sports,other sports and musj@and outof-school youth organisations (e.g. Brownies
Scouts etk

Most pupils particularly older students, repagtl that on the preceding day they had gone straight
K2YS® CS6SNJ LlzLoAf & GKIYy AY Hnannc NBLR2NISR GKI {
terms of activities after school, fewer pupils than in 2006 indicated that they played or met with
friends TV viewng/playing on device@without friends physically presentias overtaken activities
with friends as the principle after school activityyis important to emphasise that this survey did
not examine social engagement with friends online.

An important firding is that here has been a marke@duction,since 2006in the proportiors of
pupilswho regularly meet(offline) with peers outside of school'here has also been @crease in
the proportion of studentsvho rarely meet with peers outside of schofgss than once a week)
These findings highlight that school is increasingly the main, and in some caisesonly context
where young people get to socialisirectly (and in unmediated ways®)ith peers and friends of
their own age.

Results also show, nsistent with the findings for the 2006 survey, that the vast majority (85%) of
pupils felt that it was important for them tbave time tomeet with friends in schogless than 5%
indicated that it was not importanPupilsin 2017were less likely thami2006 to report that it was
true that they had many friends in schd@l3% vs 87% respectively). In 2017 a higher proportion of
pupils (10%) than in 2006 (4%) reportdtht they did not believe that they had many friends in
school

Conclusions

The BaSiS study set out to understand the nature, organisation and management of school break
times, along with the views of school staff and pupils, and to provide insights into the social lives of
pupils outside of school. The study aimed to comparertatgonal picture with our previous surveys
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undertaken in 2006 and 1995 to provide an understanding of continuities and changes in these areas
over the course of the last two decades.

The findings from the BaSiS study come at a time of increased conaartithb mental and
social health of young people. There are strong suggestions that they are experiencing more stress
and pressure, and more mental health problems than ever before. It also comes at a time when
there are debates about the value of adoltganised clubs after school, concerns about the
narrowing of the school curriculum, and pressure on young people and schools to improve
performance. Outside of the school context, there are debates about declining independence and
opportunities for play oudoors, as well as concerns about the changing influence of, and access to,
RAIAGIE GSOKy2ft238 YR aa20ArGSR I OGAQGAGASAE
are relevant to all of these debates.

The BaSiS project findings show that #hes currently a lack of clarity about the purpose of
break times in school and how they may contribute to the broader aims of school, education and
development. Break times offer space, time and opportunities for a range ofcaotcular and
extra-curriaular activities, but this lack of clarity means that some schools feel that they can reduce
these times in favour of the curriculum and learning in clag®reare clearly difficulties that can
arise at breaktimeand t is therefore understandable if one solution involves limiting the contexts
within whichpoor behaviouioccurs most frequentlgr seeking to control it by increasing supervision
Yet the overall impressiowas thatLJdzLIA f 8 Q @A S g & eile @ addsiwitnhahe Fdwpfi A Y S
school staffwho stressel the problems that arise and thgerception thatbreaktimes need tobe
tightly managed and short. The vast majority of students viewed breaktiweeypositively and
valuad the social opportunitieghey allow, as well as the opportunities for eating and drinking.
Pupils would in facprefer break and lunch timet be longer and would like to sesn easing of
constraintson enjoyable activities, anghore opportunities for activities to engage in.

There are altamative ways of handling thehallengingpoehaviours that can sometimes arise
during breaksThesanay, in part, come about due to an absence of resources, activities and things
to do or poor use of spac&ven if pupils do engage in asticial behaviour wguery the view that
the solution is yet more adult structure and control. Just as important, we feel, is dealing with it in
the context of everyday peer interaction itself (e.g. during school breaktimes). Whilst schools and
teachers can be effective inaehing children about moral understanding, children also learn from
their own experiences, mistakes and reflections. School breaktimes play an important role here. The
difficulties that staff know arise at breaktime can be viewed positively in the seaséhiby can be
the basis for discussion with pupils and greater involvement of pupils in school decisions and
management (Blatchford, 1998), within a moral framework provided by the school.

Evidence of further cuts to breaktime and shortening of lunch&nmteke on more
AAIAYATFAOFYOS Ay GKS fA3IKG 27F afing Wtk fichds otside OK A f
of school. Not only did we find a significant reduction on 2006 levelsect offline socialisingith
friends after school and arediich 2y Ay 3J2Ay 3 G2 | . WNASS jomda K2 d
significant reduction in meeting up with peers outside of school such that nearly a third of children
saw peers outside of school less than once a wék&se three consistent findings suggasharked
decline in facdo-face direct socialisation with peers outside of school, at least outside of a digital
context. These have important implications when considered against the wealth of research
evidence that strongly suggests that breaktimesiamportant sites for peer interactioand for the
development of personal, social, cognitive and emotional understanding and® {Bilines &
Blatchford, 2011; Blatchford 1998; Gray, 2011; McNamara et al., 204i#),2010; Veiga et al.,

31t is important to note that a unique,igect causal connection has not yet been established between breaktime

interaction, play and the development of important social skills, though as argued here it is a main site for interaction

with peers and friends and participation in groups. TheseMjfu KI @S 0SSy F2dzyR (2 &A3IYATFA
development and wellbeing (see Blatchford et al., 2016; Bukowski et al., 2018).
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2017; Whitebread et al., 2009). It may be that breaktimes are one of the few remaining
opportunities that children have for sustained interaction with each other on their own terms and
on the issues, activities and topics of interest and value to thems&leentexts offer significant
opportunities for the development of important skills and understandings that are not often learned
in other contexts such as the classroom, in many aldaltafterschool clubs or at home.

At a time of growing concern aboK A f RNy Qa YSyidlt KSIfdK
development, we believe that every school pupil should have the opportunity for break times in the
school day. These times are important as an enjoyable brief break from the intensities of learning.
But theyalso provide crucial opportunities for children and adolescents alike to engage with peers
and friends in fun activities of their own choosing in a safe and supportive context. It is important,
we believe, to acknowledge the valuable contributions thaedk times make to the social,
emotional, mental and physical development of children and young people.

Recommendations
There are six main recommendations arising from this research:

1. Schoolsshouldcarefully consider the time available for breaksd work to ensure that pupils
in both primary and secondary schools have adequate breaks in the day. This should include a
lunch time that allows reasonable time for pupils to meet with friends, collect and eat a meal,
and some free time for setfhosen activies, whether this is play, participating in a club or
socialising freely with friends and peeWhile there is no consensus on the optimal length of
breaks, the length of breaks should be considered in terms of a restorative function (e.g. for
engagementlearning, cognitive processing) as well as functioning to provide opportunities for
sustained social interaction with peers, play, physical exercise and@&xtrigaular clubs.

2. Schools should aim to develop a policy on breaks in the school ¥dlyile eaktimes make up
around 20% of the school day, they are overlogkaetl this is reflected in the lack of school policy.
A school policy should cover their nature and length, their staffing and trafomigreak time
supervision, making clear what the schhopes pupils will gain from breaks and how it is perceived
GKIG GKSAS GAYSa &dzli2 Njandwklbdng@ NSy Qa RS@Sft 2 LIY

3. Schools should consult and work with pupils to enable them to have a say on break tithes
activities and clubs oaffer and howthe outdoor space is set up, resourced and decorated so that
playground activities can be engaging, interesting and fun. There are a number of organisations
that provide useful advice on, and support for, improving opportunities during biieads.
Secondary schools, in particularly, should also try innovative ideas to enrich the quality of break
times for pupils. Schools should consider providing adult led clubs/ extended learning opportunities
as part of the school day or after school ratti@n during break times.

4. Schools should reconsider the practice of withholding break tiras an individual or group
sanction or for pupils to complete work, especially if this is routinely used. This is taken for granted
as a punishmentbut there isevidence that this approach is likely to be courpenductive to
OK A f R NBgh@genemlydsdecially if regularly experiencdtlis also important to note that
although there appears to be no legislation requiring that pupils are allowed time lhoeak (in
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contrast to the situation for teachers), article 31 of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child,
to which the UK is a signatory, states that children have a right to play. Schools should consider
alternative, constructive ways of motivagrand sanctioning pupils and enabling them to finish
academic work rather than withholding breaktimes.

. Schools should review their approach to the training of supervis@sapervisor training should
aim to support, manage antb strategically facilitatepositive and constructive breaktime
SELISNARSYyOSa (KI i wllBejhgiaNdtiieidsbcl aiddbsyhéloyimbiedngnd &
Training should ensurthat staff knowhow to manage everyday problems that can arise during
breaks in a inclusive andtrategic fashion.

Policy makers should consider legislating for time for pupils to have bredksrking adults,
including teachers have a right to breaks but there is no equivalent policy for pupils. Legislation
should convey an average expectation teasures all pupils have regular and sustained periods
of break time everyday to undertake activities of their own choosing, with peers and in an
outdoor space for the purpose of play, recreation and social development.
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1 Introduction
This reportprovides adetailed account of the maifindings from the Breaktimes and Social life in
Schools (BaSiS) projewthich included a national survey of primary and secondary schools in
oy 3IflLyR Ff2y3 gAGK | adz2NBSe 27T LldrtHef shanlli@nmS 6 a
and outside of school. This reseafalilds on, and reports findings in relation to, two earlier surveys
undertaken first in 1995 and then in 20@&o provide an understanding of changes to breaks in
school over a period of 2B5 yers. This is the first output from this projecEurther reports and
articles focusing on other parts of the project will be written and published in due course and will
be available from the project websitenvw.breaktime.org.uk

The report begins with a general overview of the background to the project along with the
research questions. There is a section outlining the methodology and the various considerations
when planning and undertaking the research. Tmalings are then reported in relation to the
breaktime survey and the pupil survelhe report finishes with a discussion of findings along with
implications for policy and practice.

1.1 Background
Over the last two to three decades therevgsbea substamial changes to education and to schools.
There has beelincreasing pressure on schools to increase standards whilst also supporting the
needs of their pupils to meet the changing challenges, needs and valuest @e2itury society
living. There have beemany structural changes to schools in Englamith a substantial number
of schools converting to acadefsgtatus, the opening of free schools and an increase in large
schools. There have beenultiple curriculum and assessment reforms in schoalsj canpaigns
and substantial funding to increase the quality and uptake of school meals and increase the level of
physical activity in school@utside schoolsk SNBE K| @S | f a2 o06SSy adzwadily
a20ALf fA@Sa Ay |yR 2dzi 2F a0K22ft gAGK | O2yi
and a corresponding reduction in opportunities for informal peer interaction and play outside of
school (Play England, 2012Shaw et al., 2093 Online communication and interaction has
substantially increased with widespread availability of engagement through social media, social
networking and online facén-face interaction. There has been increased iiegt in attendance of
adult organised after school activities and cly8sanfreau et al., 2015)

In the context of these changes, a seeming constant in schools is breaktime and lungtitene
parts in the school day when pupils get to meet friends aruladise. Just about the only systematic
data available on breaktimes in schools in Englamd as far as we knownywhere in the world,
comes from the two previous national surveysnded by the Nuffield Foundatioandertaken in
1995 (with information an changes to breaktimes since 1989@d 2006.These surveys showed that
lunch and breaktimes were a significant part of the school day, making up between 28% of
time in schoalHowever, our findings also showed that breaktimes had been reducedgth lenthe
16 yeardrom 1990to 2006 particularly the lunchbreak, andhat the afternoon brealkhad effectively
beenabolished aKey Stage2and secondaryschoollevel.Our researchhas alsashown that for the
vast majority of children and young peoptaese breaks are stthe most enjoyabl@and memorable
times they have in school.

4 Academies and Free Schools are funded by the state but receive this directly from the government rather than via a
Loca Authority. They are normally independently run by a head teacher with a charitable trust providing strategic
direction and support. Free schools are academies set up by parent/teacher groups or other types of groups with an
education provider taking regmsibility for the dayto-day running of the school. These schools can set their own
curriculum and terms and school day timings.

5 The English National Curriculum is divided into four Key Stages. Key Stage 1 relates to childrehyagad; Key

Stage Zelates to children aged 7 to 11 years; Key Stage 3 relates to pupils aged 11 to 14 years and Key Stage 4 relates
to pupils aged 14 to 16 years. Primary schools cover KS1 and 2 and secondary schools normally cover KS3 and 4.
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Yet there is little agreement about the value and funcidireaktimesamongst school staff and
policy makers and they are oftéaken for granted. For many adults in schools, especaltprdary
schools, breaks are simpdyhabitualpause in a busy day, and they hardly figure in government
policy or in Ofsted inspection process&ghen they are considered by schools it is oftertha
context of the problems that can arise and school management difficulifes.air previous
research (Baines & Blatchford, 2011; Baines & Blatchford, Zla&hford, 1998Blatchford et al.,
2003)has showrthat breaktimes have an important role social development and other aspects
of psychological and physiad¢velopmentandfor young people to engage in seliosen activities
involving play and games

Given these changes and the lack of systematic information on breaktimes collected centrally
we felt t wasa timely momentto carry out a followmup national survey which could provide the
unique opportunity to map trends in this little understood part of school life over the past 27.years
In addition we also wanted to surveshangesinchildgg Qa &2 OAl f fA@Sa Ay I yR

A main reason for reductions in the length of breaktimes reported in 2006 was the perceived
pressure to cover the curriculumn part driven by concerns about the UK in international
comparisons of school performance (e.g. P/®4&) also in relation to schogberformance and
accountability If anything, such pressures have increased over the past 10 years. Recent curriculum
and assessent reforms and the expanded focus on performance have led to strong claims that the
curriculum has narrowed (NUT, 2013; Pollard, 201&)ools though, canstill feel the value in
providinga broad curriculunand this might hae added pressur providS WSy NA OKY Sy i Q
such as music tuition, computing/coding clubs, drama and art, which may take place during school
lunch times and after school or even as part of an extended school day. These changes may have
AYFEdzZSYOSR (KS LOSHA GyK (oddkiis | 2fFa 20 NS (WY S ¢ 2 NB
schools may be introducing shorter but more frequent breaks between lessons (NUT, 2015), as
practiced in other parts ahe world, e.g., Japan, Finland, (Beresin 2016)

Another reason for redting the length of breaktimes is an enduring concabout conflicts,
aggressive behaviour and bullying in schools, which can take place on school playgrounds (Smith, 2014).
School staff are concerned about what they see as needlessly aggressive belandomychtime
and effort can be expended resolving arguments and calming pupils down after they have returned
from breaktime.lt is therefore understandable if one solution to these problems involves controlling
or limiting the contexts within which thesthings occur.However, by shortening breaksor by
organising them so that they involve activities that are largely led by gdudtsnay be restricting
important occasions for young people to develop essential social skills and for learning vital social
lessons.

In addition to the changes in the school system already mentioned, changes in policy now mean
that all schools, especially academies and free schools, have power to alter the nature and length
of the school day (DFE, 2011). Recent financial cans$ may mean funds are 4directed to
staffing and learning resources rather than equipment for play or the school grodessschools
are being built and set up with little or even no outside space or playground (Beckford, 2007). Increasing
school rdls have meant more temporary buildings, which eat into playground space and playing fields
(Roberts, 2013) especially in urban areas where space is already at a premium.

The introduction of free school meals to all children in Key Sta@eS1)may haventroduced
practical constraints (e.g. seating all children in a dining room including those who had previously
taken a packed lunch) and led to changes in the length and organisation of lunch times.
Recommendations in relation to meal times often highlitfte importance of children taking time
to eat their food (School Food Trust, 2009). This extra time may mean reduced time available for
L &8> NBONBFGA2Y YR a20AFtA&aldA2y 2y (GKS LI
OKAf RNBYy Q& anbes Baines\&Macing/te Lfdgedming), for example, through allocated
seating and roles to enhance inclusion and responsible behaviour, and thus reducing opportunities
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for children to sit and socialise with friends. Recent policy changes and debatermiogcschool

food provision, public concern about levels of obesity and increased awareness of involvement in
sport following the London Olympics (Horridge, 2014) may also have led to changes in school break
and lunchtimes or to more structured approachés encouraging physical activity on the
playground (e.g. Ridgers et al., 2006; ukactive, 20M0jile it is unlikely that there are changes
similar to those in the USA where many schools have replaced recess with periods of physical
education (Ramstetterteal., 2010), neverthelesbreaktime activity may be more adult structured

or adult led to encourage more physical actiity S®3® WiKS RIAf& YAESQ |y
All of these changa®ayhave important implications for school break dadch times but as yet have

not been documented since 2006.

Changes to breaktime in school need to be seen alongside wider changes over the last two
decades in children's out of school activities. The previous Nuffield funded survey in 2006 included
a suvey of over 1300 primary and secondary school pupils in terms of their social lives in and outside
2F a40K22f YR ARSYUAFASR I YINJSR RSOftAYyS Ay
1971 and 1990 levels) and an increase in travel accompaniadulis (Baines & Blatchford, 2012).
| KAt RNByQa a20Alf fAQPSAE 2dziaARS ao0Kz22t KIFI @S 06S
(Collishaw et al., 2012; Gill, 2007; Layard & Dunn, 2009; Shaw et al., 2013). Modern media and
technology can meamore solitary and less interactive play and activities in the home. On the other
hand, provision of and attendance at eoftschool aduHied activities, tutoring and afteschool clubs
may have increased (Chanfreau et al., 2015). As part of our 2006/ suevieund that over a quarter
of children and adolescents rarely saw their friends outside of school (i.e., less than once a week). Data
from the Millennium Cohort Study for childrext age 7 and 1%how a similar pattermvith a quarter
and a fifth respetively sperding time with friends less than once per wealCS 2010; 20B). This
means that for some childreschool break and lunch times are one of the few opportunities they have
to socialise witttheir friendsand developsocial skills in a contexbat is relatively free from adult
structure and control.

CKSNBE Aa |faz2 | oNRFRSNI LRtAOCe 02y OShélg. I o2 d:
Studies undertaken BYNICEF (20020130 NJ A aSR O2y OSN¥y a | o62dzi GKS
in the UK with potential consequences for their physical and emotional health. These concerns were
raised again in the recerdnnual\@od Childhoodeportsd &8 (G KS / KA f RNRIRaA {2
which highlighted evidence suggesting adeclineinchid@n KI LILJA Yy Saa oA 0K FNXS)
2011 and ongoing concerns about the negative and poteltdiakterm effects of bullyingRecent
reports have highlighted concerns about mental health and behaviour problems in children and young
people and the pssible effect of structured and unstructured time and peer group dynamics
(¢ KAt RNBY Qa DQH 2085Nuféeld, 2618) MRepbrts from the Play Englantharill Party
Parliamentary Group on a Fit and Healthy Childhoptdave identified the worrying lack of play
opportunities for children and the importance of play for children and childhood ARG called for
play to be at the centre of a 'whole child' approach to children's health andheglly. Yet there is
relatvSt @ fAGGES NBOSYd RIEGIE 2y GKS ylFGd2NBE 2F OK
RecentNuffield funded researciChanfreau et al., 2015%iilised data from the millennium cohort
study that was collected some time ago.

1.2 A positive role fo r school breaktimes

There are good grounds for a positive view about breaktimes. Breaktime, especially at primary
school level, is often a time for vigorous physical activity and this has an obvious function in the
context of concerns about sedentary li#yles childhood obesityand mental health (Ahn &
Fedewa, 2011; Beresin, 2012; Beyler et al., 2014; Delidou et al.,. dd)ction in the length of
breaktimes may reduce opportunities for children and young people to achieve the daily levels of
physicalexercise needed for a healthy lifestyle. For a minority of (usually) primary school staff,
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breaktime is a valuable opportunity for pupils to change gear, and to let off steam. There is evidence
to support the idea that breaktimes offer distinct benefits tlassroom engagement when used to
break up long and intense periods of learniBgufros et al., 2009; Jarett et al. 19%&llegrini et al.

1995). There is also evidence to suggest that learning is improved after a period of physical activity
(Carlson eal., 2015Ramstetter et al., 2010). But breaks should not be seen simply as a break from
a busy scheduler as solely an opportunity for physical exercige interactions, playful activities

and relationships forged during these times have importaasipve implications for classroom
learning in other ways, for example, in terms of enhancing creativity and literacy (e.g. Grugeon,
2005).

Despite concerns amongst children and school staff about mean behaviour, exclusion and
bullying, breaktimes are, according to children and young people, one of the most enjoyable aspects
of school, if not one of the main motivations for going to schoat(Biford, 1998). This is not
surprising given the findings from the Good Childhood Enquiry report (2015) that good quality
friendships, leisure activities, having free time, education and freedom/ autonomy are at the heart
2F AYRAOI 2 NE ubedivedvelldejngPut si8dy] Béakimes pravide the main forum
F2NJ @82dzy3d OKAf RNByQa az20Alf fAFTS Ay asthikagerft |y
have a negative side.g., in instances of aggression and bullyBwtbreaktime isalso a time when
friends, not always in the same class, can meet; a time when they can have fun and, at primary level
and also at secondary leyetonstruct playfuland sometimes riskwctivities in a relatively safe
environment; a time when important s@t interaction and bonding takes place, where networks are
formed; a time when they can fall out, but can also develop strategies for avoiding conflict. It is a rare
time when the rules of conduct are more their own and when childtewelop important soal skills
such as negotiating entry into groups, handling slights and teasing, developing new friendships and
collaborating in activities and being creative with friends. Many of these skills are not easily taught,
certainly not in conventional waydut F NE 2 F Sy @I f dzSR (Gt evanY2802 NI I
Century skillg; Luckin, Baines, Cukurova & Holmes, 204fich are useful for later life (Sluckin,
1981) for making and sustaining networksid enhancing social capital. Similarligese times are
important opportunities for developing positive peer relations and friendships which are connected
to later positive adjustmerdand wellbeindBagwell & Schmidt, 201Bjatchford, Pellegrini & Baines,
2016;Bukowskj Laursen & Rup2018;Ladd, 2005). Theifficulties that staff know arise at breaktime
can also be viewed positively in the sense that they can be the basis for problem solving discussions
with pupils and greater involvement of pupils in school decisions about breaktimesh{Btat@&
Baines, 2010)

This more positive view of breaktime stems largely from recognition of its value from pupils'
perspectives. A main concern is that because the inherent value of this part of the school day for
the child is only poorly understood Isyaff, it is being gradually eroded or becomangercontrolled
and structured. This may b particularissuein secondary schools. &\therefore use the term
‘breaktime’ rather than 'playtime’ to indicate that it is an issue for secondary as well asrprima
a0K22tad ! f 1K2dAK (GSSylF3aSNAR YlIeé& y2i RSAONAROGS |
apparent to adults, their social lives are as important, and they also need time and space for sustained
contact with friends.

1.3 This study

The B&IS (Breaktime and Social life in Schools) stumlytherefore designed ¢ collect current
information on the main features of break and lunch times, includingng and duration; supervision
arrangements; leanges to school groundsles for pupil moverant during break times; views on
pupil behaviour at break times; breaktime management; and teecgived value and function of
these times The study also sought to better understand the nature of the activities that take place
during these times, arrangements and timings of eating time, practices in relation to discipline and
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completion of work and access to breaktimes, the role of stafthe organisation of playground
activities, the prevalence of enrichment activities and before and after school provision, and views on
decisions which have led to changes.

A strength of this study is that ahese areas were also examined in our pregisurveyswe
are able to compare @nges to break and lunch times over a periodedirly 30years, between 1990
and 2017 We were also able toexamine each topic across phases in educatidprimary and
secondaryand across different types of schoolsgy(elocal authority maintained schopécademies
andfree schoolsand independent schools).

The research also aimed to collgetrallelinformation on pupil perspectives on break times and
their social life in and out of school.

In detail he study feused on the following areas:

1. Duration of break and lunch times

As with the previous surveysgvgought to find out abouturrentarrangements antengthsof breaks
in the school day, whethahere havebeen further reductions to thie duration over the past decade
and whetherthere hadbeen changes to the length of the school deye also aimed to identify the
reasons behind any changes.

2. Break and lunch time organisation and management
Breaktime presents considerable dilemmas $ohool management. There appears to be a growing
move to what might be called an ‘interventionist' view, involving more deliberate management of
pupils' behaviour at breaktime. This approach risks affecting the positive social opportunities identified
abowe, while a norinterventionist stance risks allowing astthool cultures and negative behaviour to
dominate potentially having a destructive effect on learning. As in the previous sunvieysjation
wascollected on policies regarding breaktime, andtba involvement of pupils and support staff
in decisions about break timénformation was also collected on rules about pupil movements at
breaktime, includingvhether or not they have to go out to the playground, and access to the school
buildings and ther locations in the school grounds. In previous surveys we found that some children
liked the option of staying in (Blatchford, 1998), whereas in most primary schools they had to go out.
At secondary level, rules seemed to vary considergbhggard towhether pupils were allowed off
the school premises at lunchtime. Some schools used break and lunch times as ways to discipline and
O2y UNRBf OKAfRNBYyQa O0SKI@A2dzNJ 6Sd3d GKNRdAZAK RS
we know very little abut the current situation and about policies/ practices in relation to preventing
children and young people from having a break.

Very little is known about the nature of school organised activities that are available during
break or lunch times. It is natnusual for schools to organise extrarricular activities and clubs
during lunchtimes but there may also be other forms of activities led by play workers and there may
be clubs that are less extaurricular (such as homework club, additional supportli®racy and
numeracy). Some schools may even have abandoned free recreational time in favour of elected
2LIR NI dzyAGASE FT2N) a2 OFftft SR WSYNAOKYSydG FOOGA
organised activities are increasingly intruding aeak and lunch times or even that parts of the
curriculum are covered during these periods (NUT, 2015).

With recent interest in and policy based change to school meal provis@wantdto find out
whether these changedfiad affected theorganistion of lunchtimes.To what extent have recent
concerns and changes (e.qg., the offering of free meals to all children in Key Stage 1 and concerns about
intake offood) led toadjustments to lunchtimes and opportunitiés children to socialise with peers
on the gayground?
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3. Supervision at breaktime

Break and lunch time supervision has presented difficulties for schools for many years. Busy staff need
time for a break themselves and the 1995 and 2006 surveys showeth#raiain supervisory role has
passed fromeachers to support staff, who are often poorly trained, poorly suppampedrly paid and

have little say in decisions about breaktimes. Supervision at breaktime was more than three times as
thinly spread at secondary in comparison to primary schoolsicp&arly during the long lunch break.

As a result of the 2006 surveye concluded thathe whole area of supervision at breaktime and in
particular supervisor training needed to be fundamentally reconsidered. More rdeeg¢scale
research by one ot applicants (Blatchford, Russell & Webster, 20823 drawn attention to the
deployment and impact of support staff and the difficultteat dual support staff roles (e.g., on the
playground and in the classroom) can cause. But we know little abowntuarrangements for
supervisionand t is therefore important to obtain a systematic descriptiohthe numbers and type

of staff supervising at break times, what their functions and roles are seen to be, the extent to which
supervision causes concerrgrpeived changes in the quality of supervision over the past 10 years,
and the extent and type of training supervisory staff have received.

4. Changes to school services and school grounds

As suggeste@bove changes to the activities and services provided by schools before and after
school have taken place over the pasti®yearslt seems that mny schools offer breakfast clubs,
childcare opportunities and at the end of the school day a range of afteoselativities, sometimes
provided by the school or by other organisations allowed on to the school site (Carpenter et al.,
2010).There are anecdotal reports thabme schools have extended the school day to allow for
opportunities for students to engage iextended learning and enrichment activities, but this may
KFgS 02YS Fd + O02aid Ay NBflFiA2y (2 OKAft RNBYyQ:
especially in major cities, there are likely to have been changes to the physical nature ciitloé s
grounds since the 2006 survey and these can be expected to have affected pupils' breaktime
experiences in school. On the other hand, schools may have used sports premium funding to make
alterations to facilities available on the playground.ist$tudy soughtto document thecurrent

nature ofschool services and school grounds

5. The perceived value and function of breaktime and breaktime behaviour

As in the previous surveys/e were keento ascertain staff views on the value and purpose of
breaktime, and on problems arising at breaktiared out of school, to see what changes have taken
place over time.

cd tdzLIAf aQ OASsa YR SELISNASYOS 2F &a20Alf tAF
Finally, wavere dso keen to study pupil perspectives on breaktime, and on opportunities for informal
social interactions and relationships with peers both within and outside of school, attendance of after
school and oubf-school clubs and how these connect with feelimgut relations with friends,

peers, and views on breaktimes and school.

2 Methods

The study was undertaken over two main phases. The first phase consisted of a national survey of
schools in terms of their arrangements for break and lunch tinilee secondphase consisted of a
survey of children and young people in terms of their social life within and outside of school and a set
of case studies of primary and secondary schools that focused on the experiences and views of pupils
and staffin relation to breaktimes and school grounds.
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2.1 Phase 1lnational school survey on the nature, organisation and
management of breaktimes
This was a largscale postal survey, similar to the 2006 and 1995 survéye breaktime
guestionnaire used in previous surveggeeBlatchford & Baines, 2006; Blatchford & Sumpner, 1998
was revised and updateel.g.,on the basis of pilot work involving exploratory visits to primary and
secondary schoolandinterviews with head teachers and school staff and with pupils. It was reagess
to further update and extend the questionnaire to capture recent changes to schools and the school
system. Whereas the previous school survey had sections on the community use of school and its
grounds and security features (fencing, CCTV etc), thesnewey aimed tgrovide more detail orthe
nature of break and lunch times, including meal time organisation, withholding of breaktimes and
2NHI yAalGAz2y 2F yR | O0Saa G2 aokKz2z2f Ofdwoa az
Pilot workaimedto find out how far the questions were clear and appropriate. We undertook
severalnterviews with head teachers arsnall group interviews with pupils and students within these
schools to help further develop the school survey and the phase 2 studerdtl $ibeiin school
guestionnaire. This informed the questions asked and response categories offered in each of the
surveys as well as providing early insights into key areas of importance for young people.

2.1.1 Phase 1 sampling

To achieve a survey comparabtethat undertaken previous)yandin orderto get a comprehensive
and reliable account, we aimed to get a samplstate primary and secondary schodasnilar in size
to the previous surveydlNe alsowantedto extend the survey to include a sample of ipdadent
private schools in EnglanBrevious surveys did not contact independent schqaad an aim of this
research was to find out more about arrangemeiatsbreaktime in these schoolBeciding ora sample
size is not straightforward when there isiaed to establish power but also to ensure a representative
sample across multiple variables and whitre research is largely descriptive nature involving
analyses across a wide range of categorical variablesertheless, our estimates indicated thaat
sample of approximately 1600 schools would be highly powereidentify potentialdifferences across
the three surveys in the main variables examined.

A drawback with questionnaires is tifrequently experiencedow response rate, and we were
concerned that given the curremqiressures facin@pard-pressedschoolsthis might mean a reduced
response rate. However, our experieralsosuggested that the topic itself is of interest to school staff,
and completion cabe maximised by carefully chosen and concisely expressed questmrike 2006
surveythere had been a reasonable response rategh between 36%40% of the 4,000 primary and
secondary phase schools approached returning completed questionnaires. THesw/#san for the
1995 survey, which achieved a remarkable 61% response rate (other survey studies of a sinailar sort
the timeachieved a 20% response rat&ee Blatchford & Baines, 2006). The previous surveys provided
data on approknately 7% ofall schools. To adapt to the strong possibility that schoatsilt bemore
reluctant to respond to surveysow, we aimed to approach a random selection of 20% of schools in
England (approximately 4,500 schools). Schools were drawn randomly from the pubiielylenand
up-to-date database of schools on the Department for Education web site. We aimed to ensure that all

6 A power analysiswas undertf Sy 6F aSR 2y F 1S$@& 2dzi02YSDEwinganlatafrdn Wi 2 G I
the 2006 surveywhich at primary levehdicateda standard deviation of 9.6 méprandassuming a 5% significance level

and a very high power (>99.9), tR017survey would aim for 1336 primary schools in order to detect a chande by

mins in breaktime length between surveyssmilar calculation for secondary schoalerethe 2006 survey suggested

a standard deviation of 10.4 minutes, indicated a sample giZ2&64 schools. With lower levels of powar smaller

sample size would be warranted. The choice of power was based on the need to ensure a nationally representative
sample across a range of variables and the importance of subsequent analyses focusingyaups of schools.
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types of establishment (primary and secondary; LA maintaiaeddemiesand free schoolsand
independent schools) were well representedthe sampleand thus sampled separately from these
groups

Online or paper survey

We also looked into the possibility of undertaking the survey via an online platfamime survey tools

offer substantial benefits in terms of being easily sent out to sthaod once completed no data
entry is required. One key barrier is that although school addresses are publicly available, school email
addresses are not, at least in the form of a freely availaalabase We successfully identified a
company that couleénable us to email a survey directly to schoblswever, we were not persuaded

that exclusive use of an online survey would get a more substantive resgdaspite the potential

for increased contact via electronic media, we felt that an electronic sumay be easily lost
amongst the many other emails appealing for the attention of school staffoamd/iew washat a

paper survey could be more successtdther than undertake the full survey usiram emailed
approach we decided to tridhis methodin primary schoolsAs an automaticrandom selection of
individual schools was not practically possible withehgildatabasewe thereforeselectedby hand

a 20% random sample of Local AuthofityA)areasand then a 20% sample of primary schools within
each LA We then sent out a short email to this samplepoiimaryschools inviting them to take part

in the research and provided a link to the survey. The email was sent to the main email address for
each schooand the school Special Educational Needsr@ioators SENCQgsasan identifiable staff
member within the data set often interested in the pastoral side of education and possibly more likely
to respondto such a survethan head teachersTwo weeksfter the initial emaila reminder email

was sent toschools Tracking data indicated that just less than a fifth of theproachedsample
opened the emailln the event and despite the presence of an incentive entry into the prize draw
set up for the main surveyhe response ate to the e-surveywas very poor even aftehe reminder

letter (seeTablel). It is difficult to say why the response rate waspgmr, but itmay be to do with

this6 SAy3a | WO2f RQ adaNIWSe SKAOK LI NGAOALI yida S|
were intercepted by spam filters (with less tharfifth opening the emailit suggests that this may

have beerthe case). Either way, this strongly indiesthat email sentlirectlyto generic or specific
school email addressemd inviting them to participate in research without prior contace likely to

have a very poor response rate.

Since the response tthe e-survey was poor,or the main survey, ur final approach was to
utilise a mixed strategwhereby a letter and paper questionnaire was sent to all schools in the main
sample and which allowed for@aper and postal return or onlineurveycompletion and return. It
was hoped that such a strategy would maximise the response rate and would be more successful than
either method alone.

Letters were sentoward the end of the spring term in 2016 a new randomsample of
primary, secondary anchdependent schools in Englanieiviting them to complete thaencluded
paperquesionnaire or to completehe online versiorvia a given linkAfreepost envelope in which
the paper questionnaire could be returned was also providé&te sent out two remindes to
encourage schools to complete and return the paper survey and these also included the link to the
online version.The first reminder was sent out a few weeks after the school questionnaire had been
sent. This reminder waa letter askng schools to cmplete and return the questionnaire. A second
reminder sent out towards the end of the summer term included a second sliglatliceel versiorof
the questionnaire. This had been shortened in key avgisout substantially influencing the number
of questios asked and was designed to further encourage schools to complete and return the survey

TCKS WLAE230Q 2yfAyS adNWBSe aFYLES RAR y28( 2@8SNIL LI 6AGK
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2.1.2 Response rates

Tablel providesfull details of school surveys that were returned and the response rates broken
down by school type Overall 26% of the questionnaires were returned, witbA maintained
primary scloolsand independent secondary schodke most likely to return questionnaires and
independentprimary schoolghe least likely to respondrablel also provids informationin terms

of the mode of response. Despite offering the possibility of an online response this was rarely taken
up, with only 48 schools completing the main surveylioe.

Tablel. Nature of sample and comparison with neeturn sample

Academies LA Independent Overall
+ Free | Maintained Total
Primary phase
Postal Survegample approached 759 2595 156 3510
Received 184 701 20 933
of which electronic 4 34 1 39
*E-survey 1 10 0 11
Response Rat&o 24 27 13 27
Secondary phase
Postal Survegample approached 441 244 106 791
Received 106 58 35 *199
of which electronig 7 1 1 9
Response Rat&o 24 24 33 25
Total
Overall Postaburveysample 1200 2839 262 4301
Received 290 759 55 1133
of which electronig 11 35 2 44
Response Rat&o 24 27 21 26

Notes:Included in Primary phase are: Infant, Junior, First and Middle deemed primary schools
Secondary Phase includes Middle deemed secondary schools.

*E-survey sent to 85Primary schools (separate from the main sampl&)llowed by reminders
this is a response rate of G%.Tracking data indicated that approximatel§% of schools opened
the email

*a number of completed questionnaires were returned anonymously and therefore the precise
school type is unknown.

2.1.3 Representativeness of the sample

Toestablish the representativeness of the sample comparel the characteristics of schools that
returned questionnaires with those that did nand relative to the overall samplés the database
is largewith manynon-returnersandreturners, it is not difficult taachieve a significant result on
inferential tests. Findings indicated that there were few substamtidifferences between
responders and nomespondersHowever, & primary level, but not secondary level, independent
schoolgrelative tostate fundedschools) and urban schodi®lative to rural schoojsvere slightly
less likely to return questioraires. Rsponding primary schools hadbghtlylower school roll and
secondary schools a slightly larger school roll thanrespondersFewer schoolthan expectedn

8 Data for academies and free schools were combined because there were few responses from free schools and
because of their similarity in nature (publiélynded, selfgoverning, independence from the national curriculum).
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the north west returned questionnairesnd primary schools in the south west were slightly more
likely to respondThere were no differences between responders and-nesponders in terms of

the level of free school meals, the levels of single sex schools or coeducational sahdaols

levefk & 2F aoOK22fa gAGK |y h.AainmBeRof &eghted dadalysesfwerd & LIS
undertaken andhe resultscompared tothose forunweighted analyses to examine tip@ssible
effects of the slighdifferencesin the samplecompared to the overhsample Weighting made very
little difference toany of the descriptive statistics or to the results of inferential tests. Where there
were variations this was whethe sample size included in the analysis was small or the number of
responsedor a paricular categorywere low(e.g.for someanalyses weighting made a difference
to the data for independent schoglsvariations between weighted and unweighted analyses are
noted, where they occur

2.1.4 Characteristics of the sample that returned questionnaires

The number of pupils on roll arkrcentagen receipt ofFree School Meal$§N) did not vary by
primary £hooltype (seeTable2), however tlese did vary for secondary schoplwith Academies

and Fee schools having significdly more students on roll tharLA maintained schools and
independent schoolgF(2191) =24.5; p<.001;#?= 21). Similarly,Secondaryacademies andree
schools had a slightly higher proportion of children in receipt of FSM than LA maintained schools
(F(1,B7)=131, p<.001 /7*=.(8).

Table2. Average number of pupils on roll and proportion in receipt of F&hool Meals by school phase
and school type

Academy+Free LA Maintained Independent Total Anova Effect size
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N F /7p2
Primary  Roll 282.6 165.9147 259.1 156.3701 201.1 105.720 261.7 157.4868 NS -
wESM 145 11.2 147 12,9 10.8 701 13.2 109848 ns -
Secondary Roll  1083.5a364.9100886.3b408.8 57 571c 357.835 931.5 421.119224.5™ 21
% ESM 12.3a 8.4 100 18.2b 11.8 57 14.4 10.1 15713.1* .08

Note. Statistical comparisons involved ANOVA and Gaoegell posthoc test with partial eta squared effect siz¢
Differing subscripts indita p<.01on post hoc tests.

In terms of rural/ urban spligseeTable3), relatively equal proportions of schools of each type
at both primary and secondary level came from rural and urban areas. In terms of spread of schools
across different parts of England tieewere differences across the different types mimary
schools with aademies and free schools less likely than expected to be located in the north of
England and most likely to be represented in the soatid independent schools more likely than
expeded to be based in London. At Secondary level there were also differences, with independent
schools more likely than expected to be based in the South.

Table3. Proportionof schools classed as Rural/Urbé&y school phase and schbtype

LA Test Effect
Academy+Free Maintained Independent Total N & size jc
Primary Rural 25% 34% 30% 32% 288 ns ]
Urban 75% 66% 70% 68% 616
Secondary Rural 13% 14% 17% 14% 28 ns i
Urban 87% 86% 83% 86% 170

Note. Statistical comparisons imived Chi{ lj dzF NB | y R / NI} YSNID A&

I+
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Table4. Proportionof schools located in different areas of Englabgl school phase and school type

LA Test Effect

Academy+Free Maintained Independent Total N 6>  sizejc
Primary  North 19% 29% 10% 26% 237
East 19% 20% 25% 20% 182

West 12% 9% 5% 10% 89 o214 11
London 10% 12% 30% 12% 107
South 41% 30% 30% 32% 290
Secondary North 17% 29% 6% 19% 37
East 26% 16% 6% 19% 38

West 14% 10% 6% 12% 23 252+ 35
London 14% 19% 26% 18% 35
South 29% 26% 57% 33% 65

Note. Statistical comparisons imived Chi{ |j dzZF NB I Yy R / N} YSNIDa

2.2 Phase 2

One main function of the phase 1 survey was to enable selection of a sub sample of schools for further
study in phase 2. THast2 questions on the questionnaire asked whether schools would be happy to
0S O2y Gl OGSR Ay NBfFGA2Y G2 GKS NBfFGSR adaNIBS:
out of school and/or whether schools would be happy for one of the reseasnn to visit to find out

more about their specific arrangements. Théa® questions were only asked in the firsatrcheof
questionnaires sent out to schoolse( not in the shortenedeminderquestionnairej and the online
guestionnaire which remainednchanged over the research.

221 3000AU 1T £ AEEI AOAT 60 Oi1I AEAT 1 EZA xEOEET Al
From the national survey returpwe inviteda random selection of schools, draworh those that had
shown a willingness to be further involvedarpupil survey(223 primary schools and 30 secondary
schools) anaéquallyfrom different parts of England, to allow us to approach a sample of students in
their school about participating in a survey of their views and experiences of social life within and
outside of shool.

This survey took the form of a seldmpleted questionnaire, based on the similar survey
undertaken in 2006 but further developexh the basis opilot work undertaken in phase 1. It focused
2y OKAfRNBY |yR &2dzy3 LIS2L) SQa @OASs6a | yR SELIS
and lessons, the people they socialise with and the activities/ clubs that they participate in, within and
outside of schoglas well as what they do immediately after school. We sotigéit views on their
recreational time and eating time during break times as well as how they feel about their relationships
with peers and friends.

As with the previous survewe tried toavoid placing added strains on pupileo werepreparing
for national testing and exams, and also children younger than 8 years, who can findrspléted
guestionnaires difficultin line withthe previous surveyn 2006 we asked each schbcontacted to
allow a class of pupils in either Year 5 or Years 8 and 10 to be invited to complete the questionnaire.
We also set up the questionnaire so that it was available for completidmen

A covering letter along with sufficient copies of thepil paper surveys was sent to schools that
had indicated they would be willing to assist with the pupil survey. The pack also incladed a

9 Schools that responded to the first and reminder letters were similar in terms of main school characteristics, length
of the school day, and breaktime variables.
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informationletter to be sert to parentsabout the research and how they can opt out of the research if
they did nda want their children to complete the questionnairBupils could choose not to participate
in the study by simply not completing and returning the questionnditese schools that indicated
they would be willing to complete an online survey were senearail along with a link to the online
version of the surveglong with electronic versions of the parent letters

In all we contacted 30 primary schools and 22 secondary séRowl&e received completed
responses from 23 primary schools and 14 secondargadehBased on responses to the school
guestionnaire relating to numbers of questionnaires to send, we sent approximately 1100 surveys to
secondary schools and approximately 1000 surveys to primary schools. The total shregl@nses
consisted of 1669tdldren and young people with 978 questionnaires from secondary sclieéGs
completed by Year 8s and 438 completed by Yeara@sp91 returned by primary schools.

2.2.2 Case studies

Ly LINIEESE gAGK (GKS adz2NBSe 27 |Ishaliuibeco ddseS 4 4
studies.However due to space restrictions and the complexity of the survey findings we do not report
on these herethoughsee Appendig for a summaryCase study findings will ldgscussedh a separate

report availableat www.breaktime.org.ukn due course

2.3 Data entry and cleaning

Paper copies of the school and pupil questionnaires were enterteda spread shedby a group of
RFEGF SYGiNE LISNE2YYSt ® uestionpgiresivasXhelfk& fo eFrorsSahdivikereS v
there were multiple inaccuracies these were corrected and further checks made. Questionnaires
completed online also required data handling to ensure consistency across paper and online entry, to
remove test déa and false starts or half completed surveys and to ensure that variable values were
meaningful for the data analysis tool.

2.4 Data analyses
Phase 1Statistical analyses of survey datee principally descriptive and comparative providing a
detailed examiation of the maintopic areas asked about and in relation to phase of education and
acrossschool types (academies and free schools, LA maintained schools and independent schools).
Given the categorical nature of the survey dadnalyses largely involverasstabulationsand chr
squareanalyses

A second layer of analysis invalMeomparing trends over time across the 3 surveys. As the data
sets represent different samples of schools collected at a different time (i.e., they are not repeated
measures of the same schools) thegretreated as independent sampldsach surveyalso hal some
guestions that were particular to that survey but there was also a core of questions that overlapped
andtherewas a core set of analyses thaisundertaken to make comparisons ove#8lata points?,
for example in relation to the durations of treehool day and of breaktimes, the ratios of supervisors

10 power analysis talentify the sample size for the pupil survey was based on a need to compare the current survey
with the 2006 surveyA1l S& @I NA I 6f S WTINBIljdzSyoOe (KIFG LizLoAfa YSG é6AiGK
a week or less, or more frequently thance a weekvas used The previous survey suggested that for each of Years 5,

8 and 10, approximately 27% of pupils met friends once a week or less. It was assumed that data from each year group
would be analysed separately. A difference of 10% in thigdidpetween surveys is regarded as being of practical
difference. It is hypothesised that any change would be an increase in the proportion meeting less than once per week,
so a 10% change would see an increase to 37%. With a 5% significance level goav@0% was calculated that 456

pupils (per year group) were required from the current survey

1 The 1995 survey contained some questions about the nature of breaktimes ing2B88 providing a fourth

reference point for certain analyses.
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to pupils on the playground, supervisor training, staff perceptions about the nature and quality of the
d0K22f 3dINRBdzyRa FyR GKS yI (dz2NB 2 For 8dndzdudstiohsS 2 LIt
comparisons could be made with 1990hile forothers, compaisonscould only be madever 2 data

points, for example in relation to adult led clubs during breaktimes and before and after school. These
analyse®verallprovide substantial insights into chargand adjustments in school and playground life
over 20¢ 25 year$>

Phase 2pupil survey:Analygs were similar to the main survey analysis in thtaey were largely
descriptive and comparative across age groups and gendeexdfeinedhesekeyvariablesn relation
to other measuresuch a®f the nature of breaktimes in school and their enjoyment of breaktimes and
school and their views about their relationships with peers and frieAgsilyses here were mainly
categorical anaorrelational.

Afinal phase of analysis compared findings for the 2017 pupil survey with those collected in
2006 (pupil data were not collected in 1995/1990) to provide insights into possible changes over the
past 1012 years. As for the school survey, the two data setge independent sampleswith data
collected from different schools.

3 Results
In this sectionfirst we report on results from the school breaktime questionnaire followed by
results from the surveys of pupisd young people in primary and secondary sdhaNithin each
subsection, first data are examinddr 2017 generally and theim relation to school typeand
secondin relation to previous surveys where there is overlafhe question asked and response
sets In order to facilitate cross survey comamisons, and to compare like with like, total figures for
2017 in the tables do not include data from independent schools. This is becaussatalfunded
schools, and not independent schools, were surveyed in previous studies

Information on statistickanalyses are included in tables where possible. In order to maintain
readability of this report, significant differences between subgroups (e.g. through the use ef post
hoc comparison tests) are signalled in the text but details are not provided.

3.1 Schod breaktime questionnaire

3.1.1 The duration of the school day and the length of break times
This section reports the main findings on the length of the school day and the length of breaktimes
and in terms of the changes over time and reasons for changes

3.1.1.1 Thelength of the school day

Nearly three quarters girimaryschoolswith pupils at KS1 and/or KStart the school day between
8:46 and 9:00 with durther quarter starting between 8:31 and 8:4See Table5). Only 3% of

primary schools start school before 8:30 and only 1% start school after 9:08@@pendent schools
were slightly more likely thastate funded primary schools to have an earlier stavith nearly a

third starting at 8:30 or before

2 Comparisos across the three surveys involved comparing results from unadjusted (i.e. unweighted) data sets and
excluded 2017 data from independent schools, as equivalent data were not available for these schools in earlier
surveys. Analyses undertaken at the tinfeltoe previous surveys indicated that data sets were representative of state
schools generally.
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Table5: Proportion of primary and secondary schoolsrélation to school day start ad end times by school type anceiKSage

State fundedSchools Independent Total
KS1 KS2 KS3 KS4 KS1 KS2 KS3 KS4 KS1 KS2 KS3 KS4
8:30 or before 2% 2% 31% 32% 35% 33% 53% 53% 3% 3% 35% 36%
8:31-8:45 23% 25% 49% 48% 35% 39% 32% 31% 24% 25% 46% 45%
8:46-:9:00 74% 2% 21% 20% 30% 28% 12% 13% 73% 71% 19% 18%
9:00+ 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 3% 1% 1% 1% 1%
15:00 or before 14% 9% 35% 34% 5% 6% 0% 0% 13% 9% 29% 28%
15:01-15:30 86% 89% 57% 55% 65% 28% 6% 3% 85% 88% 47% 46%
15:31-16:00 1% 1% 8% 8% 30% 61% 59% 65% 1% 3% 17% 18%
16:01-16:30 0% 0% 0% 3% 0% 6% 35% 32% 0% 0% 7% 8%
N= 824 799 150 148 20 18 34 32 844 817 184 180
Table6. Mean length of school day (in minutes) and proportiontbe school day taken up by breaks in relation to school type.
Academy+Free Maintained Independent ANOVA Total 2017 Total 2006
Mean SD N= Mean SD N= Mean SD N= F Mean SD N= Mean SD
Length of school day
KS1 3834a 11.3 170 383.1a 127 651 409.3b 157 20 42 .8*** 383.2 124 841 3795 12.9
KS2 385.7a 103 164 3854a 10.0 633 4289b 378 18 128.7*** 3855 10.0 815 383.0 123
KS3 3936a 153 99 388.3b 121 51 439.3c 230 34 66.6*** 391.8 145 184 3943 17.0
KS4 393.8a 152 92 3942a 225 56 4435b 222 31 61.4*** 394.7 205 179 3943 17.0
Breaks as a % of the School Day
KS1 214%a 26 164 224%b 28 647 222%a 45 18 8.1%** 222% 28 829 239% 2.8
KS2 19.3% 20 160 19.6% 20 626 20.2% 42 18 24 196% 2.0 804 202% 2.3
KS3 16.2%a 21 99 162%a 19 51 191%b 27 34 24.9*+* 16.2% 2.0 184 174% 24
KS4 16.0%a 26 90 16.0%a 19 56 193%b 24 31 24 5%+ 16.0% 24 177 174% 24

Note. Totals for 2017 (and 2006) do not include dataridependent schools
*=p<.05, *=p<.01, ***=p<.001. Differing subscripts indicate significant differences onhmustests
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Table7. Mean length of breaktimes at Key Stages 4 across school type

Academy+Free Maintained Independent Total State funded Total ANOVA
Mean SD = Mean SD = Mean SD N= Mean SD Mean SD N= F
KS1 AM Break 16.0 2.9 168 15.9 22 654 216 6.0 19 159 24 16.0 2.7 841  47.62%**
KS1 Lunch Break 59.5 6.9 168 62.1 7.2 653 66.6 152 19 61.6 7.2 61.7 7.5 840  12.45%**
*KS1 PM Break 14.0 2.9 78 13.6 2.7 367 15.0 0.0 3 136 27 13.7 2.8 448
Total Break KS1 ~ 81.9a 106 165 85.6b 104 651 90.8c @ 17.6 18 84.8 10.5 85.0 10.7 834  10.79***
KS2 AM Break 16.0 2.7 164 15.9 23 637 20.6 57 18 15.9 2.4 16.0 2.6 819 | 30.61***
KS2 Lunch Break 56.7 6.5 164 57.9 6.1 636 63.3 13.3 18 57.6 6.2 57.7 6.5 818 8.96***
*KS2 PM Break 13.4 24 22 12.8 3.0 98 22.5 106 2 12.9 2.9 13.0 33 122
Total Break KS2  74.6a 8.0 162 757a 81 634 86.4b 164 18 75.5 8.1 75.7 8.5 814  16.25%**
KS3 AM Break 19.9 34 105 19.4 37 51 22.4 53 34 19.7 35 20.2 4.0 190 6.69**
KS3 Lunch Break 44.0 9.6 104 435 86 51 59.4 93 34 43.9 9.2 46.7 11.0 189  39.09**
*KS3 PM Break 17.5 17.7 2 - - 0 29.2 244 | 12 17.5 17.7 27.5 23.3 14
Total Break KS3  63.8a 9.5 105 62.1a 110 51 92.1b | 200 34 63.5 9.2 68.4 16.6 190  76.04**
KS4 AM Break 20.1 35 99 19.7 3.8 58 21.9 42 32 19.9 3.6 20.2 3.8 189 3.96*
KS4 Lunch Break 43.8 9.5 96 42.5 8.6 58 59.0 94 31 43.3 9.2 46.0 10.9 185  37.68***
*KS4 PM Break 17.5 17.7 2 13.3 2.9 3 28.9 234 13 15.0 9.4 25.0 211 18
Total Break KS4  62.8a 11.4 99 62.2a 10.7 58 90.8b @ 20.8 32 62.9 10.4 67.4 16.9 189  60.36***

Note: *=p<.05, *=p<.01, *=p<.001

*= average across schools with an afternoon break (i.e. excluding those with 0 minutes)

ANOVASs were not conducted for PM breaks due torowbers.
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Students in secondary schools start the day earlier than primary aged pupils with 81% of
schools with students in KS3 and/or KS4 starting at 8:45 or before. Independent secondary schools
were more likely than state furedl secondary schools to start at 8:30 or before.

In terms of the end of the school day, pupils in state funded primary and secondary schools
were most likely to finish before 15:30, while the majority of independent primary and secondary
schools ended thechool day after 15:30 for K§XKS4 pupils.

The length of the school dggeeTable6) varied slightly by Key Stage and by school type. State
fundedschools had shorter school days than independent schools at all Key Stages (note that these
differences may be offset by longer school holidays for students at independent schools). There was
evidence to indicate that at KS3 LA maintained schools hadestsmthool days than academies and
free schools. Older pupils at KS3 and 4 in state funded schools spend on average about 10 minutes
more per day in school compared to children in KS1. For independent schools, the difference was
approximately 35 minutes epd for the oldest compared to the youngest groupings of pupils.

Comparison of the figures between 2006 and 2017 for state funded schools suggest that the
school day has largely stayed the same. In primary schools the day may have been lengthened
slightly by 24 minutes, while at secondary level the school day at KS4 is the same and KS3 appears
slightly shorter on average by about 2 minutes.

3.1.1.2 Ratio of break time duration to the school day
The total ratio of breaktimes to the length of the school day decreas#ddpupil age (sedableb).
Breaktimes made up about 22% of the school day at KS1 and 20% at KS2 and 16% at KS3 and 4. Th
ratio also varied by school type but griit Secondary level. For independent schools the ratio of
break times to school day length was similar to state funded schools for KS1 and KS2 pupils but was
different at secondary levels making up approximately 12& of the school day.

The figuresdr 2017 are lower by about 1 to 2% than the figures for the 2006 survey where
as a proportion of the school day breaks made up 24%, 20% and 17% at KS1, KS2 and secondary
levels respectively.

3.1.1.3 Length of breaktimes

A main questionn the survey asked abotie lengths and timings of all breaks in the school day.
Space was available to identify breaks in the mornlogchtime and afternoonas well as to
describe alternative arrangementk the case of lunchtime, although we hopexseparate time
for eating and time on the playgrouneve discovered during pilot work that primary schools do not
alwayshave afixed period of time for eating and thus exact eating time variggh somechildren
taking large amounts of time to eat while others spending reldyiligtle time in the dining hall. At
secondary level pupils hawvenmore autonomyoverwhether and when they eat.

We look first at the average duration of breaktimes.K&1this was 85 minutesat KS2 it
was 76 minutes andat KS3 and KS4 the averageration was63-64 minutes (seeTable 7).
Independent schools tended to allow much more time for breaks with total durations of around 90
minutes at KS1, KS3 and K&YKS2 this was slightly less at 86 minutes, nevertheless still longer
than instate fundedschools by about 10 minuteAcademies and free schools tended to have less
total amount of time for breaks at KS1 than LA maintained schamadsthese in turn hadghorter
breaks than independent schoolthis difference was however not found at later Key Stages.

A categoricahnalysiof the lengths of breakprovides a more detailedicture of breaktime
length (seedata for 2017 irTable8). Nearly all schools reported having between 2 and 3 breaks in
the school day. Only a few schools had different arrangements.

In terms of the lengths of morning,doh and afternoon breaké&eeTable8), figures are
virtually identical for KS1 and KS2 for morning breaks, but differences are apfgar&nich time
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and afternoonbreaks The vast majority of primary schools repambrning breaks ofl5 minutes
with a small proportion reporting morning breaks of 20 minutes. Lunch breaks of betweé@ 45
minutes are the most common at both Key Stages but more schootstesl longer KS1 lunchtime
breaks of more than an hour than at KS2. By conjraste schools reported shorter breaks of up
to 45 minutes at KS2 than KS1.

Afternoon breaks were also likely to vary across 8ages. Only 15% of schools reported
having anafternoon break at KS2 whereas over half of schools reported that KS1 pupils had an
afternoon break. When present, afternoon breaks were most often 15 minutes and sometimes
shorter.

At secondary levelpatterns were very similar across KS3 and 4. Therityaaf schools
reported morning breaks of around 20 minutes, with just over a fifth of schools reporting morning
breaktime lengths of 15 minutes and around 14% of schools reporting morning breaks of 25 minutes
or more.

In terms of lunch breaks at seconglaschool, nearly a quarter of schools allowed 35 minutes
or less for lunch break (including time to eat lunch) and slightly more than a quarter had lunches of
between 36 and 45 minutes (thus more than half of secondary schools had lunch breaks of 45
minutes or less). Approximately 16% of secondary schools reported lunch breaks of around an hour.
Very fewstate fundedsecondaryschools (12%) indicated that they had a break in the afternoon.

The lengths of breaktimes varied to a degree by school {gpeTable7 and Table61 in
Appendi¥. Independent schools were significantly more likelyrgport longer morning and lunch
breaks thanstate fundedprimary and secondary schools at all Key Sta@edy about 10% of
independentsecondaryschools had lunchbreaks of 45 minutes or less and nearly 80% had breaks
of 55 minutes or morgwith over a third of these reporting lunch breaks of more than an hour
Independent secondary schools were also more likely tsiate furded schools to report that
students had an afternoon break with around-86% of independent schools reporting this. There
is some question over the nature of these breaks in independent schools and in many cases during
lunch breaks or during afternoon baks pupils were expected to choose from an array of more
informally arranged enrichment / or ecurriculum activities that were offereduring these times.

3.1.1.4 Associations between the duration of breaktimes, % of pupils who received FSM
and school location

Our analyses showed that the total duration of breaktime in the school day is negatively
correlated with the percentage of pupils within the school who receive Free School Meals (%FSM)
at Key Stages 1, 2 and 3 but not at KS4 Tsd®e9). This indicates that schools with higher %FESM
a proxy measure of soceconomic disadvantage (Taylor, 201 %ad less total time for breaks.
However, this might be uk to a shorter school day rather than the length of break per se, and
correlations did also indicate a weak relation between the length of the school day and percentage
of pupils that received FSM, at least at KS2 and KS3. In order to clarify this nvatiemdertook
partial correlations between the %FSM and the total amount of time for breaks, whilst controlling
for the length of the school day. Findings show a negative correlation for KS1 and KS2. That is, the
higher the proportion of children in schottiat receive a FSM the shorter the total amount of time
a school has for breaks, even when the overall length of the school day is controlled for.
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Table8. Differences in the duration of breaks state funded schools by Key Stage and over tirael1995, 2005 and 2017

KS1 KS2 KS3+4
1995 2006 2017* 1995 2006 2017 1995 2006 2017
AM

No Break 3% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0%

10 mins 3% 1% 1% 4% 2% 1% 2% 1% 0%

15 mins 78% 83% 82% 7% 84% 81% 44% 40% 22%

20 mins 17% 15% 15% 14% 14% 16% 48% 53% 64%

25 mins + 2% 2% 2% 3% 1% 2% 7% 6% 14%

Lunch
Up to 35 mins 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 0% 5% 9% 24%
36 to 44 mins 1% 0% 1% 2% 0% 1% 5% 13% 28%
4554 mins 2% 4% 6% 7% 17% 19% 19% 34% 3%
55-64 mins 35% 47%
65-74 mins 16%
75 mins + % 0%
PM

No break 30% 30% 46% 58% 74% 85% 87% 96% 9%

5 mins 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1%

10 mins 17% 21% 15% 13% 11% 6% 4% 2% 0%

15 mins 50% 46% 37% 27% 14% 9% 4% 1% 0%
20 mins 2% 3% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%
25 mins + 1% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 5% 0% 1%

*excludes independent schodls ensure fair comparison with previous studies.
Red highlight indicates reduction over time, green indicates increase over time
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Table9. Correlations between total time for breaks, the length of the school day and the proportion of
pupils in receipt of free school meals.

Total Break Length Ratio Partial Correlation Total Breaktime (taking account ¢
time School Day the length of theschool day)
%FSM
KS1 -.24%* -.06 - 22%* -.24%*
KS2 - 27** -.10** -.28** - 27**
KS3 -.20* -21* -.16 -.06
KS4 -.16 -11 -11 -12

Note: **=p<.01, *=p<.05

There were also indications th&dtal amount ofbreaktime varied slightly by geographic
region ateach Key Stage (sdablel0), thoughthe patterns were not consistent acroksy Sages
and subsequent pogtoc testsfailed toidentify significantlifferences except at KS2 where schools
in the west appeared to have shorter breaks than schools in the east and the north

Tablel0. Average time for breaks at different Ke§tages forstate fundedschools in different sectors of
Endand.

KS1 KS2 KS3 KS4
Region Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N
North 86.3 109 222 76.4s 96 218 625 10.2 34 61.7 104 34
East 84.7 87 160 77.0. 6.9 153 65.0 8.3 34 640 82 33
West 832 115 84 73.1 7.3 79 62.5 10.3 20 63.0 99 20
London 869 115 93 759w 6.8 92 664 9.6 25 65.6 13.2 26
South 83.6 103 257 743, 7.8 254 620 8.1 43 61.2 103 44

Total 849 105 816 755 81 796 635 9.2 156 629 10.4 157
Note: Excludes data for independent school#fdding subscriptsvithin columns show significant
differences on poshoc tests p<.05

Differences between urban and rural locations were also evident at KS1 and KSalfkee
11), with rural schools tending to have slightly more total time devoted to breaks than schools in
more urban areas. No differences were found in the total amount of time for breaks in secondary
schools according to Urban/Rural location, and this is because of high within group variation.

Tablell. Average time for breaks at different Ke§rages forstate fundedschools in rural and urban
areas of England.

KS1 KS2 KS3 KS4
Location Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N
Rural 86.7, 9.7 276 77.1, 8.2 268 66.6 70 22 66.2 7.2 20
Urban 84.0, 10.8 539 746, 7.9 527 63.0 95 134 624 10.7 137

Total 849 105 815 754 81 795 635 9.2 156 629 104 157
Note: differing subscripts within columns show significant differenceANOVAests p<.05
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3.1.1.5 Summary

To summarise this section on the duration of the school day and length of breaktimes, break times
continue to be a universal experience in English schools, with most having two breaks and some
schools having more.

Most state fundedprimary and secondarychools have a school day of between 6 and 7
hours, and break times make up 22%, 20% and 16% of the school day at Key Stages 1, and 2 and at
secondary level, respectively. This is a reduction on levels in 2006 which #¢ére®6 and 1%
respectively. Thedtal amount of time for breaks that students state fundedschools had on
average in 2017 is 85 minutes at KS1, 76 minutes at KS2 and 67 minutes for KS3 and 4 combined.

Most primary schools had a morning break of 15 minutes and a lunch break of apptelyi
an hour. Over half of primary schools reported having an afternoon break for KS1 pupils but only
15% of schools reported having afternoon breaks for KS2 pupils. Most secondary schools, reported
morning breaks of 20 minutes and lunch breaks of up3oninutes. Nearly a quarter of secondary
schools reported lunchtimes of 35 minutes or less.

Independent schools allow more time for breaks with total durations of approximately 90
minutes for KS1, KS3 and KS4 pupils and with KS2 pupils experienciatpge &ss time for breaks
at 86 mins. While independent schools also report longer school days (of betwee@e¥ours),
breaks make up approximately 19% of the school day at KS2 and KS4, 20% of the school day at KS2
and 22% of the school day at KSih@ligh pupils in independent schools have more time for break,
the proportion of the school day at primary level is comparable sittie fundedprimary schools.

At secondary level breaks make up a greater proportion of the school day compatadetunded
schools.

An important finding was that the total amount of time for breaks was negatively related to
the percentage of pupils that are in receipt of FSM and that children in rural, as opposed to urban,
areashavemore total time for breaksThat is,schools with a higher proportion of children from low
SES backgrounds averagehave less time for breakand schools in urban areas have shorter
breaks.

3.1.2 Changes in total duration of break time between 1995 and 2017

There are marked changes to ttatal length of breaktimeover time Tablel2 shows changes over
time in the average durations of breaktim&t KSlaverage total time for breaks was 94 minutes in
1995,91 minutes in 2006 and 85 minutes 2017 Across the20-year period, this amounts to an
overall decline of 9 minutes per day or a total of 45 minutesliesaktimeper week (equivalent to

a lunchtime per week).

At KS2 therés asimilardecline but thelargest decline appears to have taken place between
1995 and 2006 where total time for break reduced from 83 minutes per day to 77 minutes per day.
In 2017, KS2 pupils have an average of 75 minutes peg thay is 8 minutes per day less than in
1995, equvalent to approximately 40 minutes less per week.

The most substantial reductions in the lengths of breaktimes are evident amongst secondary
school students. In 1995 students had 76 minutes of breaks in the day. This reduced to 69 minutes
in 2006 and i017it is 63 minutes. This is a reduction of 13 minufes daysince 1995 and
equivalent to a reduction of 65 minutes per week since 1@8&is equivalent to losing a whole
RFeQa ¢2NIK 2F oNBlF1a LISNI 6SS{10

Over ths period, although there were initigt relatively modest cuts to breaktimégtween
1995 and 2006or the youngest children in primary schoelampared to those for KS2 and KS3 and
4, by 2017 these reductions are slightly larger than for KS2 p@uoisipared to 1995,hildren in
KS1 now havéhe equivalent amount of break time that KS2 children had in 1995. Similarly, KS2
children have roughly the equivalent amount of time that students in secondary school had in 1995.
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Tablel2. Average total time for recess (in mingyer the school day in 1995, 20062017 and changes
in duration.

Primary school (8L1 yrs) Secondary school (126 yrs)
KS1 KS2

1995 94 83 76

2006 91 77 69
Changesince 1995

per day -3 -6 -7

per week -15 -30 -35

2017* 85 75 63
Changesince 2006

per day -6 -2 -6

per week -30 -10 -30
Changesince 1995

per day -9 -8 -13

per week -45 -40 -65

*to provide comparison with earlier data, figures for 2017 exclude data from independent schools.

A more detailedcategoricalanalysis othanges over time ithe duration of breaktimes is
shown inTable 8, where the cta for 2017 which we have already looked afe presented
alongside results from the 1995 and 2006 surveys. At KSK&hdorning breaks have tended to
remain fairly constant with the majority of schools reporting 15 minutes for morning break.
However, at KS3 and KS4 there appears to have been a trend to exeemubthing breaktime from
15 minutes up to 20 minutes and in a few cases longer.

The most substantive changes have been made to lunch breaks and afternoon breaks where
at dl KeySages there is aleartrend for shorterlunchbreaksand a decline in theumber of schools
with afternoon breaksFigure 1 shows this trend for schools reduce and then eliminate the
afternoon breakbetween 1990 and 2017As the figure shows, in 1990 90% of primary schools
indicated that KS1 pupils had an afternoon break. fht declined to approximately 70% in 1995
but remained stable between 1995 and 2006 but then there has been a further reduction to 54% in
2017. At KS2 there was a substantial decline between 298@01995from 85% to 42%a further
decline to 26% in 2006nd now in 2017 only 15% of schools report an afternoon break at KS2.
Amongst secondary schools, while there was a substantial elimination of afternoon breaks between
1990 and 1995 from 41% to 13%, this has been eroded further to 4% in 2006 and nowQll%.in 2
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Figurel. The proportion oftate fundedscools reporting having an afternoon break at 1990, 1995, 2006
and 2017.

Proportion of schools with an afternoon break
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3.1.2.1 Changes made to breaks between 2012 and 2017 and reasonsgiven

We can supplement the survey data on breaktimes, reported above angtvesto anopenended
guestion about any changes made to breaktimes in the last 5 y€&his was only asked in the first
school survey mailout and thus relates to a sample of 50&chools. Findings show thahe in

four primary schools (25%) and nearly a third of secondary schools (29%) indicated that they had
made change® breaks Theopenendedresponses given were codéal identify the nature of the
changemade (seeTable13) and the main reason giver'We cancomparethese findings toa
response to a similar question asked in 1995 (relative to 1990).

Table13. Nature of Changes made to breaks between 2012 and 2017

Shortened Stayed Extended  Adjusted Other Total n
abolished same
201217
Primary % 14% 75% 2% 5% 4%
N 54 295 7 21 15 392
Secondary % 20% 71% 3% 5% 2%
N 22 78 3 5 2 110
1990- 95
Infant 29% 66% 4% - 2%
Juniors 43% 53% 3% - 1%
Secondary 36% 56% 8% - 0%

Note: 199095 and 201217 are not directly comparable figures as they were derived differently.
Any comparisons should only be tentative

The most substantial change to break times was the shortening or abolition of the PM break
and cuts to the length of the lunch break (14% and 20% of primary and secondary schools
respectively). About 5% of primary and secondary schools indicated that hiey made
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adjustments (shortening one break but lengthening another by equal time) and there were a few
cases 2938% where breaks had been extended. The remaining schools (approximately 73%)

indicated that breaks had remained the same. It is possible to esenfhese findings with data

from the 1995 survey. This should only be tentative because the data for the 1995 survey were
collected in a slightly different way. The data indicate that there have been fewer attempts in the
past 5 years than between 1995 to shorten or abolish breaktimes and approximately the same

proportion as in 2017 have extended break times.

In terms of the reasongiven by senior leaderf®r alteringbreakkimes (seeTable14), the
shortening or abolition of breaks were primarily for curriculun@ohingtime-basedreasons The
following are examples of comments made by respondents in answer to this question:

a !ltefnoon break droppedno benefits identified, consistency of learning was being

VVVVV

G5NRLIISR | FiSNyz22y oNBI]1 G2 SylofS SEGS
Gb2 FFUSNYy22y oNBF1 Ay Y{m RdzS (2 OdzNNA
G 2Yy3ASNI Y2NYAYy3d aSadaamnydyaKsSa YORYARNEY T2

Behavioural management and incidents was another main reageen for shortening

YRS
O dz
O dza

breaks¢ largely the lunch time breag sometimes this was about reducing the lunch break whilst

lengthening the PM brealSome examples of the comments made are as follows:

G{ K2NISNJ Y{H fdzyOKOGAYS F2NJ 0SKI PA2dzNI YI

y I3

G{ K2NIi Sy SR f day ®rsultittiere are sigiificafily reduced issues towards the

SYR 2F LXIF@dAYSd . SKIFE@A2dzNJ Aa y2¢6 O2yaai

G{ KBENISR fdzyOK FTNRBY M K2dz2NJ 62 nn YAydziSa

aias

0 2

G{ K2NISYySR fdzyOK IyR AYUiUNRRdzZOSR | FUSNyz22y

0SGUSNI O2yOSYGNY GAZ2Y FFFGOGSNI f dzy OK ¢

oShortened lunch break to 45mins, shortened sctiagland improved behaviour of kéds

In one instance a change was made and then revergef:LJt A (i  dzy OKOo-NB I |

aSLWimc (G2 NBRdAzOS AYyOARSyida .2y L} | @3aNRdzyR®

In a few cases (15%) the abolition or shortening of the afterno@albwas in order for

LIJdzLIA £ & (G2 dzy RSNIiF 1S LIKe&aAOlf SESNODA&S &dzOK
Gb2 FFUGSNYy22y ONBI {1 K2gSOSNI ftf Ofl&aas
dnfant PM break now includes daily mile so 10m play time, then ahéiy10nE

I K

a

Gb2 | Fi&SNYy2 2-demardSadf durdiculdmy 2¥{ w2 NBE & G NHzO (i dzZNBS R
Some reports on reductions/ abolition of breaks was to reduce the length of the school day.

In the following example from one school, not only was the lurrelakshortenedbut the afternoon
break wasdroppedas well.

oShorter lunch time has allowed earlier end of day finish time. Afternoon break dropped due

G2 aK2NISYySR RI&dé¢
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The introduction of universal free school meals has led to changes to the tiwfilgsaks
and lunches but this is largely in terms of increasing the staggering of the lunchtimes (and thus
extending the overall lunch time period for staff but not students). A small minority of schools had
either shortened, extended or ¥balanced theunch time period to adjust to the new policy.

G9EGSYRSR 68 Mp YAya 6fdzyOKo (2 3IALBS OKAfR
G{GF3I3ISNBR fdzyOKGAYSa AYUGNRBRdAzOSR RdzS G2 Y{
G2 S KthggeBedoreak Years 3 and 4 have lunch at 11-4%30 and theéss and 4s have

lunch at 12:3013:15. The above lunch times only came into force this week, previous to this

everyone had 12:1%3:15 lunch with no afternoon break [now havealunch and 15 min
L)Y ONBI 16¢

There were a range of other reasons given hyi@eleaders for abolishing or shortening breaks:

G[ dzy OKGAYS NBRdAzOSR o0& p YAya G2 lfft26 F2N
G[ dzy OKGAYS aK2NISyYySR 6& mMnY Rdz2S G2 adr¥F O
G{ K2NI Sy SRiI Z2dzyTOKyiR YFS2 NJ OKAf RNByYy (2 LX) I &¢
Gald2LIISR FFTOIOSNYy 2Ry ySBOSEaFTFANREAYTFI Via

Gt NEBOA2dzat e Y{wm LlzZLAfa KIFIR F f2y3aSNJ f dzy OK

some children so shortened it by 30 mins and extended afternoon play (to 30 mins) [NET CUT
Mp YAYyae o¢

3.1.2.2 Summary

In sum, there have been significant diaes in the total amount of time for breaks since 2006 and
1995. Breaks have been shortened since 2006 by on average 30 minutes per week for pupils in KS1
and KS3 and 4. Breaks for KS2 pupils are on average 10 minutes shorter per week since 2006. Over
the past 20 years, since 1995, breaks have been shortened by on average 45 minutes pat week
KS1, 40 minutes per week at KS2, and 65 minutes per week at KS3 and KS4.

Since 1995 and 1990, many secondary schools have abolished afternoon breaks, and primary
schools have increasingly abolished afternoon breaks at KS2 and to a lesser degree at KS1. There is
an increasing trend for shorter lunchtime breaks at all Key Stages with secondary schools showing
most marked change with nearly a quarter of schools hakinghbreaks of 35 minutes or less and
more than half having 45 mins or less. Over the same period there has been a slight trend for
secondary schools to increase morning breaks from 15 minutes to 20 minutes at KS3 and 4.
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Tablel4. Changes to breaks at primary level and reasons gizarontent analysis

Reasomgiven
Curriculum, lesson Pupil
length, Behaviour/ Physical  Sclool numbers/ Improve N= N=
teaching/learning incidents Meals Exercise/PE  day space Play Other Unclear | Primary Secondary N=
Shortened
% % 15% 10% % 10% 25% 4
PM/AM break 33% 3% 5% 0% 5% 0% 5% 35 5 0
Shortened 31% 25% 8% 6% 3% 3% 6% 19% | 19 17 36
Lunch break
Adjust/balance 17% 8%  25% 250 8% 17% | 8 4 12
breaks
Stagger breaks 7% 50% 36% 7% 13 1 14
Extend Lunch 50% 17%  33% 5 1 6
break
Extend PM 100% 2 2 4
break
Other/Unclear 100% 15 2 17
Total N 26 12 16 6 6 12 3 7 26 97 32 129
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The principl reasons given by school staff for reducing breaks has been to create more time
for learning activities and curriculum coverage and to manage student poor behawouch the
same reasons given in response to this question on previous surveys.

3.1.3 Nature and use of the school playground, resources and structures
In terms ofplayground space and its use, the majority of primary schools had all pupils sharing the
playground space at the same time. In about a quarter of primary schools some groups had their
own playground spacgeisually separated byey Sage but sometimes in other ways. About 11% of
schools fully (i.e. both morning and lunch breaks) staggered their break times.

Amongst secondary schools, two thirds (69%) reported that the space was steveseh
pupils all at the same time (however thieeds to be qualified because data ameal timings
suggested that many lunches were staggeretkaning that children would have been on the
playground at different times 5% used the same space at differémes, 6% indicated that they
had separate outdoor space and 15% indicated that students had their own and shared outdoor
spaces.

3.1.3.1 Suitability of school grounds at breaktime and facilities available
In the 1995 survey we ask@dOK 2 2f &Y WO2YyAARSNAY3I @2dz2NJ A0K22f 2
IANRdzyRA FT2NJ ONBF{1GAYS | Ol A @ hihd DacSEvey widdedtheS LI NI
guestion toinclude¥ Ft@ablling and learning outdoa®in 2017 we askedll three questions again
and results at each of the time points are showablel5andTablel6. In the latest surveygver
67% of primary schools suggested that the outdoor space was good for these three activities and
only 7% or fewer schools indicated that it was pddrere were few statistical diffences between
types of schools at primary levelttabugh independent schools were slightly more positive about
the school grounds for all activities.

With the exception of learning outdoors, secondary schools were lessiy@sibout the
quality of schol grounds for breaktime activities and supervisitiowever independent schools
were more positive about the quality of the space for breaktime activities and supervision but not
teaching and learning outdoors.

Tablel5. Quality of space for breaktime activities, supervision and teaching and learning outdoors by
primary school type.
Academy+Fre«Maintained Independent Total ANOVA
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD N

For breaktime activities 1.30 53 137 58 111 .32 135 57902 2.8

%For supervision 127 48 133 54 116 .38 132 53901 1.9
£ Forteaching and 137 61 142 63 132 .48 141 62901 .57
o learning outdoors

%For breaktime activities 1.60 69 154 66 127 52 153 .66 195 3.2*
2 For supervision 1.70 .71 165 .72 121 .42 1.61 .69 195 6.9**
() .

g For teaching and 138 63 148 .76 1.42 .71 1.42 68193 .37
) learning outdoors

Note. Responses were on a scale @& with a lower score indicatga more positive view about the quality
of the school grounds.
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Table16. Suitability of school grounds fdoreaktime activities, supervision and teaching and learning
outdoorsby education phase and over time.
Primary Secondary
Good Adequate Poor N | Good Adequate Poor N
Breaktime ativities ¢ 2017 70% 25% 5% 883 | 53% 37% 10% 162
Breaktime ativities ¢ 2006  48% 42% 10% 1330| 27% 36% 36% 228
Breaktime ativities ¢ 1995 30% 48% 22% 1263| 38% 41% 21% 287

Supervisionc 2017 71%  26% 3% 882 | 46%  40%  14% 162
Supervisionc 2006 AR 44% 7% 1325| 17%  48%  35% 229
Supervisiong 1995 2% 55% 17% 1261| 15% 48% 38% 285
Tezghl'gg&'eam'”g outdoors  coor 269 7% 882 | 69%  21%  11% 160
Tezgggg&'eam'”g outdoors cage 3896 129 1327] 41%  40%  199% 228

Table16 shows changes over time in views on the suitability of the school grounds for
breaktime activities, supervision at breaktime and teaching and learning outd8amse 1995
views on the suithility of school grounds have changed markedly with far higher proportions of
primary school staff indicating that the sabiggrounds are well set up for breaktime activities and
supervisiorand fewer indicating that they are just adequate or are poor.imitar trend is evident
for secondary schoal¥iews with regard tahe suitability for the school grounds for teaching and
learning outdoorsave also improvedSince 2006 the percentage of primary and secondary schools
indicating that the school groundare of good quality for teaching and learning outdoors has
increased and fewer schools are suggesting that this is adequate or poor

We also asked in greater detail about the nature and quality of the school playground and

grounds more generally. The resutomparing 2006 with 2017 survegee presented iMablel?.

Primary schools:

Only 2 primary schools reported not having a hard surface playground and the majbtig
remainder indicated that this was of good quality. A minority of schools reported not having a
designated area for sports (18%); the vast majority did and over 40% reported this to be in good
order. Only 8% indicated that they did not have an avkgrass and only 2% said they did not have
greenery/planting/shrubs. Similarly, only 4% reported not having a gardening area. This is surprising
given the number of innecity schools involved in the research though the lack of specificity in this
guestion might mean it includes fairly small areas of grass or garden pots. The majority (over 53%)
of schools also indicated that when present the quality of these areas was good.

Primary schools were less positive about the quality of seating, playground ngsyrki
sheltered and quiet areas, with most indicating that these were adequate or good, but with a
sizeable portion indicating these were in a poor state. Many schools reported having fixed and
portable equipment and most often this was of good or adequstate of repair. However
independent schools were least likely to have portable props available and academies were more
likely to report these as being in a poor state.

In recent years there have been organisations that provide primary schools packadgg of
materials, such as loose parts and scrap, usually to stimulate creativity in constructive and imaginary
play. Surprisingly, given the wider interest in such packages or collections of play materials, a
significant proportion of primary schools (35%ilicated that they did not have such a package.
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Tablel7. Existence and quality of areas and fixed and portable equipment in primary and secondary

school grounds

Primary Secondary

Absent Good Adequate Poor | Absent Good Adequate Poor
Playground(hard) - 2017 0.5% 64% 31% 4% 2% 58% 31% 8%
2006 0 53% 38% 9% 4% 33% 43% 20%
Designated sports area017 18% 41% 26% 11% | 14% 63% 18% 1%
2006 29% 28% 27% 11% 7% 44% 34% 12%
Multi Use GamesArea- 2017 - - - - 23%  61% 14% 1%
2006 - - - - 21%  30% 29% 16%
Grass area / field 2017 8% 62% 13% 9% 8% 58% 16% 14%
2006 9% 55% 20% 9% 2% 58% 27% 7%
Greenery, planting 2017 2% 58% 30% 8% 7% 52% 30% 11%
2006 6% 47% 35% 11% | 6% 34% 44% 17%
Gardening/wildlife - 2017 4% 54% 29% 12% | 19% 32% 29% 19%
2006 10% 41% 31% 17% | 17% 18% 27% 37%
Bencheg Tables- 2017 3% 41% 44% 13% | 4% 42% 38% 17%
2006 7% 35% 40% 18% 8% 17% 43% 32%
P|ayground marlngs -2017 2% 36% 43% 20% | 36% 16% 24% 25%
2006 4% 37% 38% 21% | 28% 7% 30% 36%
Sheltered area 2017 7% 29% 37% 28% | 20% 13% 25% 42%
2006 21% 15% 22% 43% | 24% 7% 10% 59%
Quiet area- 2017 7% 37% 40% 17% | 30% 13% 32% 25%
2006 16% 25% 36% 23% | 23% 11% 29% 37%
Fixed play equipment 2017 6% 42% 38% 14% | 31% 10% 31% 29%
2006 19%  32% 29% 20% | 17% 14% 41% 28%
Portable equipment- 2017 2% 49% 41% 9% 31% 7% 35% 26%
2006 6% 47% 41% 7% 33% 13% 31% 23%

*Package of play materials2017 35%  12% 21% 32% - - - -
CCT\ih playground- 2017 53%  45% 15%  18% | 26%  21% 37%  16%

2006 71% - - - 32% - - -

Notes:TotalN=: 2006 survey 1331 primaryschool and 230 secondary school respon26%7
surveyg 532 primary school and 87 secondary school responses.

*this was a new question asked of primary schaol2017

*This question was askdlifferently in 2006¢ whether absent, present or planned.

Secondaryschools:

The majority of secondary schools reported the basic playgrounds and designated sports areas and
Multi-UseGamesAreas (MUGAI)to be largelyin good conditionSchool staff weresomewhat more
negativeaboutother aspects of the school playgroundigher proportions of schools indicated less

positive views (than at primary level) of theass area, greenery and planting and gardehimitgllife

areas. While 19% indicated that thdid not have gardening or wildlife areas many schools felt that

these werein adequate or poorcondition.
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Secondary school stafih particular reported that playground markingsheltered areas,
quiet areas, fixed and portable equipmewere either absenor in a poor state of repaiOverall
these findings indicate that the quality of breaktime spaces for secondary studentsf @@o0D
guality orare poorly maintained

3.1.3.2 Changesince 2006 in the quality of playground facilities and equipment

Tablel7 also shows the comparable figures for the earlier survey in 2008017 schools are much
more positive about the presence and quality of the breaktime resources andspsn. Compared

to 2006, more primary and secondary schools reported the presence of benches and picnic tables

Primary schools report more designated sports arsase 2006and that these wereof
better quality. However fewer secondary schools repodéehe presence of these areas, though
those that did have themnsaidthey were of good quality. At secondary level, more schoo®017
reported that theirmulti-use games areas were of good quatipmpared t02006.

At primary leve]slightlymore schoot indicated that their playing field was of better quality
but just as many schools indicated they were of poor quality or absent compared to 2006. At
secondary level fewer schools reported having a playing field and more (14%) said that they were
of poor quality than in 2006 (7%).

Gardening and wildlife areas have increased in number and quality at primary level but fewer
secondary schools reported having them, though of those that did, more indicated that they were
of a good quality than in 2006.

Quiet areas seem to have reduced in number at secondary level compared to 2006 with
fewer schools reporting their presence.

While the presence and quality of fixed playground equipment seems to have improved in
primary schools, the reverse seems to be tase at secondary level with fewer schools reporting
fixed equipment compared to 2006 (69% vs 83%) and the quality barely having changed.

Portable equipment did not show dramatic changes in quality though did increase slightly in
availability at primarydvel.

Finally and perhapsunsurprisinglythe presence of CCTV in the school playgrounds has
increased by about 6% at secondary school level and 18% at primary school level.

3.1.3.3 Improvement of school grounds
Just over half of primary schoqB3%)had recetly worked with outside agencies to develop the
school grounds whereas only 20% of secondary schieptsrted that they had done s(seeTable
18). State fundedschals were more likely than independent schools at both primary and secondary
levels to have worked with outside providers to improve their school groundardsin 2017are
lower thanin 2006whennearly two thirds (63%) of primary schools and 42% of sgaxy schools
had worked with outside agencies to develop the school grounds.

An examination of the nature of the improvements undertaken suggbstt the majority
of changesmade in primary schoolsvere to fixed equipment like climbing frames and other
structures, followed by the introduction or improvement of a garden or quiet area. Security
measures were the least likelg see change over timét secondary level most changes were to
W2 (i KS NIXsuchi &Aagdilidn of astrurf, seating, outdoor clssrooms and other general
improvements)but also garden and sheltered areas seemed to have been where changes were
made followed by the improvement of fixed equipment.
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Tablel8. Had schools worked with outsidegencies/groups/charities to improve the school grounds and
breaktime facilities(Ns affirmative responses are given in brackéts)

Primary  Secondary

schools schools
Worked with outside agencies to improve the 2017 54%(473)  20%(38)
school grounds 2006 63%(833)  42%(97)
If yes, what did this involve:
Development of school improvement plan prior 2017 16% 20%
changes 2006 36% 23%
Improvement/introduction of garden, quiet 2017 38% 32%
sheltered areagtc 2006 61% 45%
Decorationof the school playground 2017 21% 3%
2006 38% 7%
Improvement of fixed equipmer(e.g.markings, 2017 56% 26%
structures, climbing frames' 2006 51% 29%
Improvement of portable equipmer(e.g.balls, bats 2017 20% 5%
etc.) 2006 39% 11%
Improvement of security measure. 2017 12% 13%
2006 17% 29%
Landscaping 2017 24% 10%
2006 37% 32%
Other 2017 21% 37%
2006 11% 21%

Comparison with the results from the 2006 survey indicate quite marked changes in working
with outsideorganisations to develop the outdoor playground space. Primary schools were 10% less
likely to work with outside agencigkan in 2006. At primary level there has been a reduction in
working with outside agencies to develop plans for change, to develogegaror quiet and
sheltered areas, decoration of the playground, improvement of portable equipment and
landscaping. The one area that bucked the trend was in terms of improvement of fixed equipment
which was slightly higher than in 2006.

Secondary schooisere half as likely to work with outside agencies in 2017 as in 2006. This
reduction was evident iareas of potential development of the school grountiIkK S W2 § KSNXO O
which saw an increase related to provision of benéhugiture andof sports egqiipment (e.g. astro
turf, outdoor gym table tennis).

3.1.3.4 Summary

Overall in relation to the naturand use of plgground resources and structures and associated
improvements, findings showed that schools were very positive about the suitability of the school
grounds for breaktime activities, supervision and learning outdoors and more so than for previous
surveys. Primary schools were largely positive about the nature and repair of a wide range of areas,
structures and resources available in the outdoor aressd for breaks. Secondary schools were
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also positive about the basic provision but were more negative about areas of grass and greenery,
markings, sheltered and quiet areas on the playground.

Although the presence and quality of fixed equipment and #wailability of portable
resources has improved in primary schools the reverse appears evident in secondary schools.

There has been a marked increase in the presence of CCTV in school playgrounds with nearly
half of primary and three quarters of secondasghools now reporting having CCTV in their
playground spaces.

Over half of primary schools and nearly a fifth of secondary schools had worked with outside
agencies to improve the school grounds. Howetis was a decline on figures for 20§éhat is,
fewer schools are working with outside agencies to develop their school graiere
improvements had taken plac@rimary schools had largely worked to install and improve fixed
equipment, whereasseconary schools had improved areas and facilities such as-astr@and
seating.

3.1.4 Supervision at breaktime

Schools were asked how many staff are usually on breaktime supervision duty whethettleside
schoolor on the school groundand excldiing cateringstaff. Responses allowed separation of
teachers, other school staff.e., all staff employed by the school other than teaching staff, and
would include Midday assistants, playground supervisors, Teaching Assistants)a separate
category forpupils €.g.prefects playground buddie€) and other adultswe asked them to record
supervision arrangements for morning break and lunchbreak. We also asked about afternoon break
but given its rarityas we have seemesults are not presented herBesults forlie average number

of supervising stafin relation to school typen 2017are presented infable19 and Table20 and
averages and ratiosf pupils to staffor the 2017surveyand previous surveyia 1995 and 200ére
shown inTable21 and Table22.

We deal first with results from the latest survey in 2017 pAmary kvel (seeTable19),
support staffare the main supervisors at break and lunch times overalichiing staff were more
likely to be involved in supeision during morning and afternoon breaks and support staff were
more likely to be supervising at lunchtimd@sis was the case for bodtademiefiree schoolsand
maintained schooland the levels wergerysimilar. Howeverjndependent schools were farane
likely to havemoreteaching staff supervisirgt all breakghan support stafindthis wasstatistically
significant at lunchtimeat primary levelHaving pupils involved in supervision was a characteristic
of academies and free schoolsich this wasparticularly apparent for the afternoon break.
Nevertheless, pupils with supervisory responsibilities were most likely to be involved in this role
during lunch breaks. It is also notable that there was marked variatooss schools the numbers
of pupils with supervisoryresponsibilities. While some schools reported substantial use and
numbers of pupils taking on these roleghers did not involve pupils in the supervisory process at
breaktime at all.

The picture is somewhat défent & secondary leve{seeTable19) with supervisors being
more likely to be teaching staff than support stédf both morning and lunch break$here was a
slight increase in numbers of support staff supervising (and a corresponding decrease in teachers
supervising) at lunch breaks, though onlystate fundedschools. Although Academies and free
schools were slightlynore likely to have pupils wolved in supervision this was netatistically
significant.

13 A wide range of terms are used in schools to give children adult sanctioned responsibilities on the playground. It is
FO1ly26f SRISR G(KI i yRUIWNYRINEI@WNE Q0 dziBA $ 585G al t A1 Ste (2 KI @S
WIINBFSOGAQ ySOSNIKSt Saa FNB AyOf dRSR Ay FAIdNBA NBEF (A
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In relation to the patterns across the different surveys ($able21 and Table22), a distinct
change over time is evidenThe mean numbes of staff supervising breaktimebave increasel
markedly since 1995 and 20@6both primary andsecondary levelsAt primary levelthe numbers
of supervisors that arsupport staffhave increased and they ar®w, in 2017 the main adults
involved in supervision at both morning and lunch bre&tk£006 and 1995 teachers outnumbered
support staff asupervisors during morning bregktiough not lunch breakdHowever this is not
the case in independent primary schools where teaclersain the principlgpersons supervising
at breaks. At secondary levehe average numbers of supervisors that deachershas nearly
doubledcompared t02006 figuresand theyare far more likely to supervise break and lunchtimes
than support staff The ratios ostudents tostaff supervisors (i.e. the combination of teaching and
support staff)at both primary and secoraty levels have also increased with far more supervisors
to pupils than was the case in 2006 and 1995. Tipariscularlyevidentat morning break times but
less so at lunchtimes at primary lewehere ratios have been consisterat secondary levethe
average numbers of staff supervising and the overall ratibstudents to staffhave changed
markedly since 2006 and 1995 withe numbers ofstaff to pupilssubstantiallyhigherthan they
werein 2006.

3.1.4.1 The nature of supervision at breaktimes
We alsoasked about the nature of supervision. As seedable23 in just over half of primary
schools, staff supervise at a distance and allow pupils #edism to undertake activities of their
own choosing. In over a quarter of primary schools, informal activities are organised by adults and
in nearly 15% of schools, staff are required to organise activities and games for pupils to choose if
they wish. Onlyeight schools (2%) organised what might be described as structured breaktimes
where staff set up activities and where children must choose from the options available. There were
no differences by school type.

At secondary level, by far the most dominagtilyY 2 F & dzLISNIBAAA2Y 4| 3
RAAGIYOSQs gKAES Ay | FSg aoOKz2z2fax adatr¥F SAGK
(n=2) to put on clubs/ activities for students to participate in at lunchtime.
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Tablel19. Mean number of staff/pupil supervisors at each breaktime in relationgomary school type

Academy+Free Maintained Independent Total ANOVA
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N
AM break
Teaching Staff 2.6 2.2 174 2.5 2.2 669 3.7 4.7 19 25 2.3 862 as
Support Staff 3.0 3.2 174 3.0 4.0 671 25 3.0 18 3.0 3.9 863
Pupils (prefects etc) 2.2 8.1 175 1.3 3.6 680 1.7 4.6 19 1.5 4.9 874 as
Other Adults 0.0 0.3 176 0.1 1.1 687 0.0 0.0 19 0.1 1.0 882
Lunch break
Teaching Staff 1.2 2.3 180 1.0 15 677 3.9 4.7 19 1.1 1.9 876 ok
Support Staff 7.8 5.3 178 7.8 5.3 671 2.6 3.0 18 7.7 5.3 867 ok
Pupils (prefects etc) 3.3 6.1 179 2.8 5.1 679 1.6 4.6 19 2.9 5.3 877
Other Adults 0.1 0.4 181 0.2 1.3 688 0.0 0.0 19 0.1 1.1 888
PM break
Teaching Staff 1.9 1.9 75 2.0 2.0 347 1.8 0.4 5 2.0 1.9 427
Support Staff 1.5 14 75 1.6 2.1 347 0.3 0.5 4 1.6 2.0 426
Pupils (prefects etc) 2.5 10.5 76 0.6 2.7 353 0.8 1.8 5 0.9 5.0 434 **
Other Adults 0.0 0.3 76 0.0 0.4 356 0.0 0.0 5 0.0 0.4 437
Note: as 5<.08; * = p<.05; *=P<.01; ***= p<0.001
Table20. Mean number of staff/pupil supervisors at each breaktime inatbn to Secondaryschool type
School Type
Academy+Free Maintained Independent Total ANOVA
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N
AM break
Teaching Staff 14.1 6.9 92 13.3 11.4 55 4.1 4.0 33 12.0 9.0 180 ok
Support Staff 2.4 3.9 95 3.0 4.3 55 9 15 34 2.3 3.8 184 *
Pupils (prefects etc) 4.9 14.1 97 3.0 6.0 55 2.5 4.3 35 3.9 10.8 187
Other Adults 97 .05 3 55 2 1.0 35 A 5 187
Lunch break
Teaching Staff  10.2 7.3 93 11.05 11.3 56 6.0 4.9 33 9.7 8.5 182 *
Support Staff 4.5 5.0 95 5.95 5.3 56 1.3 1.8 34 4.4 4.9 185 il
Pupils (prefects etc) 5.3 13.7 95 4.93 10.1 56 3.7 5.5 35 4.9 11.5 186
Other Adults 99 .0 ! 56 3 1.7 35 A N 190

Note: as = P<.08; * = p<.05; *=P<.01; **= p<0.001
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Table21. Mean number of staff/pupil supervisors and ratiaf supervisors to pupils relativee Primaryschool roll(AM and lunch break only)

1995 2006 2017 2017
State funded Total State funded Independent
Overall Overall
Mean Ratio Mean Ratio Mean Ratio Mean Ratio Mean Ratio

Morning kreak

Teaching staff 2.1 122 1.9 116 2.5 109 3.7 60 2.5 107

Suppot staff 1.1 156 1.6 119 3.0 92 2.5 61 3.0 92

Pupils on duty - - 2.0 50 1.5 52 1.7 54 1.5 52
Total ratio 86 67 52 34 51
Lurnch break

Teaching staff 1.1 179 0.7 177 1.0 177 3.9 54 1.1 171

Suppot staff 5.9 38 6.2 35 7.8 32 2.6 57 7.7 33

Pupils on duty - - 3.0 46 2.9 48 1.6 66 2.9 48
Total ratio 33 33 29 29 29

Note: Ratio of staff on the playground to FTE of pupils in school was calculated by dividing the number of teachgueraisbrs on breaktime supervision duty

by the total pupils on roll (FTE). We used the number of pupils as reported by schools in 1995, 2006 andve§s/rather than PLASC/Edubase data which we
found had a number of incongruences. Data presentec lage a relatively general statistic in that they do not take account of situations in which not all pupils
were on the playground at once, (e.g. staggered breaks or more than one playground). The figures may not reflect ttegiastoalthe playgrouth at any given
moment. However, only a few schools stagger their lunch breaks and thus the figures for the lunch time break are likellyaioldndn some cases 1995 figures
vary from those published previously. This is because errors were found dmigfireal data which have now been corrected.

+ because of the low numbers of independent schools, unweighted data vary when compared to weighted data (e.g. by gddocapbigeand thus it is unclear
how representative these figures are of indepentlschools generally.
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Table22. Mean number of staff/pupil supervisors and ratio t8econdaryschool roll(AM and lunch break only)

1995 2006 2017 2017
State funded State funded Independent
Overall Overall
Mean Ratio Mean Ratio Mean Ratio Mean Ratio Mean Ratio
Morning lreak
Teaching staff 8.7 104 7.0 111 13.8 78 4.1 103 12.0 82.1
Suppot staff 0.5 337 1.2 354 2.6 242 0.9 184 2.3 233.5
Pupils on duty 5.0 93 3.9 113 4.2 97 2.5 85 3.9 93.9
Total ratio 97 92 54 69 56.7
Lurch break
Teaching staff 4.8 231 5.9 234 10.5 135 6.0 68 9.7 124.0
Suppot staff 4.8 186 5.4 216 5.1 209 1.3 177 4.4 204.5
Pupils on duty 4.1 98 4.5 132 5.2 118 3.7 95 4.9 112.4
Total ratio 91 99 57 42 54.6

Note: Ratio of staff on the playground to FTE of pupils in school was calculated by dividing the number of teachers @sdrsupebreaktime supervision duty

by the total pupils on roll (FTE). We used the number of pupils as reported by schibeld 895, 2006 and 2015urveys rather than PLASC/Edubase data which
we found had a number of @@ngruencesData presented hereaare arelatively general statistic in thahey do not take account of situations in which not all pupils
were on the playgrond at once(e.g. staggered breaks or more than one playgrguriide figures may not reflect the actual ratios on the playground at any given
moment. However, only a few schoatagger theidunch breaks and thus the figures for the lunch time break iedyl to be reliable. In some cases 1995 figures
vary from those published previously. This is because errors were found dmi¢firealdata which have now been corrected.

+ because of the low numbers of independent schools, unweighted data vary wheramahto weighted data (e.g. by geographical location) and thus it is unclear
how representative these figures are of independent schools generally.
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Table23. Nature of supervision and adult involvemeirt activities during breaktimes

Primary Secondary
% N % N

53% 267 91% 79

1. Supervise at a distance and pupils engage in-s
chosenactivities
2. Informal activities arrangedand pupils choose to

. 28% 140 7% 6
participate or not
3. F.or.mally organised activitiesind pupils choose to 15% 76 204 2
participate or not
4. Supervisors required to organise activities + pup 204 8 i -

must choose activityto participate in

5. Other 4% 18 - -
Note. At Secondary levehly, options 1,2 anc were given and opeanded answers were
reclassifiedo fit the above categories

3.1.4.2 Training and support for supervisory staff

We asked about the nature of training and support that breaktime staff receive in relation to
breaktime supervisionAs manyschools ticked more than a single optionpailtiple response
analysisvas conducted. This showed thfar primary schoolsregular meetings held with the head

or with senior staff was the most frequent arrangement, followed by discussion as and when or
discussions ofhe job description(see Table24). Only 3% ofprimary schools indicated that no
training was offeredin 40% of cases training/ suppdrad been received by an outside agency and
15% reported training by the LA (50%poimary schools reported receiving training from the LA or
an outside agency or both).

Secondary schools were much less likkin primary schools tprovide formaltraining for
supervisory stafand only 6% of schools reported training provided by the LA or a private company.
The main approach to training of supervisors in secondary schools was largely informal through
discussions as and when or through a discussioneofah description.

The equivalent figures for the earlier survey in 2006 are also showalle24. The figures
for primary schoolsireveryconsistentover timewith the main approach to training and support of
supervisors involving regular meetingsowever, there waan increasesince 2006n the number
of secondary schools reporting that they did not train supervisors atethne of traning provided
by LAsa slight increasen training byprivate agenciesand a reduction in discussion about job
description The main change in secondary schools appears to be a reduction in regular meetings
with breaktime supervisors.

3.1.4.3 Meetings with supervisor s to discuss issues at breaktimes

In order to get a clear idea about the support and engagement of senior staff with breaktime
supervisors we asked if breaktime supervisory staff met with senior staff to discuss breaktime
management and if so whethdt was through discussion as and when required, through termly or
occasional meetings with head/teaching staff, or through half termly (or more frequent) meetings
with head or teaching staff.
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Table24. Training and support (i relation to supervision) received by supervisory staff.
Primary Secondary
2006 2017 2006 2017

% N % N % N % N
No training for supervisory staff 2% 32 3% 16 9% 20 18% 15
Regular meetings 64% 850 60% 302 | 32% 73 2% 19
Discussion as and when 60% 800 54% 275 | 58% 134 58% 50
Training by LEA 45% 592 15% 78 | 16% 36 1% 1
Training by private agency 36% 481 40% 202 | 8% 18 5% 4
Discussion of job description 63% 840 42% 210 | 45% 103 43% 37
Other 9% 112 6% 28 | 13% 30 6% 5

Note. Percentagesand totals are base@n the number of respondents and not the number of
responses.

In terms of supervision, 94% pifimaryschoolsand 75% of secondary schoaoislicated that
supervisory staff would meet with senior staff to discuss superviseaTable25). Thesaneetings
were most ikkely on aninformalWl & YR gKSyQ ol aAasz LI NI khabdz | NI
termly or termly meetingswere also likely to take place at primary levéke nature of meetings
with breaktimesupervisorglid not vary significantly across school tylpet as can be seen ifable
25, and consistent with the approach to trainingt secondary level informal meetings were far
more likely. The likelihood of informal support arrangements has increased since 2006 with nearly
50% of primary schools aridree quarersof secondary schools reportirtigat thiswas the principle
approach to supporting supervisory staff.

Table25: Frequency and degree of formality of meetings between supervisory staff and senior staff.

Primary Secondary
2006 2017 2006 2017
% N % N % N % N
Discussion as and when 37% 466 47% 229 | 64% 125 73% 46
Termly meetings 28% 354 16% 75 | 15% 29 13% 8
Half termly meetings 31% 387 26% 128 | 12% 23 11% 7
Other 560 58 11% 53 | 9% 17 3% 2
Total 1265 485 194 63

Note. Percentagesand totals are based on the number of respondents and not the number of
responses.

3.1.4.4 Summary

Overall key findings in relation to the supervision of breaktimes showed that support staff were
most likely to be involved in playground supervisfonall breaks at primary level. Teachers were
also involved in supervision, though less likely during lunch time breaks. At secondary level and
amongst primary independent schools, teachers were the most likely adults to be supervising
breaks.
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Since 200@&nd 1995 the numbers of support staff as supervisors in primary schools have
further increased and they now outnumber teachers as supervisors for morning breaks and lunch
breaks. But in secondary schools the number of teacher supervisors has increasedlyark

There has been a distinct increase since 1995 and 2006 in the average numbers of
supervisors on primary and secondary playgrounds such that there are now fewer pupils to staff
than in previous surveys. School breaktimes are thus now more supethisadhey have ever
been in the past.

Supervision of secondary school breaktimes largely involves supervision at a distance.
However, at primary level many supervisors informally or formally arrange activities for children to
participate in if they wishFully structured breaktimes are not substantially in evidence in English
primary schools.

The main approach to the training and support of supervisors in primary and secondary
schools was through discussions as and when required, discussions of joptadescand through
regular meetings. However regular meetings were less likely in secondary schools than primary
schools and there was a trend since previous surveys for meetings with breaktime supervisors to be
even more informally arranged. The levélformal training of breaktime supervisors has declined,
particularly in secondary schools.

315 0OPEI O6 duON Brdaktimes and reasons for missing breaktimes

3.1.5.1 Do pupils have to leave the school building for breaktimes ?

We were interested in theschoo& gblicies on whether pupils were expected to leave the school
buildings We asked schools tchoosewhich of the following applied in their schools (excluding
arrangements during inclement weather): 1. pupils were normally expected to stay out of the school
buildings, 2. pupils were allowed access to specific indoor areas (not just toilets), or 3.vpei!
allowed access to most areas indoors including classrooms. Results are shiafeR6.

During good weather most primary schools had a pdhey children should stay out of the
school and not be allowed access to indoor ar@sagTable26). This was especially the case for the
morning bre&. In about a quarter of schoglshildren were allowed access to specific indoor spaces
duringthe morningbreak €.g., library, cloak rooms ejcAccess to indoor spaces were more likely
during the longer lunch breaks with 39%pofmary schools reportig that children could come in
during these timesThese arrangements did not vary substantially by school type despite a slight
trend for academies to be less likely to allow pupils in to the school.

Table26. Percentage oschools with different ules governing access to the school at break time

Must stay out Access to specific Access to most areas
indoor areas of school
Break 1995 2006 2017 1995 2006 2017 1995 2006 2017
AM 82% 73% 73% 14% 25% 25% 4% 3% 2%
Primary  Lunch 72% 59% 59% 24% 39% 39% 4% 3% 2%
PM 83% 77% - 11% 20% - 4% 3% -
AM 18% 1% 14% 46% 59% 71% 35% 22% 15%
Secondary Lunch 14% 13% 14% 50% 66% 70% 35% 21% 16%
PM 19% 29% - 36% 43% - 45%  29% -

Note. Total N for the different surveys for primaagd secondary schools aa@proximately 1995N= 1267
(primary) 288(secondary)2006N = 1318primary) 229(secondary)2017N= 487(primary) 85 (secondary.)
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At secondary level a different pattern is evident with trest majority of secondary schools
(86%) not requiring students to stay out on the playground and allowing students access to either
specific indoor areas (71%) or most areas of the school (15%) during break and lunch times.

Since 2006 the pattern in priany schools has remained the same with identical proportions
being required to stay out or allowed in. In the first survey in 1995, there was a slight tendency for
even more children at primary level to be expected to stay out on the playground. At segonda
level the patterns in the data are relatively similar although there has been a trend over time to
increasingly allow students access to specific indoor areas of the school.

3.1.5.2 Access to areas of the school and playground during wet breaktimes
We also alsed a similar questioabout arrangementgor those times when the weathds poor -
a2 OFftftSR WwgSiQ oNBF{OAYSad 'a gl a GKS OFasS i
school during poor weather (excluding times when pupils were edkiag lunch): 1. Pupils must
stay in classrooms; 2. pupils must stay in the hall or other large room (e.g., gym, dinner hall); or 3.
pupils are allowed to go to a number of rooms in the school (e.g., hall, library, classrooms, computer
labs etc). But welao wanted to understand whether schools continued to allow studéatgo
2dz0 AARS YR 2y L3} I @Ay 3théfefofe intPhducer uedifurifiet catdgofes: Q o6 N
nd WtdzLJAf & FINB Fff26SR 2dzi 0dzi vy 2aiit afdyon giadsy 3 NI 3
I NBI aQo

During wet weatheras can be seen ifiable27, for the most parfprimary schoopupilswere
required to stay in their classrooms or in a hall over the break time or lunch time periods (77% and
69% for AM and lunchtime breaks respectiyely just over 1413% of schoolspupils were still
allowed outside during morning and luntime breaksand nearly one in five were allowed in most
areas of the school during wet lunch breaRsatterns of freedom of movement around the school
are relatiely similar in 2017 compared 2006(seeTable27).

Unlike primary schools, secondary schools were much less likely to report that students were
restricted to classwoms or halls during wet break#terestingly over a quarter ofsecondary
schools reported thastudents wereallowed access to most areas of the school enaver 50% of
cases students wertill allowed outside the schodluildings(though often therewere constraints
about not walking on grass/playing fields) during wet weather.

Table27. Percentage of schools with differentiies governing access to the school at break tiared
freedom of movement outside during wet breaks

Must stay in  Must stay Access to Pupils are Pupils are
I in hall most areas of  allowed out allowed out
classes In ha school butnoton  and on grassy
grassy areas I NB I a
Break 2006 2017 2006 2017 2006 2017 2006 2017 2006 2017
AM 78% 69% 10% 8% 11% 11% - 9% - 2%
Primary Lunch 65% 63% 12% 6% 21% 18% - 10% - 3%
PM 82% - 7% - 10% - - - - -
Secondar AM - 5% - 12% - 27% - 42% - 14%
y Lunch 2% - 13% - 26% - 43% - 16%

Note. Dat were not collected on this issue 995 and not irsecondary schools in 2006 nfor afternoon breaks in
primary or secondanschools in 2017In 2006 N= 1314 (primary); 2017 N= 489 (primary), 85 (secondary).
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3.1.5.3 Are students allowed off school premises?

The secondary school survey, as in our previous surveys, asked questions aboutr\whetbets
are allowed offthe schoolsite during lunch breaks (e.g. to go to shops, home .6s.can be seen
in Table28, there have beenerymarked changes since the previdus surveys We now find that
most schools (86%®ay that students are now not allowed off sfthis was just38% in 200&nd
only 27%in 1995 andthere has been @arallelsignificant decline in allowing students off sde
allowing students off site ith parental permission

Table28. Whetherstudents areallowed off school premises at lunchtime (%¥$econdry schoolonly
1995 2006 2017

All pupils allowed off premises (Year 7+) 4% 3% 1%
Year 8/9/10+ 11% 10% 3%
Year 1lonly 12% 10% 3%
2 A0K LI NBYyGaQ LISNYAaZaAzy 42% 36% 6%
Not allowed off premises 27% 38% 86%
Other 6% 5% 296

N= 287 230 158

A~ . A . A2  ~ 5 «~ < A =7 =~

Note:*Fori KS W2 (i KSNID OF (iS3I2NE (KS&aS 6SNB 2yfte aStSOGSR LISN&

3.1.5.4 Children missing a full break/ lunch time and reasons for this

A further question new to the 2017 breaktime survey asked about times when children were
prevented from having a break time. The question was very specific about those times when
children miss a FULL breaktime or lunchtime rather than the fil€l Binutes as this might depend

on individual teacher practices and lateness. Findings indicatel@ae29) that in 64% of primary
schools, pupils might bgrevented from having a break, and this was slightly less likely to happen
in independent schools (44%) comparedstate fundedschools (p<.05). Many primary schools said
that withholding breaks was part of their formal behaviour policy.

Table29. Times when pupils might miss a full break or lunch time

Do students miss a full break or lunch time Primary Secondary
No 36% 43%
Yes 64% 57%
If they misbehave in class (e.g. detentiol 49% 51%
If they misbehave duringpreak or ltLiJr?]Ceh 45% 41%
To catch up with class/home worl 23% 29%
To attend sports competitions 18% 35%
To attend paid classes (music lessor 10% 12%
To attend adultled activities (e.glunch 12% 20%
clubg
Other 1% 7%
N= 923 85

Note: Percentages and totals are based on respondents.
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In the vast majority of cases where primary schools said children might miss a full break, this
was most likely to be due to the child misbehaving either in class or during breaktime. In fact, nearly
half of all primary schools indicated this. In over a fifth of primary schools (23%) children could miss
a full break or lunchtime in order to catch up with their clagsrk/ homework.

More than half of secondary schools (57%) indicated that there were times wtuglents
may be prevented from taking a full break or lunch time (§able29). It is notable that this figure
is lower than that for primary schools. Again, thajority of secondary schools reported that
students might miss a full break or lunchtime because of poor behaviour in class (51%) or at break
time (41%). Nearly 30% also indicated that students would be prevented from taking a break to
finish off homework.Secondary schools were more likely than primary schools to indicate that
students would miss a break to attend sports competitions or adult led clubs.

3.1.5.5 Summary

To summarise this section on freedoms and rules at breaktimgsimary schoolschildren were
largely required to stay out of buildings, though there was some access to specific indoor areas like
a library and this had changed little since 2006. For secondary s¢chaplts were allowed access

to specific indoor areas during brea#sd this had increased since 2006 and 1995, while access to
most areas of the school had declined.

During wet breaks most primary schools had a policy of children staying in their classes with
very few schools allowing children outside. At secondargllewangements for wet break were
different with students having access to most areas of the school and a large minority of schools still
allowing students out during wet weather, though not onto grassy areas.

Though there had been some relaxation addom of movement within secondary school
during breaks, there was a marked reduction in the proportion of schools that allow students off
the premises during lunch breaks. This freedom has now been almost entirely abolished even when
parents have consentkto this. In 1995 approx. 67% of secondary schools allowed students off site
during lunch breaks, often only with parental permission, the figure now is 12%.

A key finding was that 60% of primary and secondary schools reported that children might
miss afull break or lunch time and the main reasons for this were to do with the management of
misbehaviour or to help pupils catch up with homework and classwork. Many schools indicated that
this was part of their formal school behaviour policy.

3.1.6 Organised, teacher led activities during breaktimes and after school
A number of questions on the survey aimed to find out more about adult led activities that take
place during breaktimes and after school and to find out who provides the-affevol activities.

When asked about aduled, organised activities that take place during lunchtimes,
approximately 85% of primary schools indicated that these took pl#iuere were no significant
differences across school tygeeeTable30). Most frequently offered types of clulduring lunch
times were team spors (60%), musical clubs (49%) and slaffering generic activities (41%).
Curriculum support activities we also often on offer with 32% of schools indicating that these took
place at lunchtimes.

At secondary level89% of schools indicated that they organised activities for students to
participate in during lunchtimes. The figure did not vary by school.tjpgever, when it comes to
the types of activities/clubs on offer there were some interesting findings. Most frequently
mentioned wasmusic (82%) followed bteam sports clubs (72%) and thearriculum support
activities such as homework club or exam megion (64%) and computingdding (62%). There
were also differences between different typef schools witmidependent schools offeng a variety
of clubs and LA &intained schools offering fewer clubs. Independent schools were more likely to
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offer music (9%, curriculum support (81%), language clubs (62#)(69%),science (63%) and
competitive board games like chess (66%), thtate fundedschools An interesting difference was
that curriculum support was more likely to be offered in indepentischools (81%) and least likely
in LAmaintained schools (56%)

As is evidenin Table30, there has been a slight incredsg 23%on the provisiorof school
clubs during lunchtimes since 2Q0Bhe provision of some clubs has remained largely stable, these
are:music,language classes, science clahd other clubs. Interestingly there has been a decline in
some clubs, such as: computing/iifama/danceand competitive board games, and there has been
an increase irart and designNotably, curriculum supporhas increaseanarkedly(from 11.7% to
31.6%) in provision at primary level but has decreased at secondary level (from 74.5% te 64.2%
though seeafter school clubs beloy

Unfortunately, from these data it is difficult to get a sense of the numberlabs going on
at any one time. It might be the case that certain activities are offered all year round whilst others
are offered only at certain tigsin the yearand maybeonlyto certainpupils.

Table30. Breaktime activities organised by the schday school phase and over time

Primary Secondary
2006 2017 2006 2017
School organises activities for pupils at breaktime  82% 85% 87% 89%
Total N 1328 879 230 163
Generic school club - 41% - 56%
Music (choir, orchestra, band) 49% 49% 83% 82%
Team sports 39% 60% 81% 2%
Individual sports - 16% - 39%
Language classes 14% 10% 30% 27%
Computing/IT 30% 24% 82% 63%
Drama/dance 18% 14% 57% 52%
Gardening/nature 22% - 13% -
Art/design/crafts/cookery 19% 25% 48% 51%
Science clubs 4% 6% 38% 44%
Curriculum support (eg Homework) 12% 32% 75% 64%
Competitive games (eg chess, cards) 27% 22% 53% 44%
New playground games/ activities 54% - 0% -
Other 24% 26% 27% 25%

Note: Percentages are based on the number of respondents

We followed this with a question about whether aagultorganized activities were available
for pupils before or after school (e.g., after school clubs). Nearly all primary and secondary schools
reported that theydid (seeTable31). Independent schools were slightly less likely to offer activities
outside of school (82%)though this estimate was based on small numbers

Outside of school hours, 78% of primary schools and 64% of secondary schools indicated
that they offered a breakfast club. This has been a growing area (the 2006 survey did not even ask
about breakfast clubs at secondary schools) and there has been a marked increase in the provision
of breakfasts.
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Table31. After schoolactivities organised by the school

Primary Secondary
2006 2017 2006 2017
School organises activities for pupils after school 97% 98% 100% 94%

Total N 1330 495 230 85

Breakfast club 42% 78% - 64%
Generic after school club - 51% - 45%
Music (choir, orchestra) 52% 52% 87% 81%
Team sports 86% 84% 94% 90%
Individual sports - 37% - 56%
Language classes 27% 18% 38% 33%
Computing/ITcoding 37% 34% 75% 51%
Drama/dance 54% 58% 80% 65%
Gardening/nature 27% - 13% -

Art/design/crafts/cookery 53% 60% 59% 69%
Science clubs 13% 27% 46% 59%
Curriculum Support (eg homework) 26% 53% 82% 87%
Competitive board games (eg chess club) 23% 24% 38% 32%
Childcare 35%*  27% - -

Martial arts (e.g., Karate, Judo, etc.) - - 15% 9%
Other 27% 11% 27% 22%

Note: Percentages are based on respondents. * previously this was asked as part of another question.

At primary level andni terms ofmore activity focusedlubs after school, team sports were
most likely on offer (84%) followed by clubs &t (60%) anddlrama (58%) followed by curriculum
support opportunities (53%) and then music (52%) and generic school club Biéaesponse
WSYSNRAO a0K22f OftdzoQ 61 a AYGNRBRdIdzOSR F FGSNJ GKS
supported bypilot work for the current surveyhat smaller schools tended to run an aeftschool
club which undertook a wide range of activities which varied week by ¥#e&ke pevalenceof
theseclubs ishigher than expected, particularly amongst secondary schoth®ughit is unclear
why. Language clubs/classes were least likely to be on offer.

Secondary schools also provided a broad range of adult led after school activities with the
most frequently offered being team sports (90%), curriculum/homework support (87%), music
(819, art and design69%)followed by drama/dancetb%) andcience (59%).

In relation to the 2006 survey datthere are some remarkable similarities whilst also some
changes. Proportions of schools offering music, team sports and competitive board geanes a
largely similar. Language classes and computing and IT/coding have reduced in popularity, while
curriculum support has increased (particularly at primary level where it has more than doubled),
and drama/dance and art/ design/ crafts/ cookery have atmpaased. Science clubs have declined
at primary but increased at secondary

141t is important to acknowledge that it is impossible to clearly diffeferitiS WI F i SNJ a OK22f OKAf RO}
OfdzoaQ aAyOS 020K 2FFSNI WIOUAGAGASAQ F2NJ OKAf RNBy G2 S
less adult directed, some smaller schools also run a generic after school clubffeiterdiactivities offered each

5SS1T® {AYAfTINI @& Ylye WwOtdzoaQ |taz2 Ay@2t @S F2NNIE AyadN
differentiate clubs from classes.
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3.1.6.1 Who runs after school clubs
A related question asked of both primary and secondary school$tesprovides and runs these
before/after school clubs.®esults showseeTable32) that the majority of these were organised
and run by the scho@nd about a fifth of schools indicated that staff organised these independently
of the schod. Nearly two thirds of primary schoolsut only 12% of secondary schogdlsdicated
that the after-schoolclubs were run byn outside agency (63%)here were éw differences across
school type.

Thesame question was asked in 20@x@dthere have been soe slight changes with slightly
fewer schoolsow reporting that they provideafter-schoolclubsand a slight increase at primary
school level in the use of outside agencies. Parental provision of clubs has dropped.

Table32. Who runs theafter-schoolclubs (% of responses)

Primary Secondary
2006 2017 2006 2017
School 93% 87% 99% 93%
School staff (indepof school) - 22% - 20%
Parents 18% 8% 3% 1%
LA 4% 1% 1% 0%
Outside agency 49% 63% 14% 12%
Other 11% 4% 8% 1%
N= 1286 488 228 82

Note: Percentages and totals are based on respondents.

3.1.6.2 Use of mobile devices in school and during breaktimes

A new questionasked in the 2017 survey, was about the extent to which mobile phones were
allowed into school and when usage by children and students was permitted by the sthizol.
reflects the increased availability of mobile phones to younger people but also thetasial
OKIFy3aSa Ay OKAf RNBYyQa &2 OAnofe fofcan@nBricatibng and sotial § K
media. Qir pilot work highlighted the increased importance of online interaction between pupils on
the playground and how phones could be a cafmetension with school staff as students in
secondary schools at least used them to interact but also in the sharing of imagery and for joint
entertainment and discussion. Given increased concerns about the use of social networking sites
and cyberbullyingamongst younger children as well as adolescentsdeeided toask the same
guestions of primary and secondary schools.

As can be seen ifhable33, the majority of pimary schools (6%) indicated that mobile
phones and other devices were not allowed in schmatl 31% of primary schools indicated that
devices were allowed to be brought to schoalmost all of these (27% of primary schooéported
that the device washeld somewhere (usually in the school office) for safe keeping and returned to
pupils at the end of the school day. Onlypdmary school indicated that devices may be made
available during break and lunch times.

Of the 86 secondary schools that respondedhis question, just over a quarter indicated
that mobile phones were not allowed in school. This policy appeared to be slightly more likely in
Academies/free schools than LA maintained schools, though this was not statistically significant.

Nearly three quarters of secondary schools allowed students to bring mobile devices to
school. Overalthough, devices were not allowed to be used in school but nearly half indicated that
they might be allowed to be used at specific times and just over 40% etaldary schools allowed

57



mobiles to be used during break and lunchtimes. However, it was slightly more complex in that
many schools did not allow the use of devices during mealtimes. It is likely that this complex system
of rules leads to difficulties inghicing the use of mobile phones in secondary schobtlthe 17%
0KFG &St SomhehR7)indizafed taididents were not allowed to use them in school at

all (i.e. they can bring them but the must remain switchedbofd out of sightorthey caild be used

outside of school buildings (n=4), outside of school hours (n=4).

Table33.Whether or not and when mobile devices are brought to and used in school

Primary Secondary

Students arenot allowed mobile devices in 69% 26%
school

Students are allowed mobile devices in 31% 24%
school

Use devices at any time 0% 2%

Use at morning break 0% 42%

Use at lunch break 0% 42%

Use at meal times 0% 16%

Use at PM break 0% 3%

Use in class at specific time 1% 48%

Useduring school clubs 1% 9%

Other 27% 17%

N= 529 86

Note: Percentages and totals are based on respondents.

3.1.6.3 Summary

To summarise this section, many schools offered activities for children to participate in during
breaktimes and this had increased slightly since 2006. The most frequently offered adult led
activities were music, team sports and curriculum support aawitand independent schools
seemed to offer a broader range of activities thetate fundedschools.

There had been a marked increase in the offering of breakfast clubs before the start of the
school day in primary schools. This was nearly double theefigu2006. Nearly three quarters of
secondary schools also offered breakfast clubs. Furthermore, although nearly all primary and
secondary schools offered addéid clubs and activities after school, slightly fewer secondary
schools were offering these cgrared to 2006. The main activities offered at primary and secondary
levels after school were team sports, music clubs, art clubs, drama clubs and the provision of
curriculum support activities. While most clubs had declined or stayed the same in terms of
popularity, the offering of curriculum support activity was the main club to have increased at both
primary and secondary levels and had also increased as an activity during lunch breaks in primary
schools, though not in secondary schools.

Nearly three quaers of secondary schools and 31% of primary schools indicated that
children could bring mobile phones to school. At primary level their use was highly controlled but
at secondary level nearly half of schools allowed pupils to use them during breaks.
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3.1.7 Views on breaktimes and pupil behaviour

The final section of the school survey sought the views of schoolastdffe value of breaktimes

the challenges faced by breaktimes and whether pupil behaviour at break time and outside of school
had changed inacent yearsin the following sections/e will cover each in turn.

3.1.7.1 The value of breaktimes

When asked about the main value of breaktim&hools were allowed to identify up to 3 responses,
the three most common responses froptimary schoolgsee Table34) were the opportunity it
provided for the release of energy and physical exercise (§6#gocialising with peers (84%nd
the opportunity it prosided to get fresh air (54%). Theext most frequent categoriesvere
opportunities to eat and drink (25%nd extra-curricular activities (10%). While there were few
differences in the values expressed by different types of schools, independent schd@o)snie8e
than state fundedschools (43%)emphasisedhe opportunity that breaks offered for free and
undirected recreation (p=.066).

Table34. The value of breaktimes at primary and secondary levels and over time

Primary Secondary
1995 2006 2017| 1995 2006 2017
Pupils can eat and drink - 19% 25%| - 68% 71%
Pupils can relax aftetime in classroom 68% 30% 31%]| 83% 37% 37%
Pupils can get fresh air 46% 29% 54%| 30% 21% 43%

Pupils can engage in clubs /ext@urricularactivities 6% 3% 10%| 36% 15% 24%
Pupils can have time for free undirected recreation  32% 39% 44%| 22% 15% 22%
Pupils can release energy / get physical exercise*  57%* 85% 86%|55%* 58% 57%

Pupils can socialise with friends /peers 58% 83% 83%]| 69% 60% 57%
To give teachers a break - 9% 6% - 22% 14%
Other 1% 1% 2% | 4% 1% 0%

N= 1268 1329 879 | 289 228 162
Note: Percentages and totals are based on respondents.
*For the 1995 survey this wasseparate questions

In contrast to primary schools, the ast common value of breaktiméighlighted by
secondary schools that theyare important times for students to eat and drink (71%6)lowed by
time to socialise (57%) and time to release energy and get exercise (57%). Only 24% saw break times
as importan times forextracurricularactivities (despite the large amounts of activities that seem
to go on during this time) or for undirected free recreation (22%). Getting fresanairtime for
relaxing lay in between as factors of moderate importance at seagnével What stands out when
comparing primary and secondary schools is the more functional view of breaks at secondary level
as times for students to eat and drink, with less priority given to the social opportunities it provides
and time for energy rease.

Turning to changes over time in the value of breaktimes, we canisgkasties betweerthe
2006andthe 2017 data For primary schools the results are similar with figures for the two most
frequent responses (i.e., the release of energy and glysixercise and socialising with peers) being
almost exactly the sam&eeing the value of breaktime in terms of getting fresh air had increased
from 2006to 2017. In the case of secondary schools, the figures for 2006 and 2017 are again broadly
similarwith the three most commonly expressed values of breaktime (time to eat and drink, time
to socialise and time toelease energy and get exergshe same at the two timgoints. As at
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primary schools, there had been an increase in seeing the value of breaktime in terms of getting
fresh air.

We need to be cautious about comparisons with the data for 1995 because of the slightly
different set of answer categories used then. There weyeategories given fépupils can eat and
drinkCand \giving teachers a bregkand4eleasing energiand \getting physical exerciskere two
separate questions in 1995. Perhaps the most obvious trend is that the important@95 of
breaktimesas®time for relaxingafter time in the classroofhad declined by the later surveyghis
seems to have been replaced by a perceived neétktease energy and get physical exerCisel
highlights changing views and concerns about sedentary behaviour astty[ his is quite a subtle
yet possibly important change from viewing breaktimeé&sme to relax and recuperate mentally
to aime to release energy and get physical exerQisalso seems the value of breaktimes in terms
of the value of socialisg with peers was less obvious in 1988n it is nowg maybe reflecting an
implicit understanding of the importance of this time for young people

3.1.7.2 Challenges of breaktimes

Schools were also allowed up to three responses in terms of the main challeingesktimesThe
majority of primary schools (64%) indicated that there were concerns and challenges with regard to
break timegseeTable35). Thisdid not vary by school type. The main challefmeschools was the

poor social behaviour of a few pupilwho have difficulties socialisin64%), followed by
overcrowding in the dinner haknd outside(25%), the quality of supervision (23%) and the
dominance of team sports (23%)

Secondary schools wemvenmore likely than primary schools to indicate that there were
challengeg73%)at breaktimes However this varied by school type withnly 40% of independent
schools indicating that there werédallengesand80% ofstate fundedschools indicahgthat there
were challenges. This finding was statistically signifi¢eifl)=23.71,p<.001,/ &= .35.

Table35. Concerns and challenges with regard to break times

Primary Secondary
1995 2006 2017|1995 2006 2017
No - 15% 36%| - 8% 27%
Yes - 85% 64%| - 92% 73%

N= 1265 1316 925|289 227 198
Poor behaqur of_a small n_umper of students wha 7306 70% 64%| 63% 74% 64%
have difficulties in socialising
Poor behaviour due to lackf physical activity 12% 4% 1% | 17% 9% 8%
Overcrowding in the dinner hall or outside 20% 17% 25% | 50% 50% 53%
Problems concerning the quality of supervision 19% 22% 23% | 28% 36% 31%
Poor behaviour due to students being disruptive 29% 11% 8% | 16% 16% 16%
Problems of the school site / grounds 24% 20% 18%| 33% 30% 21%
Team sports (like football) dominate the 2706 43% 23%| 5% 6% 12%
playground space
Problems concerning the provision of activities anc
/ or equipment
Health and sqfety ofhe activities students want to i ] 504 ) ) 3%
engage in

Other 4% 5% 10%| 9% 8% 13%
Notes: Percentages and totals are based on respondents.
The second part of this table presemtata that is asubsetof the first, ie. the proportions of those respondinigles
there were challenge3

20% 18% 18%| 7% 15% 10%
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Responses to the follown question were similar to this for primary schools. The main
challenges for secondary schools are again the problematic behaviour of a few individuals (64%),
followed by overcrowding of the dining halhd outside (53%) and the quality of supervision (31%).

Changes over time are also shownTiable35. There is @onsistency in the responseie
poor behaviour ofcertain studentsremains the main concern fgrrimary and secondargchools
over the past 30 year€Concerns about poor behaviour due to the lack of physical activity has
declined over time as has concerns about the problems of the scheqolsge also next section).

The dominance of team sports, especially footts#emed to pose a problem for primary schools
in the 2006 survey, though not the ei@r 1995 survey, and this concern now seems to have
declined.

3.1.7.3 Behaviour at breaktime

In view of the results relating to the challenges of breaktimes we also askedch survey point

more directly whether respondents believed thati KSNBE KI R 6SSy Fyeé OKI
behaviour at breaktime the last 5 yearsAs can be seen ifable36, the majority of primary

school staff respondentm 2017 (49%indicated thatthey believedthis had improved, with only

9% indicating thathey feltit had declined. This did not vary substantially across school type.

At secondary levethe babnce of answers shifted somdat with 46%saying thatthey
believedbehaviour had not changed amyer a third syingthey feltit had improved.Thee were
differences across schools in relation to this questibeecondary levelyith LA maintained schools
more likely to indicate that they felt behaviour had improved and independent schools more likely
to indicate thatthey believedt had not change (¢(6)=26.03, p<.001; /= 26). There was &end
for academies/free schools tperceivethat behaviour had declinedNevertheless,tie main trend
since 199%nd 2006s that both primary and secondary schataff areless inclined tdelieve that
behaviour has declined in the past five yeafis is consistent with responses to the earlier
guestion about the challenges of breaktimgkere respondents were slightly less likely to indicate,
compared to the previous surveys, thaipil behaviouris amain challenge at breaktimat least in
primary schoolsNevertheless it remained the area of biggest concern.

Table36.{ OK22f Qa SELISNASYyOS 2F Fyeée OKIFIy3aSa (2nthekKS o SK
past 5 yearsi(e. sincel990,2001, 2012).

Primary Secondary
1995 2006 2017 1995 2006 2017
Improved 42% 43% 49% 28% 26% 34%
Not changed 37% 41% 35% 47% 40% 46%
Declined 21% 17% 9% 25% 34% 15%
Unsure - - 7% - - 6%
N= 1240 1298 871 284 224 162

3.1.7.4 Behaviour out of school?

We then asked ischool stafffelt that behaviour out of school (when not supervised by an adult
e.g., walking home from school or at weekends) had changed over the past fivéserable37).
Responses were broadly similar for primary and secondary schools. The majoespandentsat
both primary and secondangvelsbelievedthat behaviour out of school had not changed, faut

61



substantialminority at primary level29%)and secondary level (22%dicated thatthey perceived
behaviourto havedeclined.In relation to previous surveys in 1995 and 2(d06ére is a greater sense

at both primary and secondary levels thstiaff peceive behaviour outside of schodb have
remained much the same in the last 5 yeaxgth fewer participantscompared toprevious years
indicating that it has declined’his is a positive development and again consistent with the earlier
views aboutbehaviour at breaktime in schools.

Table37. whether schools felt that behaviour out of school (when not supervised by an adgltvealking
home from school or at weekends) had changed over the past five years

Primary Secondary
1995 2006 2017 1995 2006 2017
Improved 6% 6% 13% 9% 8% 12%
Not changed 37% 46% 58% 40% 47% 66%
Declined 57% 48% 29% 51% 45% 22%
N= 1208 1246 474 286 226 85

Where school staferceiveda decline in behaviour outside of schpwk asked about their
views on possible reasoifigr this decline(seeTable38). It is important to note that responses to
this question were much logr than in previous surveys where more participants felt that behaviour
haddeclineda Ay NBXIFaz2ya 3IABSY o6& LINAYINE YR aS02yF
NB&LISOGTFdzZ Q ' yR WLIzLIA f &nd acbcBnvagefoSthisiquest@nGie lalkof @ O
broadly similar to those in 200& here are also overlaps with the 1998rveywhere Bupils being
less respectfidvas the main reason given faperceiveddecline in behaviour. However, data vary
somewhat from views in 199%ince 1995 printg and secondary school staff are less likeliidl
the view thatWa (0 dzZRSy G & | LILIS| NJ § 2, arhoBgst \SexdnBary IscRadINsE@ ia A & S
particular, that behaviour has declinefbr a particularsubset of pupilsHowever secondary school
staff are more likely toperceivethat pupils seem to be less socially compet#rdn in 1995

Table3sd 3 OKz22f &l FF OArASsa 2y | WRSOftAYSQ Ay 06SKI OA:z
Primary Secondary
1995 2006 2017|1995 2006 2017
Pupils appeato be more aggressive 65% 51% 33%| 60% 62% 48%

Pupils watch and copy TV/media characters mo 57% 37% 38% | 13% 17% 24%
frequently
Pupils seem to be less socially competent 54% 63% 59%| 38% 54% 62%
Pupils seem to be less respecitful 66% 76% 71%| 78% 81% 81%
There are particular pupils whose behaviour hi 42% 35% 36% | 64% 61% 38%
declined
Other 7% 6% 10%| 5% 7% 0%

N= 692 596 147 | 147 101 21

3.1.7.5 Summary

In sum, pimary schools value breaks for the opportunity they provide pupils for: energy release and
physical exercise, socialising with peers and getting fresh air. In contrast secondary schools value
breaks in more functional terms as important times for eating drinking, times to release energy
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and get physical exercise, andadesser extent tgocialise. Breaktimes as an important time to get
fresh air has increased in importance since 2006 at both primary and secondary levels.

Nearly 20% fewer primamgnd secondary schools than in 2006 felt there were challenges at
break times but secondary schools were more likely to perceive challenges than primary schools. All
schools highlighted the poor social behaviour of a minority of pupils as a problem anere®nc
about the quality of supervision and overcrowding of the dinner hall/ outside, particularly at
secondary level.

{OK22fa 6SNB Ffa2 Y2NB LRaAGAGS | 62dzi LIdzLIA |
higher levels than in 2006 and 1995 indicatihgt this had improved or not changed in the past 5
years. Schools were also more positive about the behaviour of pupils outside of school with the vast
majority indicating that this had not changed in the past 5 years and very few indicating a decline.
Futher, of those that had identified a decline in behaviour outside of school, fesebools thann
2006 and 1995ndicated that this was due to pupils appearing more aggresSightly more
schools than in previous surveyslicated that this declinewas due to poor social competence of
some pupils.

3.2 The Pupil Breaktime Survey

We move now to consider the findings from the pupil survey of views and experiences of breaktimes
and social life in and out of school. Each section will review results éd2ah7 survey overall, by

age and by gender and then over time comparing findings with those from the 2006 Harvey
comparable survey was not underekin 1995)

321 0OPEI 086 OEAxO 11 OAEIT1T AT A AOAAEOEI A

The survey asked a number of questions which overlapped with the school breaktime

j dzZSaGA2YyYIFANB (2 LINPOARS LlzZLJAf aQ LISNALISOGAGSaA
as their views about the values and challenges of school breaks.

3.2.1.1 Liking of breaktimes and school

Pupils were asked to indicate how much they liked breaktime by ticking which one of five points on
scale best reflected their feelingdt secondary level6 S 2 LJGA 2y a 6SNBY WL{iQa
adzNB Q> WL R2VYIQ whildpntuy dtalénts were/given a scale where pictures of
faces represenng the five levels of the scale. This technique was used in earlier research (e.qg.,
Blatchford, Creeser & Mooney, 1990), where it was found that children of pristdugol age found

this type of response set easier to use. Questions were asked separately for morning break,
lunchtime break (excluding eating time) and wet break.

Findings show that children and young people really like morning and lunch break, though
they show a preference for the lunchbreak (s€able39 and Table40). Over 80% oéll pupils said
that they liked or really liked morning breaks and 87% #aiglof lunch breaks. Only 5% of pupils
said they disliked morning break and the lunch breBkere were a small group of pupils who said
that they were unsure how the felt about morning breaktime (14%) and lunchtin®®q. The
overwhelmingly positive ew of breaktimes d a really important finding and highlights the
AYLRNIFYO LRaAGAZ2Y 2F oONBF{OGAYS Ay (KS aoKz22f
lunchtimes are one of the most valued aspects of school by pupils (as we will seatitiedes
towards school and mealtimes are also positive but not as markedly).

Table39 and Table40 also compare pupil views about breaks between 2006 and 2017 and
there is a clear consistency over this peridte view of morning and lunchtime breaks is again very
positive, and only a few indicated that they dield either the morning or lunch time breaks.
Similarly, the numbers who were unsure were consistent over time. Pupils in 2017 are slightly more
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positive than in 2006 about the morning break time period, with slightly higher proportions
indicating that thg thought it was great and a slightly lower proportion indicating that they liked it.

Table39. Liking of morning breaktime

How much do you like thenorning breaktime?

Great Like Not sure Don't like Hate it N
Year 5 44% 37% 15% 2% 1% 683
2017 Year 8 27% 53% 14% 5% 1% 539
Year 10 25% 55% 13% 6% 1% 437
Total 34% 47% 14% 4% 1% 1659
Year 5 33% 48% 14% 3% 2% 535
2006 Year 8 22% 62% 13% 2% 1% 431
Year 10 22% 55% 14% 9% 1% 375
Total 26% 54% 14% 4% 2% 1341

Table40. Liking of lunchtime break (excluding eating time)

How much do you like théunchtime break?excluding eating time)

Great Like Not sure Don't like Hate it N
Year 5 73% 17% 7% 2% 1% 685
2017 Year 8 48% 37% 9% 5% 1% 539
Year 10 42% 42% 11% 6% 1% 438
Total 57% 30% 9% 4% 1% 1662
Year 5 69% 21% 6% 2% 2% 534
2006 Year 8 47% 41% 8% 3% 1% 429
Year 10 44% 38% 13% 4% 2% 373
Total 55% 32% 9% 3% 2% 1336

t 2AA0A0S OASsa 2F aOKz22f ¢ SHBTableB Zhis@FBRRS Y i
guestion that we asked for the first time in 201@nly about 15% of students seemed to dislike
school with 63% indicating that they liked it. There were also variations with age with older pupils
showing greater ambivalence or dislike for school than younger pupils. were more positive
about school gnerally.

Views about lessons in school were also interestggg Table42). Responses were marked
on a scale of -6 with 1 showing liking of alldsons, 2 = liking most lessons, 3 = liking some lessons,
4 =liking only 1 or 2 lessons, andifdicating not liking of any lessons. Just over half of pupils (52%)
indicated that they liked most lessons or all lessons and only 15% indicated that tlydiked| 12
lessons or no lessons at all. There were age differences with primary school pupils demonstrating
greater liking for a wider range of lessons than Secondary studénése was a slight trend for girls
to like lessons more than boys.

Responsew these different scaled variables were correlated in order to see whether school
and lesson liking were related to liking of breaktimes. Positive associations were identified between
liking of school and morning (.22**), lunch (.23**) and wet bre&7**) and the time wken they
eat their lunch (.24**) Thoughasmightbe expectedhese were not strong associations compared
to the liking of school and the liking of lessons (.63t*ppears that on the whole pupils see school
and lessons as connectéxait there appears to bdess of arelation betweenliking ofschool and
breaktimes.lt may be the case thagsschool staffdo not see breaks as centtal the business of
school(in many respects it is seen as a break from schpabils also see it as something separate
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from the academic experienclternatively, as breaktimes are only one element of the whole
school expeence and there are many othespects of school that may influence school liking
including relations with taff, liking of lessons etc., it may be thateak correlations might be
expected.Either way, the key finding here is that there is relatively little relation between liking of
breaktime and school liking.

Table41l. Liking of school

How much do you like&schooP

Great Like Not sure Don't like Hate it N
Year 5 36% 41% 14% 5% 4% 677
2017 Year 8 8% 52% 27% 9% 5% 536
Year 10 7% 38% 29% 17% 8% 436
Total 19% 44% 22% 9% 5% 1649

Table42. Liking of lessons in school

How much do you likéessons in scho@l

I only like
one or two | don't
Like all Like most |like some lessonsin like any
lessons lessons lessons school lessons N
Year 5 21% 43% 24% 10% 2% 686
2017 Year 8 2% 43% 41% 13% 1% 539
Year 10 4% 36% 39% 19% 2% 437
Total 10% 41% 34% 13% 2% 1662
Year 5 8% 41% 32% 16% 3% 533
2006 Year 8 4% 38% 41% 17% 1% 428
Year 10 1% 39% 43% 16% 1% 374
Total 5% 39% 38% 16% 2% 1335

3.2.2 The three best and worst things about breaktimes
Students were asked to say what they felt were the three best things about breaktime and the three
main problems with breaktiméseeTable43). They were given a lisised n the previous survey
and based on further pilot work which showed these still to be valid reasons. We added two new
categories and dropped one categortW NGBt | E | FGSNI ft Saa2yaQ o6S0OI dza &
andwS F RRSR WI GG0SYyR I a0OKz22f OfdzoQ |yR WOK22a$s
to be important in pilot work. In the main survey, pupils were asked to tick no more than three
responses. In line with pilot work, there were two further reasoiveg to the secondary pupils so
exact comparison across these stages and across cohorts is not easy. Results are $holed3n
Analysis of these data required use of multiple respoasalysiswhich means that analyses are
descriptive and thainferential statistical tests were not usefbr the whole set ofresponses in
relation to this question

Taking all age groups togethepils overall said the best thing about break vere the
opportunity it provided to meet up with friends (86%) was their free time (62%) anthe
opportunity it provided to eat and drink (48%yYear 5 childrerbut not Year 8 and 10 pupilalso
valuedthe time it offered for play or recreation (41%) and physical exercise (30%). Older pupils
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highlighted the opportunity it provided to eat and drink (56% and 69% for Year 8 and 10 pupils

respectively) andhis wasalso to a degreéound withthe childrenin Year5 (30%).

Table43® t dzLJAf &aQ @OASga 2y GKS GKNBS o6Sad GKAy3a
2017 2006
Year5 Year8 Yearl0 Total | Year5 Year8 Year10 Total
Nothing 2% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1%
Physical exercise 30% 7% 6% 16% | 42% 22% 16% 29%
Be with friends 84% 87% 90% 86% | 93% 80% 81% 86%
Re;fnigz”a' actvities/ 1100 1906 796 220 | 64% 9% 1%  29%
Free time 58% 63% 68% 62% | 66% 48% 49% 55%
*Fresh air - 27% 20% 14% - 41% 33% 22%
Choose what to do 26% 27% 28% 27% - - - -
Eat and drink 30% 56% 69% 48% | 14% 39% 44% 30%
Attend a school club 8% 5% 2% 6% - - - -
*Relax after lessons - - - - - 44% 57% 30%
Other 7% 7% 4% 6% 5% 3% 5% 4%
Total 41% 32% 26% 100% | 40% 32% 28% 100%
N 685 539 438 1662 | 535 427 375 1337

Note: *these responses were available on the secondary student questionnaire only.

I 6 2 dz

Changes to the questionnaire may have ledslightly different patterns in the responses
between the 2006 and the 2017 surveysK A f S

unchanged (to be with friends, free time, eat and drir&kjjigher proportion opupilsin the most
recent surveyighlighed free time and eating and drinkimgimportant benefits. Howevelin 2017

GKS YIAYy WoSySTAaidaqQ 2

compared to 2006, pupils were less likely to see breaks as paramity for physical exercise.
It was also noticeable that in 2006 primary pupils were more likely to value bfeakse

opportunity they provded to spend with friendand recreational atvities and gamesyhilein 2017

time with friends appears to be valued even more amongst secondary school students. A similar
pattern is in evidence for free timi@ that more secondary pupils in 2017 seem to value break for

the free time it affords.

When it comes to problems with break timg¢seeTable44), pupils were most concerned
overall about the behaviour of some other pupils (40%), thus refigehe concerns of school staff,
and the absence of things to do (34%). These may be importgmasbehaviour may be related
to the lack of things to doHoweverthe challenges seemed tiffer for different age groups. For
Year 5 pupils the predominaresponses were: some pupils behave badly (53%), that there are no
problems at breaktime (30%) and that there are activities that are banned (28%). Year 8 pupils were

predominantly concerned about the lack of things to do (41%), time to eat their [B&%)(and

that some pupils behave badly (36%). Year 10 students were primarily concerned about the lack of
time to eat (44%), the lack of things to do (36%), and that the school grounds needed improvement

(29%). The poor behaviour of some others was stilsaue for the oldesttudents,but this declined

as an issuavith age.

66



Table44d t dzLIAf aQ GASga 2y (GKS GKNBS YAy OKFffSy3asSa

2017 2006
Year5 Year8 Yearl0 Total | Year5 Year8 Yearl0 Total

None 3%  19% 1%  23% | 33% 2%  18%  25%
E;;T; pupils behave 53%  36%  24%  40% | 57% 3% 3%  44%
Lack of space 2006 13%  11% 16% | 25%  16% 9% 18%
Ball games get in way 24% 6% 7% 14% 38% 24% 14% 27%
Not enough to do 27%  41%  36%  34% | 30%  40%  36%  35%
ot do

Enjoyable activities 2806  21%  21%  26% | 13%  28% = 30%  22%
not allowed
Not enough time to eat - 38% 44% 24% - 20% 36% 17%
No fun at break 4% 7% 7% 6% - - -
School grounds need (. 50 gy 21% | ™% 6% 13% 8%
Improvement

Other 14%  22%  23%  19% | 11%  13%  17%  14%
N 678 536 434 1648 | 530 424 374 1328

Note: *At primary level this variable is a composite of responses indicttégrevention of running,
prevention of playing on equipment, or the banning of games. If a respondent indicated any of thes
wascounted in this percentage.

Comparison othe 2006 and 2017 datahows thatthe main shortcomings identified are
largely the same with poor behaviour of some pupils and the absence of things to do the most
prevalent at both time points. HowevéRA T F SNBEy OSa I NB SOARSYyG F2NI V¥
seems to have declined as a problem since 20@8e this trend was also apparent for the school
guestionnaire) This may be due to improvements in the organisation and management of
playgroundspace or possibly due to banning of ball gantéswever,for secondary pupilfaving
enough time to eat has now become an issue of importatgethe most recent survey more
students overall said that the school grounds needed improvement and this sertimeeased
with age.

¢tKS NBalLRyaS woyezel owaidéndiedbowod% af Stadents Mgan y 2 (i
issue of concern. This appears todreissue that has increased in importataegelybecause of the
increase of this as an issue amongsnyary school pupilsvhere 28% of pupils raised this as a
problem

323 00PEI 06 O Eehgth®f linth bréaksA |

Given the trendover time for a reduction in the length dfinchbreaks, as identified earlier,
particularly at secondary level, responsestolihdzSa G A2y FFa{Ay3a F2N) aGdzRSyY
of lunchtime breaks have an obvious importargseeTable45). Overall, very few students though

the break was too long (2%). The most common response was that the lunch break was not long
enough and should be made longer (55% overBlher tellinglythis was aview that grew over

the school years so that at Year 8 and 10 over 60% of studeidt$hed the lunch break was too

short, (F(1, 1647)=23.20, p<.00¥ KA & UGUNBYR YI&06S NBFfSOla 2tRS
shorter total amount of time for breaks that they experience compared with earlier stages in school.
The numbers who thought was about the right length declined with age so that the majority of

Year 5 pupils were happy with the length (53%) but this reduced to 38% at Year 8 and 36% at Year
10. By Year 10, therefore, nearly twice as many students thought breaktime was n@roungh

as thought it was about the right lengtihereisthereforea growing dissatisfaction with the length
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of breaktime with ageThere is a starkantrastwith the view of school staff that students can have
problems with breaktime and that it is toong these students feel it is not long enough

As is also evident fromable45, pdzLJAvievés&e largely unhangedsince the last survey in
2006. This offers strong evidence that thejority of secondary school pupiland a sizeable
minority of primary school studerst want lunch breaktimes to be longer.

Table45. PupiB ¥ews about the length of lunchtime breaka 2017 and 2006

What do you think about thdength of lunch time break®

Too long and should  about right Too short and should be N
be shorter length made longer

Year 5 2017 3% 53% 45% 678
2006 1% 56% 43% 527

Year 8 2017 1% 38% 61% 536
eare 2006 1% 40% 59% 423
v 10 2017 2% 36% 62% 436
ear 2006 5% 31% 64% 375
2017 2% 44% 55% 1650

Total 5006 206 44% 54% 1325

Note. 2017 ag& F F S2()49101, p<.001

324 00PEI 086 OE dmb® oflsupern@&sA 1

We also asked pupils whether they thought there was sufficient supervision on the playground at
lunch timeg(seeTable46). They could provide one of 3 responstere were not enough adults to
supervisethere was just the right amoungr there were too manyThevast majority of pupils felt

that there was about the right amoursupervision About one fifth suggested that there were too
many adults supervising and about 16% suggested there were too few. There was a change in
response according to age with older students more likely to suggest there were too many adults
supervisng and primary pupilsvere more likely to indicate that there were not enough adults
supervisingThere were nagenderdifferences in the views expressed

Table46. PupiB ¥ews about the number of supervisors at lunchtimes.

Doyou think there are enough adult supervisors at lunch tinies

Not enough adults About the right amount Too many adults N

2017 23% 65% 11% 683
Year 5

2006 15% 72% 14% 532

2017 16% 58% 26% 537
Year 8

2006 13% 60% 27% 421
Year 10 2017 6% 62% 32% 431

2006 10% 56% 34% 375
Total 2017 16% 62% 22% 1651

2006 13% 64% 24% 1328

b2GS® HnmT 2HARIGFOGIOIH T

In the case of secondary pupils, results for the 2017 survey are very similar to the earlier
survey in 2006 (se€able46). However primary pupils are now slightly more likely to indicate that
there are not enough adults supervising and less likely to say tleetls the right number of
supervisors.
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3.2.4.1 Summary

The key findings it SN & 27F LlzZLJAtf aQ @OASga 2y a0Kz22f | yR
showthat pupils are overwhelmingly positive about break times and particularly the longer lunch
break Indeed, very fewpupilsexpresed a dislike of these times (5%). This finding is unchanged
since the previoupupil surveyundertakenin 2006. In facthigher percentages gfupils seem to

like breaktimes thanhey doschool in general, lessons dnd mealtimes.

In terms of the value of breaktimesupilsoverwhelmingly highlight that first and foremost
breaks afford thenmthe chanceto socialise with friendsThey also valued these occasions for the
opportunity forsome free time, and to choose whttey wantto do/ engage in playful activities.
These values were largely consistent with those identified by the 2006 sukwegrea of change
since 2006 was that all pupils, but particularly secondary aged pupils, valued it as time to eat and
drink.

Pugpls also identifiech number of challengesbout break times and these included concerns
about the poor behaviour of some other pupils, the absence of things to do and the banning of fun
activities and, particularly amongst older pupils, having sufficiems to eat.These were similar to
the concerns expressed by pupils in 2006 except thatbanning of fun activities and concerns
about sufficient time to eat have increased as isswesilst concerns about ball games getting in
the way had declined

Whenit came to their views about the length of lunch breaks, a majority of pupils indicated
that these were too short and should be made longer. Surprisingly, older students were more likely
to express this view, possibly because of the short lunch breakss#wondary pupilseem to
experienceln relation to theirviews on the number of supervisors at break, the majasitpupils
seemed to feel that there were enough adults supervising but older students were more likely to
indicate that they felt theravere too many adults supervising.

325 00PEI 08 A 2b AadHaghéns duing brek and lunch times

Thesurvey in 2017 focesl moreon what takes place during break and lunch tima®e wanted to

find out more about the presence of adult organised clubBanl OG A A GAS& | yR Lldz.
up of these. We also wanted to find out more about the extent to which pupils missed a break and
the reasonswhyl & ¢St f & LJzZLIAtaQ NBFtEtSOGA2ya 2y GKS
activities.

3.2.5.1 Clubs and activities organised during lunchtimes

In terms of clubs and activities that were organised at breaktifseg Table47), primary pupils

were far nore likely to indicate (69%) that they participated in activities offered than secondary
school students. In fact, 70% of Year 8 students and 87% of Year 10 students said that they did not
participate in organised activities at break times.

Of the 42% ofpupils overallwho indicated that they participated in clubs/activities at
breaktimes, the majority indicated that this was team sports (48%), followed by other sports (25%)
such as athleticgunning, tennis, followed by vsic (22%). Interestingly 10% 43 of Year 5 pupils
attending clubs said they attended a homework club and 13 secondary school pupils reported
attending extra classes during breaktimes.
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Table47. Participation in adult organised activities during breaktimes

Year group
S 8 10 Total %

% Participate in clubs atrieak*

Yes 69% 31% 13% 42%

No 31% 59% 35% 49%

= 687 536 434 1657

Team Sports 46% 52% 49% 48%
Other Sports 25% 27% 21% 25%
Music 22% 22% 25% 22%
Computing/coding 7% 7% 5% 7%
Drama/Dance 14% 20% 9% 15%
Art/design/crafts/cookery 12% 13% 5% 12%
Science 2% 2% 4% 2%
Gardening/nature (secondary only) - 4% 0% 1%
Homework/curriculum support 10% 7% 9% 9%
Extra classes (secondary only) - 4% 11% 2%
Competitive board games 7% 4% 4% 6%
Other 22% 11% 14% 18%
Lego Club (primary only) 5% - - 3%
Note: * figures do not total 100% astafori KS G KANR 2LJiA2Yy Waeé aO0OK2
ONBE1Q FNB y2id LINBaSyiSRo ¢KS S()zthhd_ﬂrstNuetr@
LINPLRNIAZ2Y 2F (K2&a$8 NBaLRYyRAYy3 wesSas GKSe& RJ

3.2.5.2 Missing breaktimes

In order tocomparewith results fromthe school survey, we asked a new questiopwpilsabout
whether they hadmissed all or part of a break tinfseeTable48). Although many schools indicated

that children and young people did miss breaktimes we had litdéght into how prevalent this
actually is and how many pupils may be affected. Over 80% of young people said there are times
when they have missed a breaktime and this was highest amongst the Year 10 respondents with
88% saying this had happened and loviarYear 5 pupils with 77% reporting this. This age effect
was statistically significanf,?(2) = 20.38, p<.001There was also a gender effect with boys (83%)
slightly more likely to report that they missed a break time than girls (78%)) = 3.98p<.05.

Table48. Whether pupils havenissed all or part of a break or lunch time in relation to age and gender

No Yes N=

Year 5 23% 7% 687
Year 8 20% 80% 537
Year 10 12% 88% 434
Males 17% 83% 807
Females 21% 79% 823
Total 19% (320) 81% (1338) 1658
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A multiple responses analysis of the reasons given for missing break or lunclis@@gable
49) showed that nearly half (49%) of tipeipilscited the misbehaviour of others as a main reason
for missing breaks, followed by their own misbehaviour in class (28%). Approximately a qfiarter o
pupils also said that they missed breaks because they had not completed their homework (25%) or
they had to catch up with class work (24%). There were also variations according to age. Secondary
school students were more likely than primary school pupilsiss a break due to the behaviour
of others and/or themselves. In relation to gender the patterns were relatively consister@pt
that boyswere more likely than girls to miss out on break due to their own behaviour (34% vs 22%).
A range of@dtherQreasons were also giveimany of these overlapped with the given
responses but othersicluded school focused reasons (suclicaattend one-to-one meetings with
staff, mock exams, extra lessons, duties (prefects, library, cleaning art materials), performance
rehearsals) to more personal issues (such as health issues during satteotlance of health
appointments outside of schoetc.).

Table49. Reasons given for missing a break or lunch time

Year group
5 8 10 Total %

Times when you have missed a break?
Yes 77% 80% 88% 81%
No 23% 20% 12% 19%
= 687 537 434 1658
Misbehaved in Class 19% 36% 33% 28%
Others misbehaved 34% 5% 57% 49%
To finish homework 27% 22% 27% 25%
To catch up with class work 27% 16% 29% 24%
To do extra class work 14% 6% 8% 10%
To attend sports competitions 15% 15% 11% 14%
To attend paid classes 6% 6% 7% 6%
Other 20% 17% 19% 19%

Note: the second part of this table present data that are a subset of the first, i.e. the proportion of tl
NBaLR2yRAY3 wesSas GKSNB KIFIR 06SSy GAYSa 6KSy |

3.2.5.3 Social life and activities at breaktimes

A set of questions askealipilsabouttheir social livesvith others and friends at breaktimes and the
extent to which theycould choose what they wanted to diimd how often they werephysically

active (seeTable50). Theseitems were measured on a 3 point scale with a value of 3 indicating
WY2a0G 2F GKS GAYSQS W AYRAOFOAY3I WwazayYSiAaAySaQ
category pupik that selected this categowyere left out of thisanalysis.

The clear majority of primary and secondary pupils indicated that most of the time they did
get along with others during breaktimes and could be with friends during these times. Only around
5-6% indicated that this was rarely the casbeile werehoweverage differencesn terms of the
nature of interactions with others and the opportunity to be with friends during breakt Year
10 students more likely to report that they get along witihers during breaks and that they can be
with friends during breakthan Year 5 pupils.

Althoughmostpupils felt that could do the thingdat they want during breaktimesat least
sometimesabout 17% indicated thahat they couldnot do the things hey want. This may reflect
the banning of certain games and activities as discussed earlier.
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Table500 t dzLJA f & Qir s@tkl®@pérturgtigsand dctivities during break times and meal times

Year group Gender
5 8 10 Total Males Females

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD ANOVA Mean SD Mean SD ANOVA
| get along well with others during breaktimes. 2.57 0.6€ 2.75 0.5z 2.88 0.3¢ 2.71 0.5€ *** 2.68 0.5¢ 2.74 053 ns
| can be with friends during breaktimes. 2.63 0.6€ 2.82 0.4€ 2.91 0.34 2.77 0.5t *** 2.76 0.57 277 053 ns
| spend m(_)st of breaktimes b(_emg so physically active th: 196 0.7€ 1.43 0.62 1.28 054 1.59 0.7+ *xk 1.71 0.75 147 0.69 ***
am breathing hard and sweating.
| can do the things | want during breaktimes 2.27 0.77 2.23 0.7C 2.26 0.7C 2.25 0.7: ns 2.27 0.7¢ 225 0.70 ns
How muchl like the time whenl am eating lunch* 1.90 1.01 2.24 1.0€ 2.18 1.04 2.08 1.04 *** 204 1.01 211 105 ns
| get along well with others during eating times. 2.53 0.7C 2.70 0.5¢ 2.80 0.4t 2.66 0.61 *** 264 06 269 059 ns
| can sit with my friends during eating times. 2.46 0.74 2.70 0.5¢ 2.75 0.5¢ 2.61 0.6t *** 258 0.67 265 0.63 ~*
| enjoy talking to other kids during eating times 2.40 0.7¢ 2.62 0.6t 2.69 0.5¢ 2.56 0.7C *** 253 0.7 259 0.67 ns
| am given enough time to eat my lunch 2.33 0.7€ 2.22 0.77 2.15 0.8C 2.24 0.7¢ ** 2.27 0.8C 222 0.78 ns
Note: all di mensions except O6How much they 1|ike Iunehbiglnesmeaél1
| u n e measuiied on a5 pt scale with 1 being the highest and 5 the lowest
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We included a question to find out about the extent to which pupils believed they were
physically active during breakseeTable50 and Table51 and Fig. 2 This is of course a subjective
judgement but given the attention given to breaktimes as important times for physical exercise we
thought itwould bea useful question to ask. The large majority of pupils (56%) indicated that they
rarely spent their breakmes very physically active the extent thatthey were breathing hard and
sweating. Approximately 30% indicated that they were sometimbgsically activeand 15%
indicated that they wereghysically activenost of the time. This also varied quite drancally by
age with more than double the proportion of Year 10 students (76%) and Year 8 studentsg$4%)
Year 5 students (33%dicating they were rarely physically actheringbreaks. Even amongst the
Year 5 pupilsonly 29% indicated that they wenghysically active most of the time. This suggests
that only a minority of pupils in primary school are physically active during bréakse was also
an interaction with gnder. While boys were more active overallfls were increasingly likely with
ageto say that they were rarely physically active during breaktime

Figure 2. % of children that said they were rarely physically
active at breaktime

100%
90%
80%
70%

60%
50% —Boys
40% — Girls
30%
20%
10%

0%
Y5 Y8 Y10

Table51. | spend most of breaktime being so physically active that | am breathing hard and sweating

Year5 Year8 Year 10 Total

Mostly 31% 12% 8% 18%

Boys Sometimes 37% 38% 30% 35%
Rarely 32% 50% 63% 47%

Mostly 26% 2% 1% 11%

Girls Sometimes 41% 20% 8% 25%
Rarely 33% 78% 91% 64%

3.254 Socialppportynitiesland experiencesduring school mealtimes
hyS FTNBF GKIFIG ¢S 6FyGSR G2 FTAYR 2dzit Y2NB | 62
seen already that a main positive feature of breaktinfes secondary school students is the
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opportunity it affords for something to eat. We have also seen g&tondary school students in
particular identify a lack of time to eat as one of the main problems with break and lunch times. We
a1 SR aS@SNIft ljdzSatAz2ya | o2 dable3Q)daupilé rapartedtBat £ (0 A
0KSe NBlIffte Syz22@8SR GKSANI YSIFHE dGAYSa otvm:> fA]
to sit with friends (70%) and get along with others during meal times (7A%ige portion also
enjoy engaging in conversation with peers during these times (66%). However, a fifth of all
respondents indicated that they felt they did not have enough time to eat their lunch.

These patterns varied by age, with younger pupils egging a greater preference for eating
time than students in secondary school (where 1?6 disliked eating times). Secondary school
students were more likely than Year 5 pupils to say that most of the time they got on well with
others and got to sit witHriends during eating times. They were also more likely to say that most
of the time they enjoyed talking with peers during eating times. However, Year 5 pupils were more
likely than Year 8 and Year 10 students to report that most of the time they are gh@igh time
to eat their lunch. Year 10 students are more likely to report that this rarely happened.

3.2.5.5 Summary

In summary, over three quarters pfimary pupils indicated that they participated in adult organised
activities during breaktimes. This wasich lower atess than a thirdor Year &upils andeven less

for pupils inYear 10. The most prevalent activitiggt pupils participated in weréeam sports,
other sports and music and nearly 10% indicated that they attended homework/curriculum guppor
clubs during break times.

A large majority of pupils (over 80%) indicated that they had missed break times and this
responsewas more prevalent amongst oldpupils Principle reasons given for missing breaks were
related to adult imposed consequencis poor behaviour, usually instigated by someone else in
the class, or to finish off homework/ class work.

Findings show that more than half of pupils indicated that they were rarely physically active
during breaktimes, to the extent that they were bréatg hard and sweatingnd older pupils and
especially girls were more likely to report this.

When asked about mealtimes (i.e. the time when pupils were eating), the majority reported
that they enjoyed these times, that for the bulk of the time they géxperience this with friends.
However, reflecting the earlier concerns about having enough time to eat, many pupils indicated
that they did not have enough time to eat their lunch, especially older students at secondary level.

3.2.6 Social life after schoo |

¢CKS LizLAt jdzSadA2yylFANB +Fa{SR | ydzYoSNI 2F |jdzS
schoolincluding in relation to adult organised clubs/activities after school and more informal
activities and meeting with friends and peers outside dial We will review findings in relation

to these questions in turn.

3.2.6.1 Attendance of after-school clubs

One question related to attendana after-school clubs and a second question asked about clubs
outsideof school(seeTable52). Only 44% saiof pupils saidhat they had attended an afteschool

club in the last week. The extent to which after school clubs were taken up varied by ageveiit
60% of primary pupils reporting that they attended an aféehool clubThis dropped toonly a third

of Year 8 students ana quarter of Year 10 studenthoosing to attend clubs after scho¢l?(4)=
180.2, p<.001)No gender differences were ewt.
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Of the 719 pupilsvho reported they attended after school clubs the large majority reported
they did team sports activities2%) with much lower numbers attending music clubs (15%), other
sports (19%) otdtherQtypes of clubs (18%). Attendance Wibmework and curriculum support
Of dzoaQ o a NBf I (A O 8dysdveréniore likelyito repart attehding tedindgRofs/ G a @
activities than girls (60% vs 43%), whilst girls were more likely than boys to report attending music
(19% vs 12%) and dra@dance (20% vs 8%uite a number of pupils reported other after school
activities and clubs that they attended. A number of these highlighted a continuation of school
activitiesg in the form of rehearsals for drama productions, after school tuitiorhsagcoaching for
the 11+, extra lessons or revision sessions (e.g. Foreign languages, Art, RE, Maths, Reading, SPAG
as well as other clulthat focus on areas not covered by the categories sudbud® of Edinburgh
library club, gardening/nature andrfil.

Table52. Attendance ofafter-school clubsnd type of clubs attended in 2017 and 2006

2017 2006
Year5 Year8 YearlO Total | Year5 Year8 Yearl0 Total
Attend after school clubs
% 63% 34% 26% 44%| 82% T72% 53% 71%
= 431 175 113 719 434 291 196 921
Generic school club 10% 6% 4% 8% - - - -
Music 19% 7% 16% 15%| 20% 10% 12% 15%
Team Sports 46% 66% 54% 52%| 50% 43% 31% 42%
Other Sports 15% 29% 17% 19%| 37% 27% 10% 26%
Martial arts club 5% 2% 3% 4% - - - -
Computing/coding 506 8% 3% 5% | 13% 7% 6% 9%
Drama/Dance 17% 9% 11% 14%| 17% 21% 12% 16%
Art etc 12% 10% 8% 11%| 19% 13% 9% 15%
Science 2% 4% 2% 2% | 4% 5% 4% 4%
Homework/curriculum support 10% 8% 11% 10%| 5% 3% 8% 5%
Competitive board games 4% 3% 1% 3% | 10% 5% 4% 7%
Lego club 2% - - 1% - - - -
Other 23% 6% 18% 18%| 5% 5% 5% 5%

There are some obvious similarities and differences betweel#ia for the 2006 and 2017
surveys. First and foremost is the finding that far fewer pupds attend after school activities
compared t02006¢ nearly 30% fewer pupils, a large drop. This is due to the proportions of Year 10
and Year 8 students doing after school clubs droppingdayly ahalf. In 2017 proportionally more
pupilsareinvolved inteam sportsyet involvement in other sports Isaleclined a little. Attendance
of after school music activities and drama/dance have remained relatively constant at 15%-and 14
16% respectively.

3.2.6.2 Attendance of clubs outside of school

When asked about attendae of clubs outside of schqdhere was a slightly different response
compared with the earlier related question on aftechool clubs in scho@deeTable53). Once again

there was a trend with age such that Year 5 primary school children were more likely and Year 10
students less likely to report attending a club outside of schEé&(2)=27.39, p<.001 However
secondary school students seemed to be more likely to attend clubs outside of school than after
school clubs, whereas year 5 pupils participatethe same extenin both types of clubBoys were
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slightly more likely to report attending a club outsidiesshool than girls (57% vs 51%%(1)=4.89,
p<.05.

In terms of the activities undertaken, team sports were most popwath 41% of pupils
reporting attendance of such clubs, followeg other types of sports (28%)puth organisations
(21%) and dramv/dance (17%). There were variations by age with Year 8 students most likely to
participate in team sports, youth organisations and drama/dance but less likely than Year 5 or 10
students to participate in other sports. There were marked gender differeimctee types of clubs
attended, with girls more likely thatvoys to attend clubs that didrdma/dance or nusic and boys
twice as likely to attend cludecusedon team sports.

Table53. Attendance of and type of clubs outside of school attended in 2017 and 2006

2017 2006
Year5 Year 8 YearlO Total| Year5 Year 8 YearlO Total

% Attend clubs outside of schoo
Yes 60% 55% 44% 54%| 73% 75% 53% 68%

No 40% 45% 56% 46%| 27% 25% 47% 32%

N= 684 511 425 1620| 524 392 367 1283

Team 38% 48% 39% 41%| 31% 32% 26% 30%

Other Sports 29% 25% 29% 28% | 26% 24% 13% 22%
Outdoor activity 6% 6% 4% 6% | 7% 13% 7% 9%
Music 12% 12% 11% 12%| 9% 13% 10% 10%

Drama /dance 16% 19% 16% 17%| 15% 14% 8% 13%
Youth organisations 20% 24% 18% 21%| 21% 28% 15% 21%
Martial Arts 4% 2% 3% 9% | 7% 10% 3% 6%

Art/ crafts/ cookery 6% 2% 1% 3% | 3% 2% 1% 2%
Other 19% 6% 9%  13%| 8% 3% 3% 5%

Attendance of clubs outside of school was proportionally lower (54%) than in 2006 (68%).
However,the types of clubs that pupils attended seems to have altered with more students
attending clubs that do team sports and drama/dance.

3.2.6.3 Where pupils went and w hat they did after school

We asked where students had gone when they had left school in the afternoon the previous day
(seeTable54). The majority of pupils at alhtee age levels reported that they went straight home
after school (64%), some (8%) reported going to an atool club, small numbers went to a

NBflGABSQa K2dzaS o6c20x 02 | FNASYRQA K2dzaS
differences béween the different age groups$,%(12) = 139.47, p<.0Q01Primary aged pupils were
Y2NBE tA1Ste G2 32 G2 | NS twerd dsd Bi@alikely fodaieSd ag@ NJ |

after-school club. Year 10 students were more likely to go straight hbare younger students.

The data are not easily compared with the equivalent data from the 2006 survey as the
responses offered were somewhat different (not as many categories were on offer). Nevertheless,
even allowing for this it appears that fewstudents go directly home than in 2006 and similarly
FSOH6SN) LIzLIAf & Ay wnmT ASSYSR G2 @AaArid I FNRASYR
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Table54. Where students went most often after they left school

Where students went most often after they left school?

Straight  Relative / family Child minder CNXA Sy Clubsoutside I hung out locally
home friends house (primary only) house of school (secondary) Other N
2017 Year 5 58% 9% 2% 5% 10% - 16% 672
Year 8 67% 4% - 6% 7% 8% 9% 513
Year 10 70% 2% - 5% 6% 8% 9% 427
Total 64% 6% 1% 5% 8% 5% 12% 1612
2006 Year 5 79% - 4% 7% - - 11% 530
Year 8 79% - - 10% - - 12% 400
Year 10 7% - - 10% - - 14% 367
Total 78% 2% 8% - 12% 1297
Table55. What pupilsdid after schoolon the preceding dayn 2017 and 2006
What did you do after school yesterday? 2017 2006
Year 5 Year 8 Yearl0  Total Year5 Year8 Yearl0 Total
Played/hung out with friends 15% 20% 17% 17% 40% 35% 42% 39%
Played alone or with family members 12% 22% 19% 17% - - - -
Did homework 12% 15% 16% 14% 10% 23% 18% 16%
Watched TV/device without friend present 25% 17% 24% 22% 18% 16% 15% 16%
Watched TV/device witha friend present 11% 7% 5% 8% 4% 5% 7% 5%
Went to club 11% 10% 10% 10% 13% 8% 6% 10%
Other 14% 10% 10% 12% 16% 13% 14% 14%
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When asked about what they did after school there were a wide range of responses (see
Table55). The largest percentage of pupils reported that they watched TV or used a device
without friends present (22%) only 8% reported doing this with a friend (these were more likely
to be Yeab pupils). However, about 17% of pupils spent time with friends and the same
proportion spent time at home with or without other family present. Age differences were
evident, but this seems largely due to slight differences in being home alone or witly amdli
watching TV with friends. There were however significant differences between boys and girls in
terms of what they reported doing after school. Boys were far more likely to report watching TV or
using a device with a friend than girls (12% vs 4%l)sigirls were more likely than boys to report
doing their homework after school (19% vs 10%)6]=77.29, p<.00).

Comparison of 2017 data with 2006 results suggests markedly different actagemw
undertaken after school. It is particularly noticeable that ikhin 2006about 4 in 10pupils (39%)
saidthey met with friends after schopthis had reduced to less than 2 in 10 pupils (171§&017
This might baffected to some extenby the addition of the nevgquestion which relates to playing
alone or with familybut it seems unlikelyo have a been a major factor in the chanyée seem to
have found therefor@ marked decline in social contact with friends outside schiamsome degree
this can be explainely an accompanying increase in the proportions of pupils watching Uisiray
adevice without a friend present (from 16% to 22%) and watching TV or device with a friend (5% to
8%)The levels of children doirsghoolhomework after school ere fairly stable at 1416%

3.2.6.4 The importance of being with friends at school
We asked students how important they thought it was to be viitands in schoo{seeTable56).
They were akedto tick one of five points on a scatevery important, quite important, sometimes
important, not that important and not at all important

The majority of pupils (6®) indicated that being with friends in school was very important
to them, and a further B% felt it was quite importantAdding these two responses together we can
say that nearly 90% of pupils (868t9Qught that it wasWnportantQo be with their friends at school.
Asmall minority 429 F St 0 G KIF G Ad & loaWydyi2 G 0 K Gf wivividaasNTl | yyad
in school. Older pupils tended to rate the importance of meeting with friends in school more highly
whereas Year 5 pupils were more likely to suggest that being with Bievas sometimes or not
that important. There were no sex differences in viewrghe importance obeing with friends

Table56. Views on the importance of being with friends in school

How important do you think it is to be with gur friends in school?

Very Quite Sometimes Not that Not at all
important  important important important important N

2017 Year 5 50% 27% 16% 6% 1% 684
Year 8 63% 27% 7% 3% 1% 539

Year 10 70% 24% 4% 2% 0% 436

Total 60% 26% 10% 4% 1% 1659

2006 Year5 54% 28% 13% 4% 2% 535
Year 8 62% 27% 9% 1% 1% 425

Year 10 56% 31% 9% 4% 0% 373

Total 57% 28% 11% 3% 1% 1333

The 2017 findings are largely similar to the 2006 results, except the age trend is less marked
in the 2006 sample with Year 10 students being less likely to highlight being with friends as very
important.
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3.2.6.5 Friendships in school
In the questionnaire compted by secondary school students only, we also asked about the extent
to which students#eltQhey had lots of friends in scho(deeTable57). The majority of students
indicated that this was probably or definitely true (73%) and only 4% indicated that this was
definitely not true (and only 10% indicated that it was probably maetor definitely not true).
There were no age or gender differences.

It may be of some significance that thexee marked differences between responses in 2006
and 2017 with pupils in 2017 feeling lesBureabout friendships withonly about a thirdsaying it
gl & WRS T xhgtihay$dddots Gf Migiz8sin school compared to nearly 60% in Fedénore
pupilsin 2017 than in 2006suggest they wer& y” QuieCbr that this wasprobably truethat they
had lots of friends in schooRbout 10% opupils felt it was eithekgrobablyor Wefinitely untrueQ
that they had lots of friends in school in 20¢ @ouble that for 2006 (4%t is difficult to know
exactly what the results for this question tell,@nd more importantlywhy there has beenuch a
change. Do these results reflect a reality that young people feel they have fewer friends or is this
about their own confidence? Our other results (see above and below) suggest that young people
spend less time with peers and friends outside of s¢lamal it may be that this finding is related to
this.

Table57. Extent to whichsecondary schodtudents felt they had lots of friends in school

Do you feel you have lots of friends in sch@ol
Definitely Probably Not  Probably not Definitely not N

true true sure true true
2017 Year8 34% 42% 15% 6% 3% 508
Year 10 30% 41% 19% 6% 4% 423
Total 32% 41% 17% 6% 4% 931
2006* Year 8 61% 26% 10% 2% 1% 415
Year 10 55% 32% 7% 4% 1% 376
Total 58% 29% 9% 3% 1% 791

Note. * In2006 Year 5 data were also collected but are left out of this tah&y (weresimilar to the ¥ar8
datain 2009

3.2.6.6 Meeting with peers and friends outside of school
Two important questiors asked of all pupils was aboatK SG KSNJ G KSe& WL | &S
OLINAYI NBO Kk WKIy3 2dzi 6A0K 20KSNI addzR e &
regularlytheydid in the evening after school or at weekendisthe previous 2006 surveye found
that over a quarterof children and young people did not spiy or meet with peersutside of
schoolduring the weekexcept possibly at weekengsnd 15% indicated that they saw peers rarely
or less than once per week.

Whenpupils wereasked in 2017seeTable58) whether they hung out/played with peers in
the evening after schoadr at weekendsyery high proportions of pupilsxdicatedthat they did
(86%) However ths varied with agewith nearly 90% of Year 10s indicating that tinegt with peers
and a lower proportion of Year 5 children (82%) indicating that they(c®)=14.19, p=.001

R
Q
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Table58. Whetherand how oftenchildren spend time witlpeersoutside of school

2017 2006
Year5 Year8 YearlO Total | Year5 Year 8 YearlO Total

82% 88% 89% 86% | 91% 88% 92% 91%

Yes meet with peers
outside of school?

If so how often
Every night 10% 7% 8% 9% 18%  15% 20% 18%

Afew times a week 35% 41% 34% 36%| 45% 46% 48% 46%
Oncea week 7% 10% 9% 9% 11% 10% 4% 9%

Only at weekends 13% 14% 22% 16%| 10% 11% 16% 12%
Lessthan once a weel 18% 16% 17% 17% 8% 6% 4% 6%
Rarely 18% 12% 11% 14% 9% 12% 8% 9%

N 679 481 409 1569 | 531 410 373 1314

However the more detailedfollow up questiorwasmore revealing(seeTable58, see also
Graphs 2 and 3)Thegraphs show that outside of school nearly a third of pupils (31%) get to see
friends less than once a week or more rareipout 16% get to see friends at theeekend and
approximately 52% get to see friends once a week or more frequently. There were differences
across the age groups?(10) =3922, p<001). Year 5 pupils were least likely to see peers outside of
school with 36% seeing them less than once a W28%o for Year 8 and for Year 10 puptowever,

Year 5 pupils were also more likely than other age groups to see peers every night. Year 10 pupils
were more likely to meet with peers at the weekend than other age grolipsre was a slight
gender difference with girls more likely and boys less likely tqpseesat weekends (19% vs 12%)

but alsoa slightly higher proportion of boysompared to girls saithey rarely sawpeersoutside of

school (16% vs 12%)2(5)=17.22p<.01).

Graph 2: How often Year 5 children spend time with
peers outside of school

50%
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10%

Every night Afew times a Once aweek Lessthanoncea
week week
2006 2017
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Graph 3: How often Year 8 + 10 students spend
time with peers outside of school
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In comparisono 2006, the 201Tigures show anarked change, particularly fprimary aged
children In 2006 approximately 15% of children and young peopd with peersless than once a
week or rarelybut by 2017 this figure had increaddo 31% of pupils. Furthermore, far fewer
students see peers every night (a drop from 18% in 2006 to 9% in 2017).

These results are important and imply a marked decline in meeting with gibers or
friendsoutside of school. In 2006 the figures fronetburvey were very consistent with similar basic
figurescollected as part athe millennium cohort study. These trends appear consistent with other
indicators outlined above that suggest that children are less likely to play with or hang out with
friendsafter school (sedable55) andtheyr N f Saa fA{Sfe G2 3I2 G2 |
Table54).

3.2.6.7 Types of friends met with outside school

We then asked abouvhether peersmet outsideof school were from their own school or n(see
Table59). An equal proportion ofstudentsreported seeing mostly their school friends outside of
school (43%) or a mix of school and reminool friends (44%) and this did not vary by age group.
However there was an iaresting variation with gender with boys more likely to report seeing
mostly school friends outside of school than girls (50% vs 38%3)=14.84, p<01).

Table59. Extent to which friends are from the same school

Extent towhich friends are from the same school?
School Not school A mix of

friends friends both Other N

Boys 50% 8% 40% 2% 415

Girls 38% 11% 47% 4% 434

2017 Year 8 42% 10% 44% 3% 508
Year 10 44% 8% 44% 4% 423

Total 43% 9% 44% 3% 931

Year 8 50% 8% 41% 2% 385

2006 Year 10 42% 8% 49% 1% 358
Total 45% 8% 45% 2% 743
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Analysis okocial netvorksbeyond the school wasxtended by asking abowthich friends
were most imporant to them ¢ school friends, friends from different schools or a mixture of both
(seeTable60). Approximately a third indicated that school friends were most importarglightly
higher proportion (37%) indicated that all friends were important and approximately 5% indicated
that their out of school friends were more important. Levels were consistent across the two year
groups studied but varied by gendemy® were stihtly more likely than girls to report that their
school friends were more important to them (40% vs 3Qq@8}5)=21.54, p=001). This may reflect
the earlier finding that boys were more likely to meet with school friends

The findings for 2017 are broadbpmparable to those in 2006, though in 2006 an age
difference seemed to be apparent with tledder (Year 10pupils moregeneral in their answer, in
the sense that they were moiéely to say that all friendwere important and less likely to say that
just school friends were importaninterestingly, though, atear 10 there wasa genderdifference
also observed in the 2017 daf@#(5)=19.6, p=.001)vith boys more likéy than girls to say that school
friends were moremportant to them (40% vs 30% respectively), agids were more likly to say
that all friends either school or norschoo] were important to them(40% vs 35% for girls and boys
respectively)

Table60. Views on which friends are most importand them

Which friends are more important?

Outside Someschool All Neither
School of school friends and friends group are

friends friends some non equally important Other N
Boys 40% 3% 15% 35% 4% 3% 441
Girls 30% 6% 21% 40% 1% 2% 452
2017 Year 8 32% 5% 19% 38% 3% 3% 498
Year 10 36% 4% 18% 37% 2% 3% 419
Total 34% 5% 18% 37% 3% 3% 917
2006 Year 8 45% 10% 13% 32% 0% 0% 408
Year 10 29% 5% 17% 46% 1% 2% 371
Total 35% 5% 15% 43% 1% 1% 779

3.2.6.8 Summary

In relation to questions about social liéter school, a majority of primary pupils but a minority of
secondary school pupils indicated that they attended after school clubs and clubs outside of school.
There has been a marked decline in the attendance of after school and out of school ch#4@n t
years since the previous surviey2006 Neverthelessthe types of clubs that pupiksre most likely

to attend are much the same and largelwolveteam and other sports and musand specifically

in relation to outof-school clubs, youth organisahs (e.g. BrowniesScouts et The large majority

of pupils, particularly older students, reported that on the preceding day they had gone straight
K2YS® CS6SNJ LlzLIAf a GKFYy AY Hnannc NBLE2NISR GKI(
terms of activities after school, fewer pils than in 2006 indicated that they played or met with
friends TV viewing/playing on devices has overtaken activities with friends as the principle after
school activity.
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Findings also show that in terms of meeting up with and socialising with peesgleudf
school, there has been marked decline since 2006 terms of the proportion of pupils that
regularly meet with peers outside of school and an associated increase in the proportions of
students that rarely meet with peers outside of schaidiis inding is important and highlights that
school is increasingly the main, and in some cases the only, context where young people get to
socialise with peers and friends of their own age.

Results also show, consistent with the findings for the 2006 surhey,the vast majority
(85%) of pupils felt that it was important for them to meet with and be with friends in school and
less than 5% indicated that it was not important. Howevewas also found that pupils were less
likely than in 2006 to report that was true that they had lots of friends in scholal2017 they were
more likely to report that it was not true.

4 Discussion

The BaSiS projebtd three main aims. Firstly, #et out tocollect current information on the nature,
duration and organisatin of school break and lunch times in primary and secondary schools and staff
'y R LizLIA f & Q @ ASBaarily, examited Jlal$ faAQy SBAdE 64 | YR SELISN
and out of schoolThirdly, itprovides a longterm analysis of trend®y comparing findingsvith

those from our previous surveys undertaken in 1995 and 2006.

This study isunique and significantin providng a comprehensivaunderstandingof the
nature and length o# little understood part of the school day, that lfeak times in primary and
secondary schools. To our knowledge there is no othsearch that providesystematicdata on
the nature and length of breaktimes either nationally or internationally. Even in publications such
as the OECD (201W9 R dzGdt aiGagcgyuides and other recent publication@Beresin, 20156
national andnternational data on the nature and length of recess/ break times is largely anecdotal
or based on relatively limited evidencehis study is also rigorous in its approach to data cadiect
being based on data systematically collected via a random sammeeofa thousandchools in
England covering the primary and secondary phases of education. A further original feature of this
research ighat it provides alongterm perspective base@n the information collected at three
distinct time points each separated by approximately 11 years to provide an overall and historical
view of the natureof and changes to break times in schools over a 2%-year periodand the
relative importanceoff KSa4S (AYSa Ay OKihdinBshiboy Mat there?h@vk bekn f A ¢
marked changes over this period and that these hawgortant A YLX A OF G A2y a T2 NJ
development and mental and physical health anghificantimplications for educatinal and social
policy.

In this section we summarise and discuss findings in relation to the key areas covered by the
study and in relation to current issues in educatiBecommendations for future work are provided
through the course of the discussionThe section ends with some conclusions and
recommendationdor policy and practice in terms of school breaks and the social lives of young
people in primary and secondary schools.

4.1 The length of breaktimes

The survey of schoothowedthat break and lunchimes area universalexperiencen primary and
secondary schools. There were no instances of schools that did not allow at least some time for
pupils to have a brealn state fundedprimary schools the average total amount of time for
breaktimes(includng lunchtime)is 85 minutes per day at KS1 and 76 mins per day at KS2. In
secondary schools the average total amount of time devoted to breaks (at KS3 and 4)-64s 63
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mins. Breaks made up 22% of the school day at KS1, 19% of the school day at KS2airtti€l 6%
school day at KS3 and 4. Nearly all schools had 2 breaks in the schaqalslaglly morning and

lunch breaks and a few had 3 break3 herewere a few schools with alternative arrangements

e.g. more shorter breakg but these were relatively fewn number. Morning breaks were on
average longer in secondary schools than in primary schools but in turn lunchbreaks were much
shorter in secondary schools than in primari@sbreak in the afternoon was extremely rare in
secondary schools and rare atZX$lowever slightly more than half of primary phase schools
reported an afternoon breakt KS1

In the last surveyn 2006we found that there had been a reduction in the lengths of breaks
sincethe first survey in1995 In the 2017 survey we have founthat this trend has continued
primary pupilgn 2017experiened 40-45 mins less breaktime per week than in 1995 and secondary
pupils experiened over an hour(65 mins)lessbreaktimeper week. In relation to 2006, KS1 and
secondary shool pupils get 30mins less per week and KS2 pupils get 10 mins less peT nerek.
has een an interesting trend inesondary schools for morning breaks to have been slightly
extended over time with more schools moving towards a morning break of 20tesimerhaps to
compensate for shorter lunchbreakfiough thisextension is minor antlas had very little impact
on the overall duration of breaktime.

The area where breaks have been erodea &vofold. Firstly,the afternoon brealhas been
further eradcated fewer primary schools offer these to KS1 and 2 puglspared t01995 and
2006. In 1995, KS1 pupils in 709%dfools had an afternoon break biis hasy 2017dropped to
54% of schools. At KSR% of schools had afternoon breaks in 1998 ,now this is 15% of schools.

In addition, 13% of secondary schools offered afternoon breaks in 1995, now the figure is closer to
1%.

Secondly, there has been a further shortening of the lunchbréalkkS2in 1995 30% of
schools offered pupils a lunchtimé more than an hour. This is now G%6schools At secondary
level in 1995 one in ten schools had lunches of less than 45 mins, in 2017 this is now half of
secondary schools antkarly a quarter osecondaryschools haverery shortlunchbreaksof up to
35mins.

There is thengood evidence of an historical trend over the past 30 years for the duration of
break timesin schoolgo have declined. This means that there is a markeglctionin the time
that children and young peopie primary and secondarschools geto meet and make friendand
engage in play or activity of their own choosing.

The principal reasons given for shortening breaks seems to be to provide more time for
teaching and learning and to reduce behavioural incidents and to assist with the management of
behaviour. These themes are much the same main reasons identified in98te survey(where
many schools were concerned about bullying and providing more time for ledtnihhis time to
makefurther cuts tothe length of breaktimesThese reductions are concerning since they are at
the expense of important time foa brief puse in the school day, fgolay, recreation and
socialisation with friends and peerfor physical activity and eating food in a leisurely and relaxed
social environment.

42 0OPEI 06 OEAxO 11 AOAAEOEIi AO AT A EOO AOO/
The pupil survey allowed us the un&opportunity to compare their views with school policies on
breaktimesIn response to questions about how much pupils liked break and lunch times, there was

an overwhelmingly positive response with 80% indicating that they were positive about it and only
about 5% of pupils indicating that they disliked these breaks. This level of liking was higher than in
relation to other parts of the school day asked about in a similar way (e.g., in relation to mealtimes
and liking of school where the level of likingsitawer and dislike a little higheflhe vast majority

of pupilstherefore value breaktimesn school These findings were almost identical twse of ten
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years agdn 2006 andto even earlier surveys dfJdzLJA f 8 Q @A S ¢ &), skhowinghpi® K T 2 NJ
haveconsistentlyliked and enjoyyd breaktimesover time.

But pupils were also very clear in terms of their view about the length of breaks. A majority
of pupils said that they felt that lunch time breaks should be extended (55%) whila @ely small
minority (299 felt that it should be shortened. Th&tands in stark contraswith the actions of
schools to shorten break times overall aespeciallythe lunch breakand suggests that pupils at
least feel that they do not have sufficient time to engagéwaach other in free activities

It may not be unexpected that young children want more time to play, but surprisingly the
view that lunch breaks need to be extended was more prevalent amongst older studenthdse
at secondary schopl This mighte explained by the fact thdunch breaks are the shortesind
have been most severely cut back. This suggests there is a strong connection between the
NBRdzOGA2ya YIRS o0& alOKz22fa |yR LlzAftaQ @GASsa
studentsfelt that there was insufficient time to eat at lunchtimen increase on the figures when
asked the same question in 2006learly secondary school students value lunchbreaks and wish
that they were longer. In our report on the last survey in 2006, valg reductions in the duration
of lunchbreaks since 1995, we suggested that in some schools they had become too short. What we
have seen in the 2017 survey is a further reduction in these tifies is despite pugliews and
despite the implication that for some these will not allow sufficient time for the basics, for
something to eat and a comfort breaKket alone time to meet with friends to engage in some form
of recreation. The clear implication is for seriaugestions to be asked about whether lunchbreaks
at secondary level are now too short.

4.3 The importance of friendships in school

An important area of the pupil survey related to their views on friendships in school. Similar to the
views on liking of breakties, the vast majority of students felt that it was important to have time
with friends in school. This view seemed to get stronger with age, possibly because once they get
to secondary school there are more occasions where young people are not withsfijernd, due

to shorter breaks and more staggering of breaks, ability grouping in classes etc.), though also
possibly because friendships take on an increased significance during adolescence (Bagwell &
Schmidt, 2011).

Children and young people were alsodely positive about having lots of friends in school,
with only about 10% of pupils indicating that they felt it was not true that they had lots of friends
in school. It is somewhat difficult to interpret what the results for this question mean given
subjective nature of the notion of friendship. We argue that whether it reflects the reality of the
situation or not, answers to this question do reflect the level of subjective confidence one has in
friendships in school. Compared to the results for the sapnestion in 2006, students at
secondary school in 2017 appear less positive about having lots of friends. Proportionally fewer
students indicated that they thought this was definitely true and nearly 1 in 10 thought this was
probably or definitely not tre ¢ much higher than the 4% that expressed this view in 2006. These
findings may reflect increased feelings of fragility or uncertainty in relation to friendships, possibly
due to the reduced facéo-face time that young people have with their friends grekrs They
may reflectreduced opportunities to spend time with friends school andutside of school (to
be discussed later), or due to possible insecurities in relationships prompted by social Anedia.
similar decline since 2010 in happiness withrfde was reported by the Good Childhood Report
(2018).Further research may be usefully directed at examining peer friendships, social support
and individual mental health needs.
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4.4 Withholding breaks

We started this discussion by indicating that breaktinmegprimary and secondary schools are a
universal experiencelhere are however,times whenpupilseither miss a break through their own
choice or more frequentlpecausethey are prevented from having a break both the school and

pupil surveys we waed to find out more about these times and the reasons why children missed
breaks. To ensure wavoidedmisleading informatiomboutchildren beingonly slightly late outside of
classwe asked schoolenlyabout those times whepupils misseé full breakor lunch time. We were
surprised by the resultslust over 60% of primary schools and just under 6D%&condary schools
admitted that there are times when children may miss a full break or lunch. The ptireagons given

for missing a break were mokiely to be as part of a punishment for poor behaviour in class and/or
during break or to catch up with class work or home work. Poor behaviour in class was the main reason
in 90% of secondary schools and 84% or primary schools where pupils missed $ezakslary
schools were more likely than primary schools to indicate catching up with class or homework,
attendanceat sports competitions and attendance of adult led clubs as reasons to miss a full break. A
number of schools added that this was part ofth 8 OK2 2f Q4 0 SKI @A 2dzNJ L2t A O

The results othe pupil surveyprovided further insights into this matter withhi7% of Year 5
pupils and 88% of Year 10 studergporting that theyhad at some point missed out on their break
time. The main reason given byihaf pupils was becaus#hershad misbehaved in class and a sizeable
portion (28%) indicated it was becaudiey had misbehaved in class. Around a quarter of pugide
indicated that they had missed out on breaks to complete class and/or homework.

We think thesedfindings aretroubling. It understandable that schools feel the need to have
behaviour policies and to have consequences to impose on pupils when they are disruptive or poorly
behaved.The problem, however, is thati verylikely that those childrenwho have behaviour and/
or social difficultiesor who are struggling at schoawill be repeatedly prevented from having a break
and spenthgtime with peers and friendbecause of these behavioural sanctioliss also likely that
these arghe young people thatmay benefit most from greater social contact with peers, and they are
unlikely to become better behaved through being excluded from such contact. Those with repeated
experience of missing breaks may find that their relationships paérs suffer as a resulthe key
question,though, is whether this practiceor the threat of itreally makes a differencé 2 OK A f RNB
behaviour,and whether in the long ruit is counterproductive.Some research evidence suggests that
this approachis an unproductivesanctionwith little positive effect oracademigperformance and a
negative effect on studerteacher relations (Payne, 2015Similarly,a policy statement from the
American Academy of Pediatrics (28)3based on a review of researctatesthat breaktimes should
not be withheld for punitive pacademic reason4t.is of particular concern that there are times where
teachers prevent a group/class of pupils from having a break due to the poor behaviour of one or two
individuals. This magerve to pit children against each other, may exacerlbagentment,negative
and mearbehaviourdirected at peersvhich of course is more likely to take place outside of class time
on the playgroundor even outside of school (e.g.,-ime). These aréhe very things that some schools
say that they are trying to eradicate when they shorten break tirfGéddrerwho have missed a break
may thus get less physical exercigene to play be more resentful obr disrespectful towardsheir
teachersandas aconsequencée less likely to be able to concentrate in clds®se children missing
a break to catch up with homework or classwork may become more tired and distractigl@verall
resultis that, although done with the best of intentionthe withholding of breaks as a sanction may
result in some pupilsbecomning evenless engaged with schqahay increase negative behaviour
towards peersandreduce respect for the teacher

The broader policy context isiportant. In the absence of clear policies legislation about
student entitlements to breaks (though, due to employment law, not the case for staff), some

%5 This policy statement was subsequently reaffirmed in August 2016, see
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/138/5/€20162595
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children may have feywor even no breaksn a school day or over the course of a weekoudh
possibly rare, thre are questions, as above, about whether this practice is effective or appropriate,
but we also query whether it contravenasticle 31 othe UNGonvention on theRghts of theChild,

to which the UK is a signatory. This is an issue that nieetther research anavider debatebut has

clear implications for policy. Nevertheless, a main way to meet the reaugnts of Aticle 31, in
GSN¥Ya 2F OKAfRNBY Q& NARIKG G2 NBf I andothefabpectsl y R
of the convention,s to ensure that all children have an opportunity for an extended period of break
time in eachschool day.

4.5 The value and problems of breaktime

It is important to highlight here that the main reasosshoolsgive for abolishing or reducing the
length of reaks was to free up time for coverage of the curriculum and for more learning. This
strongly highlights, maybe not surprisingly, that tmain priority of schools isormal coverage of

the curriculum and learningver and above the opportunitiesffered during breaktimes. As we
have seen this priority and government pressure to enhance progresiethachools to introduce
more curriculum opportunities (in théorm of clubs) both during break and lunch times and after
school Whether these clubs are optial for pupils is uncleailhis provides a backdrop fasking
about what school staff see as the value of break and lunch times.

When asked about the main value of breaktimes, the three most common responses from
primary schools were the opportunity it provided for the release of energy and physical exercise
(86%), for socialising with peers (84%), and the opportunity it providegetdresh air (54%). In
contrast to primary schools, in secondary schools the most common value of breaktime is that
provides an opportunity fostudents to eat and drink (71%), followed by timeétease energy and
get exercise (57%nd time tosochlise (57%)What stands oytthen,when comparing primary and
secondary schools is the more functional view of breaks at secondary level as times for students to
eat and drinkand to a degree time for energy releaseith less priority given to the social
opportunities it provides. There was a degree of similarity between results foR®& and the
2006 surveys butmarked difference with the 1995 survey. The first survey asked the question in
quite a different way thus rendering the findings difficultdompare with the more recent surveys.
Looking only at the changes since 20@ proportion of schools in 2017 that identified breaktime
as an important opportunity for pupils to get fresh air is double that in 200 might be in the
light of recentconcerns in the press, at the time of the survey, about how levels of pollution in inner
cities were leading some schools to have breaktime indoGampbell & Halliday, 2014&ity
Matters, 2017) and campaigns by the National TruBtoject Dirt and OPAL (Outdoor Play and
Learning)among othersto raise the profile of time spent outside playing and learnieg., Prisk
& Cusworth, 2018)it might also reflect thinking about fresh air having a restorative function relative
to concentration ande-engagement in class.

By contrast, dzLJA f 4 Q NBalLlRyaSa G2 IthedvevhemindgihjdrigzS & G A 2
of them valued breaktimefrst and foremosts the opportunity it provided them to socialise with
friends (86%). A majority of pupils algalued it in terms of the free time it affordg®2%) and the
opportunity it provided students to eat and drink (48%Yimary pupils also valued the time it
offered for playful activitiesThe positioning of time with friends as the most important valoe f
children contrasts with the view of schools, thougarticularly with the largelyfunctional view
expressed by secondary schoofdreaks as a time to eat, release energy and get physical exercise
We suggest that theémportant social functionof time spent socialising with peerswhilst
acknowledgedis undervalued by schoolBor many pupils,iese times represent the only regular
time that they get to spend with friendshere they can engage in activities of their own choosing
and in a sustained way.
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Shools and pupils weralsoat oddsin their viewsin relation to physical exercis&his was
highlighted as thanost popularvalue of breaktimeby staffat primary level and the second main
value expressed by secondary staff but ttésne very low dow2 y  LJdzLJA f & QThiskasli 2 F
particularlythe caseamongst secondary age groupgith only 16% highlighting asa best thing
about breaks/ K y3Sa Ay LlzLIAf aQ @Ho® thatin 2087ih&Y WeraihklfSas H n n ¢
likely to identify physical exercise as something they enjoyed about breaktirBedsequent
questions in the pupil survey also showed thatre than half of all pupils indicated that they were
not physically active during breaks and this was particularly the case for segmtddents and for
girls. There is much research that tracks the decline in interest in physical activity beyond primary
schoolt dzLJA f 8 Q NBRdAzOSR @l fdzAiy3a 2F oNBIF1AGAYS Fa |
recent efforts by schools to anease levels of physical exercise and in the light of ongoing anxieties
about an obesity epidemic.

A reason given for shortening the length of breakssame schools was to enable more
physical exercise. This aim is understandable in the light of heatiteens and the reluctance that
some childrerhave forengagngin physical activity andport, but we argue that it is likely to be
counterproductive to replace a part of the day that children value with mordReEearch in the US
in the 199G indicatedthat many schools had abolished recess in favour of more structured PE
f Saazya oAGK2dzi O2yaAARSNI GA2Yy 2F GKS LRISYydGaA
development and learning. There are some suggestions that schools in the US are lgeigingin
assess this policy (Jarrett, 20 1tBpughthe evidence is limited. Research on playgrounds in primary
schools has indicated théhe physical activitthat many children spend the time engagedaith
GKSANI LISSNE OF y LINE @ HaftySexedzkéd ran@rentertid that this @k def R NB
increased through careful playground desi@Ridgers et al., 2006At secondary level this may be
difficult, given the shorter time periods and absence of space, resources and facilities available to
suppat physical exercise via a range of activities. Abolishing breaktimes will mean that pupils will
lose a valuable opportunity for physical exercise or in cases where breaktimes have been replaced
by structured physical exercise children will loseimportant informal opportunities to socialise
freely with peers.

An area where schools and pupils were to a degree in agreement was the valuing of breaks
as time for eating and drinking@his is also an area that had increased in prominence amongst school
and student responses relative to 2006 data. Thay reflect recent attention and campaigns to
improve the quality of school meals and mealtimes. We know from our other research that pupils
value mealtime experiences because these are furizaialtimes to spad with friends and that
their joint experiencesmay be enhancedthrough enjoyable experiences of food (Baines &
Maclntyre,forthcoming).

Overall, @spite the overlap between schools and pupils, in views on the value of breaks as
important times for eatig and drinking, there igtherwisea disconnect betweeschoolstaff views
about the principle value of brealesd the things that childresee agnostimportant about break
times. As we have highlighted the danger here is that schools reducsettimes that are of
importance to pupils, t@lo more of the things that are valued by staffd the school.

We alsofound thata largemajority of primary and secondary schools said that there were
concerns and challenges with break timbglependent schools wermuch less likely to say there
were challenges at breaktime, and there was an indication #pgdroximately 20%ewer schools
experiencedchallengesn relation to breaktimes in 201€ompared to 20060f those reporting
challenges,lte poor behaviour ofartain students has remained the main concern for primary and
secondary schools over thgears Alsoof concern werethe overcrowding in the dinner hall and
outside andthe quality of supervisioat breaktimeg issues that were also main challenging areas
in 2006.
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In terms of the problems that mils identified with breaktimes, there was agreement with
school staff that the main problem is the behaviour of certain pupils at breaktime, vahitlarter
of secondary school students and a half of primary stktudents raised as a proble®@ther nain
concerns were for the lack of things to do, activitiesngbanned not allowed,and at secondary
level in particular, insufficient time to eat and drink ath@t the school grounds need improvent.

There wastherefore some consistency in school and pupil views on the challenges of
breaktimes. Although both students and schools highlight the problems associated with the
behaviour of a few students, it important to note that this has not affected. JdzL Jkefy acQitive
views of breaktimesind has not led them to suggest breaktime should be shorteBgdcontrast,
schools highlighproblem behavioulas amain reason for cutting back on brealksd preventing
children from having abreak & SS W4 A i K KapdveRfdr JudheraiskBsisinoihis issue)

We suggest that such strategies function to avoid the problems rather than deal with them directly
and that these issueare likely to continue, if unchallenged, at other times, usually when children
are outsice of school or even onlingvhere they are even harder to addre$¥e suggest that there

may be more positive and proactive approaches to dealing with these issues that bring the social,
behavioural and moral dilemmas that face children on a daily basigliscussions within school.

Schoch Q2 Y OSNY & | 62dzi GKS 20SNONBgRAY3IA 2F (GKS
having sufficient time to eat, again speak to the problem of the length of lunchtime at secondary
level. The poor behaviour of some pupimight even be connected to the pressures on time to eat
and overcrowdingThese problems may be easily resolved by extending lunch tonassure that
they are more positive, leisurely social timebere studentscan benefit from the timgle.g.for
relaxingor getting physical exercise in the company of peers).

The concerns amongst pupils about the lack of things to do, the banning of activities and the
poor state of school grounds at secondary level may well be related. These tie in with concerns
expressed by schools, particularly at secondary level, about the suitability of the school grounds for
breaktime activities and the generally lower quality of secondary school facilities and outdoor areas
highlighted by secondary schools. It is likely that thegely functional view held by secondary
schools along with short breaks and pressure on canteens has led to restrictions on time and
freedom to engage in the activities that students want to engage in. Having dull, limiting and
uninterestingplaygroundspaces may mean that children do not make good use of their time and
do not explore their interests in positive and constructive ways. Despite widespread reports of clubs
and activities running at break times, there is a question about how regularly tbasend whether,
at secondary level at least, there is sufficient time for students to participate as well as have a meal
and some time to socialise. There is also a sense, to be examined later in the section on supervision,
at secondary and primary levelsat supervision has increased, become more restrictive of what
pupils are allowed to do during their breaks. It may be that this is due to well publicised concerns
about safety.

Our findings show that schools could do marveaddress the needs and intertsof children
during breaks, to provida range ofpositive opportunities resourcesand activitiesfor children to
engage inWhile important to acknowledge the differesbciceconomic circumstancesf pupils in
state and independent schools,i$ interesting that many independent schools, that often offer an
array of organised activities during longer break times that studeatsopt in to, indicated that
there were few challenges at breaktimdsis possible that imndependentschools the wide range
of activities on offer enable students to explore their interests and to tryrmw activities. State
funded schools coulddo more to consider how break times and school playgrounds can be
resourced and harnessed to help childrerdivelop skills and to explore interests and activities of
interest to themselvesThere are many organisatiorfe.g., OPAL, Learning Through Landscapes
Scrapstoreamong many othenghat work with schools to provide resources and advice on how to
make nore of playground spaces to enhance positive playful activities and interaetsonell as to
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encourage physical exercise plegchoolscould also do more t@wonsult with pupils about the
activities and spaces that they want.

4.6 Behaviour at breaktimes an d out of school

We have seen thatree of the mainperceivedproblems at breaktime, identified by staff and pupils
alike, was the poor behaviour of certain individual pupils, who had problems socialising. This
concern is something that has quite understabtjgimpacted on school policies and management
of breaktime. But in response to more specific questions about behaviour at breaktismotable

that across all schools the majoribelieved thatbehaviour at breaktime over the past five years
had eitherimproved or stayed the same. There were differences between primary and secondary
schools with primary schools more likely to say that standards of behaviouinmaved and
secondary schools more likely to say that behaviour had stayed the same. Fruotieethere were
changes over time with more schoshff in 2017reporting a beliefthat behaviour had improved
over the past 5 yearand fewer reporting that it had declined than in 2006 or 1995.

These views contrast withiewson behaviour out of schal, where a higher proportion of
schoolsbelieve thatbehaviour outside school has stayed the same or declined and few saying it had
improved. Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that in relation to the previous surveys, far fewer
schools(20% fewer aprox.) in 2017 compared to 2006oelieved behaviour out of school had
declined in the past 5 years and far more ghiely believedt had stayed the same. In comparison
to 1995 around30% fewerschoolsexpressed the belighat behaviour had declinednd more than
20% said it had remained the same.

In terms of the reasons given forp&rceiveddecline in behaviour outside of school, many
cite concerns about pupils being less respectful, a finding consistent with our previous surveys.
School staff alstiighlighted concerns about the social competence of pupils and aggression and
behaviour. Over time, and particularly in secondary schoolsp#reeiveddecline in behaviour is
less likely to be attributed to aggression and the behaviour of certain chdils and far more likely
to be attributed to pupils being less socially competent. It is unclear why this attribution has changed
but it may have something to do with improved school policies on bulbmtchanging thinking in
public discourse about thelifficulties that young people face (e.g. in the light of increasing
engagement with phones and devices).

It is difficult to account for differencan schoolstaff perceptions of behaviour at breaktime
and out of schoolOne big question must be over the accuracy of school staff judgenoépispil
behaviour out of school, given that they are unlikely to have detailed knowledipsoft is perhaps
more likely to perceivéehaviour to bewvorse out of school when in gersdrone knows very little
about it, except on the small humber of cases when school staff are aware of misbehaviour.
Interestingly, the differencen perceptions of behaviour in and out of schegals also evident in the
previous surveys, and the explanatiadvanced following the first survey in 1995 (Blatchford &
Sumpner, 1996) may still hqglthat is, i is possible that staff perceptions reflect their own position
with regard to control over pupil$¥hat we mean here idat a perception of behaviour impving at
breaktime may reflect schools' responsibilities for it, and perhaps efforts to improve it, while it is easier
to see that behaviour out of school has declined because it is not under their control and can be
attributable to external factors (e.gparenting and home circumstances). There may therefoneHost
psychologists cadin attributional explanation for these data, in the sense that we tend to view more
positively those things over which we have control and responsifalitgl perhaps moreriowledge)
while we are more negative about those factors over which we have little control or respongaitity
perhaps knowledgerom this perspective changes in the attribution for poor behaviour outside of
school from aggression to poor social catgnce may also reflect changing thinking abitngt nature
of the difficulties that young people face.
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Yetthere is also the possibility thathool stafinay be accurate in thebeliefsthat behaviour
out of school has largely remained the same or segnesdeclinewhile in school it has remained the
same or improved. If thlatteris true, it may mean that the effortsn the part of school® encourage
pupils to be better behavealong with their policies relative to bullyingttendance, breaktimesral
opportunities to go off school premises during school hqaee laterjJand access to specific indoor
areasis havingan effect. It may also reflect the increase in adult supervision and adult led activities
within schoolor the improvenent in thequality of playground spacels might also be suggested that
reductionsto the length of breaktimes may have led to improvements in behavidawever this
is unlikely to be the cadeecausewhere the reductions and changes to breaks have been strongest
in 2017,that isin secondary schools, the prevalent view is that behaviour at break time has not
changedEither way, schools have made many charagetsinglefactors,or their combinationmay
account forschool staff viewsn behaviour The results prsented hereon behaviour in and out of
schoolareclearlyopen to interpretation; more research is required on pupils' social lives and behaviour
out of school, against which to compare staff perceptions.

4.7 Supervision and organisation of breaktime and going off site
The survey showed thdhe overall numbers opupils to teachers and support staffere nearly
twice as highi(e., more pupils per adult) during lunchbreak in secondary schootapared to
primary schoolsbut for morning break ratios werat similar levelsln primaryschoolssupport staff
were the main supervisors at morning and lunch time breaks, and at lunchtimes they outhumber
teachers by more than 7 to 1. At secondary Igiesichers were the main adults involved in supervision
¢ outnumbering support staff by about 2 to 1 or mo&ipport staffwere most likely to be involved in
playground supervision istate fundedschools and much less likely to be involved in supervision in
independent schoolswhereteachers were the main provideiof supervision for both morning and
lunchtime breaks and particularly at secondary level.

An importantresult from this study is thatirsce the last survesin 1995 and 200&here has
been asubstantialincrease in the numbers of adults supervising agas both at primary and
secondary levelde have here to separate out teachers and support sffile at primary level the
numbers of teachers supervising shanly increased slightly, at secondary level they have nearly
doubledsince 2006 Over the pastwo decades there has been a marked increase in the number of
support staff in schools/Nebster & Blatchford, 2@), and at primary level they are now the main
supervisors at break and lunch times. At secondary level there are more support staff involved
supervision during morning breaks and levels seem to have increased slightly for coverage of morning
breaks but has remained the same in relation to lunch breaks. It may be that support staff are deployed
differently in secondary schools, at leastétation to lunch times

This increase iadult supervisorsit breaktime meanshere are fewer pupils per member of
supervising staffparticularly in relation to morning break times. In 1995 in primary schools there
were on average 86 pupils per supervisa 2006 this had reduced to 67 and in 2017 this figure has
reduced further to 52 pupils per adult supervisor. A simikdluction is observed in secondary
schools for both morning and lunch breaks where raktiage nearly halved since 2006. We need to
be careful as the figures heraay not take account of staggered breaks and lunch tjrtfesugh
this is unlikely to have much affected the overall trend over tififeese findings are surprising and
may be part of aresponse toongoing concerns aboutappropriate behaviour and potential
bullying amongst pupilat break timesand concerns about safeguarding and health and safety of
pupils This might also be a result of the increased availability of adult suppedftistprimary and
secondary schoolas well as changes to school meal policy (e.g., universal access to free school
meals for all KS1 pupils) which may have required further adult supervision to ensure timely
throughput of children in the school diningesas.
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As discussed earlier, this increase in supervision at breaktime might help explain why schools
FNBE y26 Y2NB LRAAGADS | 62dzi LIzZLIAf aQ 0SKI @A 2 dzN.
in adult supervision will lead to reduced freedonoes thildren, more reprimands and enforcement
2F NHzZ Sa Ay GKS fA3IKG 2F O2yOSNya | o2dzi WKSH €
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One point to arise from the poil survey is that although pupils themselves see that there
are some problems at breaktime, they do not generally feel that there is a need for more adults to
supervise them at lunchtime. Indeed, most thought the number was about right and a fifth thought
there were already too many adults supervising them! A similar pattern was also found for the 2006
survey which indicates that it is certainly not the pupils that are calling for more supervision!

In the light of debates about thenportance ofmore adut directed activity (at least at
primary leveland also secondary leveMargo et al. 2006),ecent interest in and claims about the
value of structured break timesyhere pupils are offered and must choose one from a set of
activities (Burgess, 2016and of play workers that facilitate playwe asked new questions on the
school survey about the nature of supervision during breaktimes. The majority of schools both
primary and secondary reported that adulipervised at a distan€and thatpupils wereable to
engage in selthosen activitiedNearly halbf primary schools arranged (formally and/or informally)
adult led activities for pupils to participate ihthey wished. Examples of this might be football,
group skipping, physical exercise (e.glydaiile or running club) and other clubs, or coordination of
access to trim trails and climbing framegery few % primary schools reported that their
arrangements were along the lines of structured breaks wipengls were requiredo choose which
activity to engage inThere are no datdrom previous surveyeelating to the nature of supervision,
so it is difficult to know whether this is an increase or not. However, given the slight increase in the
provision ofadult led clubsluring breaktimes thisnayimply anincrease in the offering of adult led
activities though pupilare still allowed the freedom to choose to participate or not.

Training and support of supervisors
In the school survey we also asked about training and sagdpo breaktime supervisors. Primary
schools offered a combination of informal and formal approaches to support and training. The main
informal approaches were regular meetings with supervisory staff and discussion as and when the
needarose,but a largeportion indicated that more formal training had been provided by private
organisations or the local authority. Secondary schools, on the other hand, seem to limit training
and support to more informal approaches through a fairly reactivéac mode of disussions and
YSSUiAy3Ta WIHa RYR2YEKSHFANBS|HURNDI®dzaaAz2ya 2F 220

Nearly a fifth of secondary schools indicated that there was no training provided for
supervisory staff. This is surprising as nearly a third of secondary selsmlgghlighted supervision
as one of the main challenges at breaktimes. But this patteaisis perhapsonsistent with the
notion that secondary schools see breaktimes largely in functional terms as a time to eak&se
of energy or exercise argbme fresh air before lessonssumein the afternoon

The 2017 findings are broadly similar to those reported in 2006, although there has been a
reduction in supervisor training from LAs (presumdaoljowing the reduction of LA services and
schools waoking with LAS), with only a very slight increase in its provision by private companies, and
Fy AYONBFaS Ay Wy2 (NIAYAYyIQod

It can be difficult for schools taecruit andretain breaktime supervisory staff and this may
mean that schools need to have a ctard cycle of supervisory trainingfhere can also be difficulties
in getting support staff in for training and discusspa problem made more difficult because it can
involve attendance during their own, unpaid, time (Blatchford et212). There isalso a danger of
blaming supervisors, and questioning the quality of supervjsiien the rates of pay and conditions
of service of support staff are not necessarily sufficient to provide quality supenkiovever, given
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that breaktime, as we have segstill takes up a sizeable part of the school day, we argue that
supervision needs to be seen as important and worthy of as much planning and forethought as that
given to supervision and teaching within the classroom. Thidokenable supervisors to strategically
FIOATAGIGS LRAAGADBS YR O2yadNHzZOGABS ONBF{GAY!
that enable and support inclusion and ensure that staff kinow to deal with conflicts, rule breaking

and mean or ukind behaviour in a strategic fashion.

4.8 Activities at breaktime

We also asked schools about activities that are available for pupils at breaktimes. This includes a
wide range of opportunities provided by the school (informally or formally by supervisoisy
specialists coming in to school (e.g. play workers, music teachers etc.). The large majority of primary
and secondary schoolag{prox.87%) indicated that they provided activities for pupils at break and
lunch times and that this had increased stlgtsince the 2006 survey.

The most frequently cited activities were music and sports (team or individual sports) in both
primary and secondary schools. Curriculum support/homework clubs were also prevalent across
both phases of education. Secondary salsoalso offered clubs associated with computing/IT,
drama/dance and art/design/crafts/cookery. It is unclear from the data how far these were formally
organised activities and whether these ran all year round or wereashactivities offered at a
certain point in time.

Apart from aslightincrease in the proportion of schools offering activities during breaktimes,
there have been changes since 2006 in the activities offered. Particularly noticeable was a decline
in the number of schools reporting that they offered opportunities for compgtiT/ coding and
competitive board games such as chélse decline in computing/ldoding clubs might be due to
its improvedcoveragewithin the nationalcurriculum(from 2014). There was a noticeable decrease
since 2006 in the proportion of secondarheols reporting curriculum support/homework cluas
breaktimebut a marked increase in these sorts of clubs offered at primary level. It is also notable
that there has been an increase in curriculum support/homework activities after s¢hatoboth
primary and secondary levels. This increase is consistent with anecdotal reports of primary schools
using breaks (and time after school) belp prepare pupilswho are strugging academically for
exams and &y Sage tests.The reduction in curriculum supporttagties at secondary level may be
simply because there is not sufficient time during break to provide these activities and because of
increased provision of such activities after schebich does allow for longer sessions.

The pupil survey indicatethat 9% of pupils that attended clubs during breaks attended
homework clubs. In key examination years the figure might be higher. It is unclear from the results
how far these clubs were optional and it may be that some pupils are required to attend them
instance if they have not completed their homework or if they are struggling in their academic work.
It might also be the case that some pupils that find it difficult to do homework at home use these
times constructively but this may prevent them from hawg a break at all and limit their ability to
attend in subsequent lessons.

The increase irurriculum supporactivitiesduring breaktimeat primary level is of concern.
Pupilswho attend these activities are missing out on what they themselves seeassary and
enjoyable breaks from the intensities of classroom learning, and an inadvertent consequence of this
may even be they find it harder to focus on their studies later in the school day. This view is based
on evidence that break times are importafor engagementattention and behaviourafter the
break Barros et al., 2009ellegriniet al., 1995 Pellegrini, 200band the longer that pupils are
required to concentrate and learn the more counterproductive this might be (Jarrett et al.,, 1998
Pellegrini et al., 19951t is also of concern as these students may miss out on important social
opportunities to engage with peers and friends. In some cases, the pupils who miss out may be
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those who really need opportunities to develop socially. Theray even be implications for
OKAf RNByQa YSyidlrf KSFfGK FyR ¢StftoSAy3a aiayos
or to complete homework at home may also be those that need social support from friends.

The pupil survey also provides igisis into the activities and clubs that pupils engage in at
breaktime. While over two thirds of primary children indicated that they attended organised
activities®, over two thirds of secondary students said that they did not attend such organised
activities.It is unclear whether students choose not to attend clubs because they are not available,
0SOlIdzasS GKS@ R2yQd FLIISHE 2NJ 6SOlFdzaS addzRSyila
and friends. The concern among students about the lack of shiaglo at lunch time suggests that
what is on offer may not appeaDn the other handgeneral concern is that in order for pupils to
pursuefurther learning opportunities (e.g., in music, spatt, drama) they must forgo their break
and time to sociasie with peers. This again means that some students are getting less breaktime
than others. Schools could think carefully about offering these opportunities as part of the formal
school day or an extended school d&ghools may well benefit from working necclosely with the
student body, making the most of student voice, to identify the activities, resources and the nature
of playground space that pupils want.

4.8.1 Access to nobile devices at school and during break
As part of an interest in activities at bleand lunchtimes, aquestion new to the 2017 survey and
reflecting recent changes in technology and culture, was whether children were allowed to bring
mobile devices to school and winer they were allowed to use therduring breaks Thisis a
controversal area. In the school survey, the majority of primary schools indicated that pupils were
not allowed to bring mobile devices to school and when they were alloweddveceswere often
held in the school office at least until the end of the school dag. Situation insecondary schools
was very different with only a quarter of schools indicating that mobile devices were not allowed in
school.Given concerns in schools about cyberbullying, it was surprising that two fifths (42%) of
schools that allowedhobile phonedo be brought to schoahdicated that they could be used during
breaks and 16% indicated that they could be used during mealtimes. Allowing the use of devices
and phones during break times may mean thakind behaviour and bullying may be handfor
schools to police and to address. A number of high profile government ministers, including the chief
inspector of Ofsted have indicated that mobile devices should not be allowed in classrooms or
schools, but fall short of saying there should be atright ban in school as a whole including at
breaktimes BBC, 2018¢ KSNX KI @S |t a2 0SSy O2y OSNya | o2 dz
how these might be related to mental health (in fact ttMorld Health Organisationhasrecently
classified devicgame play addiction as a mental health probleWakefield, 2018 If children are
allowed greater access to devices during breaktimes this may become even more of a problem.
On the other hand, there is a sense in which the problems associated with ymaupde
using mobile technology may be overstated and that in many respects young people use mobile
technology for largely benign or positive social activities. Such devices have also become a common
part of everyday life and in the light of the increaseailability of a range of wearable technologies,
it may be impractical to ban them. But there are also ways in which devices and new technologies
might be usefully brought into playgrounds and during break times to enable pupils to engage in
and develop Bw activities as well as s@evelopment of more traditional gaméBurn, 208). There
may be organisations that are interested in developing innovative ways of harnessing technology to
provide opportunities in ways that are acceptable to the school anémasommunity. Game play

% There is some question about the reliability of the findings for primary pupils. Although the question specifically
asked about adult organised activities, Year 5 pupils may have interpketed & ' &1 Ay 3 | 62dzi GKS |
at breaktime rather than more formally organised adult led activities.
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on devices during breaks in the school day may be a positive way to support the development of
friendships and acceptande.g. amongst childremvho struggle to develop friendshipsuch as

those with SEN)Console games have bedor a long time, a main topic of conversatiamd
inspiration for imaginative plaguring breaks and at mealtimes, particularly amongst groups of boys
(see Baines & Blatchford, 2011) and can sometimes be a reason for some children to be less
acceptedby peers (e.g., if they are not allowed devices/ access to certain games). Allowing
supervised and supported access to games where peers and friends are involved during break or
lunch times, and in certain circumstances, may lead to positive game use andggaractices.

There is therefore a need for further public debate, carefully considered school policy as well as
research on the availability and use of mobile devices during break times for example as a source of
distraction or conflict with staff and pegrut also in terms of what they offer children in terms of
social engagement and activities between peers.

4.8.2 Freedom of movement during break times

The school survey asked questions about the freedoms that children have to move in and out of the
school buiding during breaks, including during wet break timesfebences were evident across
school phases in terms of access into school buildings during school b'¢akeund thatmost
primary schools expected pupils to stay out of the school buildingsglwail breaks, while most
secondary schools allowed access to some or all areas of the sBhwinlg wet breaks at primary
school, children were largely required to remain in their classrooms. But about 13% were allowed
on to the playground during wet wéaer, though largely not on grassy areas. At secondary level,
the majority of students were allowed out onto nagrassy areas during wet breaks and just over a
quarter were allowed access to most areas of the schidwre is then a higher degree of corltad
primary level in movements around the school ground$is difference in the freedom of
movement may be due to the larger school yard areas that are typical of secondary schools and a
greater personal responsibility afforded older children during kteaes as well as the difficulties
associated with organising supervision that primary schools might encounter when allowing
children outside during wet breaks.

The trends for the 2017 data were similar to the situation in 2006. Although there were signs
then that primary schools were relaxing rules about going out, this trend has not continued. In
secondary schools there have been some changes with an indication that schools are asserting
greater control on the areas that students can go to with a reducin the proportion of schools
allowing students access to most areas and an increase in the proportion of schools allowing access
to specifiandoor areas. There are, howeverganisationsprogrammes and campaigis.g., OPAL,
Outdoor dassroombDay, The National Trust, Learning Through Landscap#sgt are encouraging
primary schools, at least, to allow children access to playing fields during the autumn and winter
months with the construction of welly stores and outdoor covered areas and freedom anreat
may change in the future.

In the school survey we also explored the limits to freedom of movement at secondary level
in terms of students being allowed off site during lunch times. This practice has been controversial
given concerns about attendaeagcbehaviour out of school, health and safety, bullying and the
guality of food eaten at lunchtime. Also, there have been increased efforts by schools and policy
makers to ensure students attend school and this has led to parental fines when studentsdtave
attended school for long periods. It is miag of little surprise that virtually none of the secondary
schools that participated in this survey said that they now allow students to leave the school
premises at lunchtimes. This is a substantial changsomparison to 2008esultswhich were in
turn a decline from the 1995 figures.

These findings indicate that there have been increases in the restrictions on the freedoms of
students at secondary schools. Adolescents are now prevented from goingaftisihg lunchtimes
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and they are also increasingly restricted to particular areas both inside school buildings and out in
school playgrounds. While there are clearly very good reasons for not allowing students to go off
site at lunchtime, as already higiiited, when taken together with increases in the number of
supervisors at breaktimes, the shortening of breaktimes and the provision of adult structured
activities outside of school and during break, we suggest that the situation may be symptomatic of
a wider culture within which young people are increasingly managed and controlled both in school
and outside of school. While these changes constrain choice and freedoms, what is more important
is that they prevent pupils frorhaving to think andnake important decisions for themselves, for
being accountable for these choices and from learnmgortant lessongrom them. Such lessons
arelikely to be importantor children tobecome autonomous, confident and resilient peop(&ill,

2007; Shaw et al., 2013)

4.9 Suitability of school grounds at breaktime and facilities available

Questions regarding the quality of the school ground for breaktime activities, supervision and
teaching and learning outdoors led to interesting differences between primary and secondary
schools and some marked changes since earlier surveys. Primary schools were very positive about
the quality of their outdoor space for these things, with more than two thirds of schools rating their
2dz0R22NJ aLJ OS | & W32 2 RQ duseuveyd whierd only half of BthoBI& in & K A
2006, and less than a third, in 1995, of schools expressed this view. Secondary schools were also
more positive than previously about the quality of the school grounds for breaktime activities,
supervision and owtoor learning.

This isperhapsa surprising finding given the concerns aboeductions inschoolfunding
and stories of schools having del off partsof their groundslt is not possible to be sure about the
reasons for this more positive viewherehas, however, in recent times been increased funding for
sports and grants available for new equipmeaigng withorganisations that support schools with
advice and also in seeking funding for development wamki these may have led to improvements
in sool groundslt is also possible that schools are managing their sites more efficiently to enable
better supervision. Secondary schools are slightly less positive about their sites for supervision and
breaktime activities but even here only around 10%cdatkd that their site was poor.

Questions relating to the quality of particulsechool groundeaturesshowthat over the past
10 years schools have paid much more attention to their outside provision and the quality of the
equipment and facilities avaitde. The proportion of primary schools with sheltered areas, quiet
areas, fixed play equipment and designated sports areas seemed to have noticeably increased and
the quality of these resources seems to have improved. However, few schools had packdggs of p
materialsd dzOK I & WYeceagrndotheilopeBeddedmaterials designed for creative play
andwhen presenthese were often reported to be of poor qualityhis may not be important as
GKSaS INBE y20G ySOSaal NAf Bowevelzliihi® mesrR that theyda® no2 T Y
longer be used effectively by children for play (e.g. dressing up materials are ripped or ruined) then
they may need replacingsecondary schoqglen the other handreport fewer resources than in
2006 but with the exception of fixed and portable play equipmeimidicate that the quality of these
things is better. There have been particular improvements in the quality of benches and seating
areas, greenery and planting, the playground and sports areas and-usaltames areas.
Neverthelessthere isstill room for improvemenin both primary and secondary schodahsterms
of the improvement of theoutdoor space, for instance in terms of places to sit and socialise
sheltered and quiet areas and potentially in relatio fixed and portable play equipment.

Primary schools were more likely than secondary schools to have worked with outside
agencies to develop their school groundsth more than half of primary and a fifth of secondary
schools reportinghat they had donehis. However, this was lower than the figures for 2006. It may
be that schools feel that their resources and equipment are of sufficient quality and that there is
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little need for further improvementsGiventhe concerns raised by pupigout not having much to

do (34% of pupils)that enjoyable activities were banndd6%) and that school grounds needed
improvement(21%) there may be a difference of opinion between pupils and school staff about
the quality of facilities and resourcesrailable.Far more pupils than in 2006 indicated that the
school grounds needed improvement which suggests that this is an area of growing codbem.

set alongside concerns abaire health and level of physical activity of young people, and alsoagorri
about a decline in outside play and activities, more attention could be paid, especially at secondary
level, toimproving the school grounds and facilities available for pufithoolscould be well
advised to work with pupils to identify how outdogpaces might be improved or enhanced so that
they feel excited about their playground space and the school grourtds.might be as part of a
wider dialogue between school staff and pupils about breaktime provigiosecondary level it is
important to highlight that on entering Year 7 many children have moved from relatively richly
resourced primary school playgrounds to school yards with little to offer in terms of playful
activities, resources or spaces for play. There is maybe an assumption mad# thasit this age
children no longer need to play or that school is only a place of work. It would be important for
a0K22t&a (G2 SELX 2NB LlzLAf aQ LISNBRLSOGAOSA 2y (K

4.10 Clubs and activities before/after school

Nearly all schools indicated that theyganised some form of after school clubs. Secondary schools
provided a broader range of activities than primary schools presumably because they are bigger and
have the capacity to do so. While the proportion of primary schools offering after schoolhadsbs
slightly increased, the proportion of secondary schools offering them has slightly decreased.

Of patrticular interest in this area is the marked increas#ieakfastclub<which are clubs
provided before schoolstarts Over three quarters of primargchools and nearly two thirds of
secondary schools organised breakfast clubs. This is a substantial increase on the 42% of primary
schools that ran breakfast clubs in 2006. This was a relatively new thing in 2006 syo#llthgty,
the question wasiot even asked of secondary schools at that tirBece this time there has been
much interestin and support, including from the DFE and a range of charitable organisations, for
the provision of breakfast clubs (elgellod <2014 Graham, Puts & Beadle 20). These types of
clubs usually fulfil two purposesfirst they provide childcare before school to parents that need it
and secondthey often provide a breakfasusuallyfor disadvantagecchildren. In many cases
parents pay for their children to attend these clubs but they can also be subsidisedegreeby
the schooland charitiesGiven the squeeze on school budg#tere have been concerns about the
ability of schools t@ontinuesustainngclubsthat provide breakfas{Burns,2017).This is of concern
because if they are withdrawn some children will go hungilye increase in clubdsefore school
may reflect recent financial pressures facing families but also changing work environments where
employed parents wish to take their children to school earlier and collect them (&teron, Owen,
hQ/ 2yy St f 2089. Thisliaksd patentially very concerningbecause not only are amy
schools now providing But of 3 meals per dgybut somechildrenarrive at school very early and
leave late. It may be that faomechildren the family environment has much less of a presence and
influence on their developmentvhile life within school may be becoming the main context forithe
social and moral devepmentand will be important in terms of relationships with adults and other
children

In terms of the other types of clubs offered, as was the case previously, team sports activities
were most likely to be offered by schools and arts and crafts, dramacel and music are all very
popular at secondary and primary level$ie popularity of some clubs hflactuated a little over
time. In the lates2017 survey the proportions of schools offering art/design/crafts/cookery have
increased slightlyPerhaps srprisingly, given recent public concerns about the nature of computer
knowledge, the proportion of schools offering coding/IT clubs have declined especially at secondary
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level, possibly reflecting curriculum changes in terms of computer literacy and cogimigt the
organisation of Science clubs has markedly increased, especially at primary levels.

Particularly noticeable is the marked increase in after school clubs involving curriculum
support or homework clubwhich have more than doubled at primamvel. Whilst in the 2006
survey curriculum support clubs were the third most frequently offered after school club at
secondary school, in 2017 there has beenrerease on 2006 levesiich thatit is now the second
most widely offered after school club.

There has been much discussion about the prioritisation of English and Maths and the
narrowing of the curriculum in schools. After school clubs have always been a way in which children
can furtherbroadentheir interests in particular areasactivities am while some of the main nen
core curriculum areas seem to make up the areas offered these have not changed substantially since
the previous surveyThe increase in curriculum support and homework clubs highlights the
increased pressures on studept®w even after schoglto undertake more academic learning. This
is presumably for those childremho may be struggling owho do not complete their homework at
home and are thus required or wish to do it at schddle pupil survey revealed however, tluatly
approximatelyl0% of pupils attending after school clubs attended clubs involving extra curriculum
support. Figures magctuallybe higheras a number of pupils reported attending other academically
focused activities after schqahcluding preparation foexaminations/ 11+ and may ket higher
for students in exam years not sampled by this questionnaire.

The fact that schools offer clubs says little about the extent to which children participate in
them, so it was important to find out from pupils abothe clubs that they attended after school.
Results from the pupil survey indicated that primary pupils wezarly twice adikely to attend after
school clubsssecondary school pupilt may be that attendance of after school clubs during the
primaryyears is in part due to a need on the part of parents fuldcare beyond school hours. It
might also be down to parents encouraging their children to explore different interests or as part of
an opportunity tosocialig with others anda chance to meet ith friends.Once children get older
andare more independen{thus are less likely to need childcaréjeymayhave asmaller or more
focusedset of interests and pursue thesedependently or in clubs outside of schodhe decline
in after school clukattendance during adolescence may be due to extended academic pressures
arising out of preparation for examinations in Year, @i declining interestCompared to 2006
figures there has beera substantial declinengarly 30%in young people attending &t school
clubs and activities. This might be due to the increasing focus on electronic devices and social media
Ay @e2dzy3 LISNB2yaQ tAQGSa odzi Yire faz2z oS G2 R2
clubs. However, figures from a subsequepiestion about what pupils had done the day before
indicated that about 10% of pupils attended a club immediately after school (presumably these were
largelyafter school clubs). This was the same overall figure as in 2b@Se results seem slightly
at odds with the earlier decline in numbers of children attending a#ienool clubs but may
represent a core of childrewho attend multiple clubs during the week.

By far the most attended after school activities were those involving team sports or other
sports. This was followed by music and drama/ dance. Other types of clubs were attended such as
art/craft/design/cookery and homework/curriculum support. But far fewpupils were involved in
these clubs than implied by the figures for the school survey. It is likely that clubs involving team
sports involve much higher numbers of pupils than other types of clubs on offer and this seems to
include curriculum support awities which while offered by many schools do not involve that many
students.

4.10.1 Clubs outside of school
The student survey also asked about attendance of clubs outside of school. Interestingly about the
same proportion of primary school pupils attenddaese clubs as after school clubs, but more
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secondary school pupils attendedlubsoutside of school than afteschool clubs. This may have
something to do with these clubs often being run $pecificorganisations charities withmuch
expertise in theparticulararea, but also that some of the clubs are not run by/in school (e.g. Youth
organisations such as Scouts and Guides). However, since 2006 the proportions of pupils attending
clubs outside of school has also declined with about 15% fewer pupils negpattendance of these
clubs outside of school.

In terms of the types of activities that were prevalent in 2017, relatively similar results were
found as for after school clubs. The most popular clisgthose involving team sports, though
at lower levels than in school, and other types of sports, at higher levels than in school. Clubs
involving arts/crafts etc had very little involvement outside of school, whereas drama/dance and
music clubs had similar levels of involvement in and outside of schioete were slight gender
differencesin the accessing of clubs outside of schoal.was the case in 2006, boys were slightly
more likely to attend clubs outside of school with boys largely attending clubs with a sports focus
and girls more interested ingsforming arts clubs. This may reflect ongoing interest in sports such
as football whilst girls show less interest in pursuing extreicular activities, possibly choosing to
spend their time focusing on their school work or socialising with frieddiernatively, clubs
available outside of school may not relate to the interests of girls as much as they do those of boys.

Clubs both after and outside of scha@wk likely toplay an important part isomeOK A £ RNB y Q
lives their social relationshipsleamning and social developmenfTanner et al., 2016)There is
relatively little research or understanding of the reasons and motivations for children and young
LIS2LX S FTGGSYRAY3a YR LINOAOALI GAy3 Ay &dzOK
development Clubs outside of school, particularly during adolescence, may provide children with a
greater sense oindependence ancutonomyas wellcommitment to a particular areand are
important opportunities to develop personal interestad feel part of orgasiationsbeyond school
Attendance of clubs may require parental support and commitment, particularly those outside of
school and parents may be important as motivators or mediators in whether children participate in
them. There is a need for further res€ak (2 F20dza 2y GKS NBfS 27F |
beyond school. Whilst personally fulfilling these provide extra skills and knowledge beyond that
offered by school and thewften less formal, norexam focusedhon-obligatorynature may mean
that they aremore easily enjoyed andell placed to support the development af variety of
important Woft skill€amongst children.

4.11 Social life after and outside of school
The pupilsurvey also aimed to find out abowother aspects 0O K A f R NB yWweszutside @ A |- €
school. Questions focused on where children went after school, what tltegirdd who they spent
time with, and in particulahow time wasspent with friends.
In response to questions about where students went after school, nearly two ti@pdsted

OKFG GKSe ¢Syd adNrA3IKG K2YS® hyte | avlkftf LN
2N 02 y20KSN) oiNBd $ GRI0BRNEKE KR NKE S ywREs ouanaoplk NA & 2
GN} oSt 2 I FNASYRQ&a K2dzaSeo Ly GSN¥Ya 2F GKS |

of different activities highlighted with going home and spending time watching TV or on a device
either without or with a friendthe most common. This question was interestingen compared to
the same question in 20Q06n 2017 similar proportions (14%) indicated that they did their
homework but farfewer studentssaidthey spend time with friends after school. In fathe
numbers reprting playing or spending time with friends were half what they were in 2006 is
a substantial decline and of serious concern.

Afollow up question asked how often primary and secondary school students met up with
friends and peers outside of sablo Answers to this question in 2006i@v that although the
majority met with friends at least a few times per week, a quarter of pupils met with friends less
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than once per week. These findings were consistent with responsasimilar questiorasked in
Swveeps4 and 5of the Millennium Cohort Studyhere a quarter of pupils aget(24.8%)nd nearly
a fifth of pupils aged 11 (19%)ent time with frienddess than once per wegMC$ 2010, 2013
Ourresultsfor 2017also showed thathe level of childrersocialising with peers outside of school
was much reduced on 2006 levelewer students reported meeting with friends every nightd
nearly half(compared to 25% in 2006) now reported that they saw their friends outside of school
less than once per wée(at the weekend or less regularlyfhese findings are very importaand
showl adzaidl ydAlrf OKFy3aS Ay OKAfRNByQa a20Alf f
They also showhat for nearly half of pupils, school and school breaktimegyarticular, are the
main opportunities maybe the only opportunitiedpr children to meet withand have sustained
contact withtheir friends on a regular basi®ne grey areghowever, relates to the nature of school
provisionafter school hours. i@ldcareprovisionand someclubscanallow more social and playful
activity with peers thans offered byother more formaladult ledclubs. This means that the survey
may have undegestimated how much socialising goes ionschool but outside of schoobhrs.
Clearly there is a need for further research to exanmimgreater depthOKA f RNBy Qa a2 OAl
in and outside of school

In terms of the nature of social networks of those that met with friends outside of school,
these friends were predominalyt childrenwho went to the same school as them or a mixture of
friends that attended their school and other peers that did not. Very few adolescents reported that
they only met with childrerwho did not go to their school. Boys seemed to prioritise ttssinool
friends slightly more than neachool based friendsvhilst girls were more likely to value all of their
friends equally.

How might these changes in socialising patterns be explained? One possible explanation
might bethat with increased parentalhmice of schoolschool friends mayow live further apart.
Reduced attendance of after school clubs might on the one hand allow more opportunities to meet
with peers outside of school but on the other mean that peers leave school at different times. Given
that levels of pupils undertaking homework straight after school seem consistent with findings for
the 2006 survey, it seems unlikely that the levels of after school work have increased. It might be
the case that the reduced freedoms afforded children,ame that parents expect them to go
straight home after school. Where previously children would informié#iiior each other to meet
upandor L I 83X y2¢ Ylyeé OKAfRNBYy 32 2y WLI I & RI(0S:
Yy20A2y 27F may rdidiéfldrgdly tR youn§e® children, it is nevertheless indicative of the
OKIFy3aAy3 a20ASdG& |yR (KAYT]AY gassangthing e farialyf R NB
agreed and arranged. Once in the home children are likely to engage with swailza, TV and
gaming devices. It is also possible that the reduction in freedoms afforded children and greater
structuring of their time over the past decade combined with the opportunities provided by social
media and online entertainment devices had te a cultural shift such that even when students are
afforded more independence theshoosenot to spend timedirectly with friends.It may be that
children spend more time engaging with friends and peers online, such that there is no longer a
need to plysically meet with them. There is much evidence that pupils do engage with peers digitally
and undertake joint activities, play and socialising (Isbister320arsh, 2014). But there are
ongoing questions about the nature, quality and depth of theseradBons and the role they play
in self and social developmenthis means that as a context where pupils can interact with friends
and peers and develop important social skills, breaktimaghave become even more important.

These findings highlight thenportance of school and in particular breaktimes as the main
contexts in which children form and develop friendships with peers and where important social skills
emerge and the centraimportance2 ¥ 34 O0K22f | yR oNBI]10dAYSa Ay OK;
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4.12 Findings relative to main factors

Differences between primary and secondary schools

Findings from the school and pupil surveys identified consistent differences between primary and
secondary schools. To summarise: in comparison to primary sckegatsdary schools were more
likely to:

T

T

= =

= =

= =

Have less total time for breaks, allocate less of the school day to breaks and have shorter
lunchbreaks.

Have shortened breaks, since 1995, by about 65 mimeesveek(compared to 4045 mins

for primary schools

See the value of breaktintaore in functional termg as a time to eat and drink and for release

of energy and exercisgather than as an opportunity for socialisation

Identify problems at breaktime arising from overcrowding and the quality of supenvisi

Say that standards of behaviour at breaktime are unchanged over the past five years (but
fewer secondary schools in 2017 in comparison with 2006 and 1995 think behaviour has
declined).

Say that standards of behaviour outside of school over the pastyiars are unchanged

(but fewer secondary schools in 2017 in comparison with 2006 and 1995 think behaviour out
of school has declined).

Have more teaching staff and fewer support staff on duty at break and lunch times and have
more pupils per supervisoat lunchtimes (though approximately the same ratio as for
morning breaks)

Have more supervisory staff on duty during breaktimes than in 2006 and 1995 (with average
numbers of teaching staff supervising nearly double what they were in 2006)

Supervise at aidtance allowing students to engage in sgibsen activities (rather than set

up activities for students to opt in to)

Not provide training for supervisory staff and/or to rely on an informal approach to
supervisor training and support (in contrast wghimary schools which offer formal training

and support, (e.g., training by outside agencies and regular meetings with senior&héff).
difference had grown since 2006.

See school grounds as less suitable for supervision, breaktime activities andh¢eaodi
learning (though perceptions of these things have improved since 2006).

Not have facilities available for use at breaktime and to judge facilities as of poor quality.
Have CCTV in the playground and designated sports areas; but not have areedeof ga
wildlife, shelter or for quiet in the playground

Not have worked with outside agencies to improve the grounds or breaktime for pupils.

To allow more freedom of movement during breaks to specific areas in school and access
out on to the playgroundluring wet weather (however freedom to move off premises even
with parental permission has bedargely stoppedl

To allow students to bring mobile devices in school and to use them during break and lunch
times

We have also seen that secondary school students are more likely to say that breaks should be
made longer, there is not enough time to eat and drink, there are not enough things to do, fun
activities are banned, and that the school grounds need repair.

All of this suggests that breaktime is seen as more of a problem in secondary schools but at the
same time receives less attention, planning and development. Though challenges of breaktimes are
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seen in terms of the behaviour of pupils, overcrowding, supemiand the school grounds, less
effort is put into training and supporting staff, and providing facilities at breaktime. Secondary
schools could provide more and better quality facilities, and attend more to the quality of the school
grounds. They mightalthis through greater links with outside agencies but also by working with
the student body to develop the outdoor space to enable students to undertake activities that they
find interesting.

The fact that secondary schools have shorter breaktimes, éslpethe lunchbreak, suggests
GKFG NIYGKSNI 0Ky 3IA@S (K2dAKG (2 aiGddzRSydiQ SEL
simpleapproachof solving a perceived problem area by cutting back on it. It is true that they put on
more specific activitieand clubs during breaktime, but this would not seem to offset the other
differences identified here and few students reported participating in clubs at breaktimessibly
because of the lack of time. There is a clear contrast with the pupil experigmegelike breaktimes
as a chance to meet with friends and wish to see them extended and not cut back any further.

Differences between independent anstate fundedschools

Findings from the school survey identified differences between independent schadlstate
funded schools. Findings here are rather more tentative because of the lower response from
independent schooland the variability in practicesievertheless to summarise: in comparison to
state fundedschools, independent schools were more likely to:

Start the school day earlier and finish later and have a longer school day overall.

Have a larger proportion of the school day allocated to break time at Key Stages 3 and 4 (but

not KS1 and 2)

1 Have longemorning and lunch time breaks and more total time allocated to breaks overall
at all Key Stages.

1 Report that the quality of the outdoor space was good for breaktime activities and
supervision (but less likely to have worked with outside providers to angtheir school
grounds).

1 Have more teaching staff and fewer support staff supervising at lunch breaks in primary

schools (and have fewer pupils per member of staff for morning but not lunchtime breaks)

Have fewer staff supervising at morning and lunchaks in secondary schools.

Report running lunch time clubs and a wider range of clubs (including curriculum support) in

secondary schools (thoudhey were less likely to run clubs after school).

1 Report at secondary level (but not primary level) that thevere few challenges at

breaktimes and that behaviour at break time wast perceived to havehanged (it had not

improved or declined) in the past 5 years.

1
1

= =

There appear to be relatively few differences between independent schoolstatel funded
schoolsat the primary leveland the longer breaks experienced by pupils in these stagfes
independent schoolseem to be balancedut by alonger school dayStaff breaktime supervision
arrangements in independent schools may reflect overall staffing arrangesmaed pupil roll within
the school.

However, total breaktimes and as a proportion of the school day were much greater than in
state fundedsecondary schools and seem to be little different from timings for breaks in primary
schools. Furthermore, th@hge lunchbreaksat independentsecondaryschools @r in some cases
long afternoon breaksyre organised differently witthese schools offénga wide range of optional
activities/clubs during these timemnd thus all students participate in one club/ adinvor another
It might be the case that these longer lunimes provide students with sufficient time to eat and
socialise and a wide range of activitiesdiooose fromand to find sufficient things to ddtate
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funded secondaryschools with relativelylittle time during lunch break and no afternoon breaks,
seem to offer these optional activitiedter school (thus outside of school hours) and as we know
from the pupil surveynly a minority ofsecondary students participaia theseand thus miss out
on extra-curricular activities.

Wider structural demographic factors and breaktime
The total amount of time for breakst KS1 and KSariedacross rural and urban locationsith
rural schools reporting longer breaks than schools in urban areas. A similar pattern, though not
significant, was evident for secondary schools. It is difficult to account for this difference except that
schools in urban areas may be keen to avoshrbhour traffic and thus aim to end the school day
earlierby allocatindess time for breaks

An important finding was that the total duration of breaktimes, even after taking account
the length of the school day, was negatively correlated with the propn of pupilsin state primary
schooswho receive free school meal§his pattern was not in evidence &tate fundedsecondary
schools This means that primary schools with children from lower income backgrounds tended to
have less time for break8Ve have already seen that pupils that attend independent schools have
more total time for breaks, though this was at KS3 an@iis highlights an important relationship
between socioeconomic disadvantagend access to breaktime8earing in mind long staimy
evidence linking poverty and pupil performan@eg., Taylor, 201Y, it is possible thaschools with
higher proportions of children receiving FSisl a pressure to allocate more time for learning than
for breaksor to limit breaksin order to managgoor behaviour Alternatively, given that schools in
rural areas tend to have lower proportions of children in receipt of F&Mg& may be connected
to the earlier relationship between urban/rural setting and total time for bredkither way, his
finding is of particulacconcern as it indicates a level of inequality within societthat children
attending schools with higher levels of children in receipt of FSM, and thus more pupils from poorer
backgroundshave less time foa break and thusess time forplay and socialising with peershis
reflects similar findings in the USA documenting a relationship between time for recess and
measures of deprivation (Ratetter et al., 2010).

4.13 Conclusions and recommendations
Our findings Bow that there is currently a lack of clarity about the purpose of break times in school
and how they may contribute to the broader aims of school, education and development. Break
times offer spacetime and opportunities for a range of thinge.g., eating and drinkg, physical
activity, free social time, meeting with teachers, music tuition, clubs, and increasingly counselling,
mental health and curriculum suppofiut this lack of clarity means that some schools feel that they
can erode these times in favour ofore time spent on the activities that are of central importance
to staff in schools the curriculum and learning in clasBhere are difficulties that can arise at
breaktimeand an enduringproblemrecognized by both school staff and pupsgorries abod the
poor behaviour of some pupils. It is therefore understandable if one solution involves limiting the
contexts within whichpoor behaviouroccurs most frequentlpr seeking to control it by increasing
supervisionYet the overall impression arisingou 2 ¥ (G KS & dzZNBSeé 27F LJdzLJA f :
was at odds with one which stresses the problems that arise and the view that breaktime should be
kept tightly managed and as short as possible. The vast majority of students viewed breaktyme
positively and valué the social opportunities it allowss well as the more functioné&nd social)
opportunities for eating and drinking. Pupils woudcefer break and lunch times be longer and
would like constraints on enjoyable activities, and tegree of supervision, to be eased.

It is clear from our results that the lunchbreak and the afternoon breake been and
continue to becut back. Thisystematicreduction of school breaktimes is happening despite
ongoing debates and media attenti@bout physical health and obesity, and reduced opportunities
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for play and increased concern about mental health, school food, safety, risk and resilience and
@82dzy3d LISNE2Yy&Q 2 LI NI dzy Al A S Supefviold ofbreaiines has T A y 3 «
increased Studentshave less freedom of movement off school premises andvementis now
constrained to very specific spaces within schosll. secondary levelat least, there is little
investment or valuing of these times as opportunitiesyoung peopldo socialise and to develop
their interests and themselves, thugh engagement with optional activities. The reductions of
breaktimes identified here suggest thatany pupils at secondary school woufichd it difficult to
find the time tosocialise withriends, have something to eat and drink and to achieve appropriate
levels of physical activity.

A high proportion of schools report@venting pupilsfrom having a break due foupil poor
behaviour or lack of application to studiasd manypupils have egerience of thisBreaks seem to
be a token for controbf behaviour and work in class/ homewaither than a universal right. Yet
these times offer an important time out from lessons, an important time to connect with and
support friends and to engage activity (physical or otherwise) that may help pupils concentrate
better when they return to class. There is increasing evidence that breaks can assist behaviour and
concentration in classBarros et al., 2009arrett et al., 1998; Pellegrini & Davies, 19Bhea &
Rivchun, 2018 possibly because of the physical activity or the recuperation that they afiard.
the connections between break time length and attention have not been explored extensively or
systenatically through the use of robust research designs and much more could be done to examine
these things relative to a range of academic and samiabtional and psychological outcomdse
physical, sociadnd psychologicalpportunities afforded by breakinesexistin virtually all schools
in all communities. There angery good reasons for making more of these opportunities and thus
extending breaktimes rather than cutting them back.

While there has been a shortening of time for break, and the levelmdrsision and control
of pupils during breaktimes has increased there appears to be a trend that more schools report that
behaviour at breaktime has improved and/or fewer report that it is declining. However, it would be a
mistake to conclude that these e@rconnected. First a similar trend in cuts to breaks was observed
between 1995 and 2006 without change in terms of views of break time behaviour. Furthermore,
where the reductions and changes have been strongest in 2017, in secondary schools, the prevalent
view is that behaviour at break time has not changed. We have also seen marked improvements in
the availability and quality of resources, at primary level, where most schools suggested behaviour
had improved rather than at secondary level where there hadn few improvements in resources
and playground spaces. Nevertheless, there does need to be more research to examine the
implications of the amount of time and quality of provision for breaks. We argue that there is scope
for schools to use these timesame effectively, to provide fun and challenging activities for pupils to
choose and to engage with in their own terms with or without peers and friends.

It is important that, despite the reported reductiorand increased supervisippupils say
that the best thing about school is the chance to meet their friemdand it is breaktime that
provides the main forum for their social life and social veeling at school. Although sometimes
there can be a negative side. Social relations can be fractious, amtiskey caused by bullying has
to be dealt with. Bubreaktime is also a time when friends, not always in the same class, can meet
have fun engage in playful activiip a relatively safe environmerit.isa time when important social
networks are formd andimportant social skills can be learned. It is a rare time when children can find
freedom and a social life independent of the classroom, where the rules of conduct are more their own,
and where activities stem from their own initiativeis easy tassume that breaktime has little value
for secondary pupils when all they seem to do is talk and hang around together. But this would be
to underestimate the value of these informal contexts for social interaction and also for allowing
the benefits that egaging with peers and friends can bring such asvsdiflation, social and
emotional support, companionship and intimacy and a sense of belonging.
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Evidence of further cuts to breaktime and shortening of lunchtimes take on more
significanceintheligt ¥ FAYRAYy 3a 2y OKAf RNBYyQa 2LJJ2NIidzyAi
Not only did we find a significant reduction on 2006 levesoitialisingvith friends after school the
LINEOSRAY3a RIFE& FyR I NBRdAzOUG A 2y wdafso fAubhda/s@nifidadt | 7F
reduction in meeting up with peers outside of school such that nearly a third of children saw peers
outside of school less than once a we&kese three consistent findingaggest a marked decline
in faceto-face offline, sogalisation with peers outside of schodlhe reasons for this trend are
unclear. It might be in part to do witbarents in expressing their right to choice of schas#nding
their children to locations outside of their local communities with obvious knock on effects on
OKAf RNBy Qa a2z OAIBitit ndy™& als@ tizidd witR,Sn parQ &ftdchdoldelubs,
attendance of after school tutoring (an area retanined in this survey)with parental concerns
for the safety of their children or the availability andmpelling natureof social media andigital
entertainment.

There have been increased concerns about the mental health of pupils in schools and there
is currently much focus on how to improve this. A few schools mentioned using breaktimes as
opportunities for pupils to meet with staff to provide support or mental health
interventions/counsellingBut thereis also an important need to highlighbw the paitive aspects
of social life with peersire central for everyday enjoyment of life and mental health K A £ RNB y Q
Society 2015)

l'a ¢S KIS | NBEdzSR LINBGA2dzates GKS @GASg GKI
need to be controlled or avoideldecause of concerns about behaviour, safety and social risks are
part of a negativeriew of relatively independent peer interacti@that it can lead to negative, anti
social behaviour, and that it is best kept to a minimum and controlled or that itolite of positive
value for young people. It is the same view as that voiced by schools with regard to problems arising
at breaktime. But even if pupils do engage in autial behaviour we query the view that the
solution is yet more adult structurena control. Just as important, we feel, is dealing with it in the
context of everyday peer interaction itself (e.g. during school breaktimes). Whilst schools and
teachers can be effective in teaching children about moral understanding, children alsdrtaarn
their own experiences, mistakes and reflections. School breaktimes play an important role here. The
difficulties that staff know arise at breaktime can be viewed positively in the sense that they can be
the basis for discussion with pupils and greatevolvement of pupils in school decisions and
management (Blatchford, 1998), within a moral framework provided by the scmlargue that
schools should take on board pupil perspectives and seek to find ways to reconcile the interests of
school managen® and to minimise difficulties that can arise at breaktime with the important
social, physical and mental benefits of breaktime.

There are six main recommendations arising from this research:

RECOMMENDATION 1
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6 Appendices

Appendix 1:Case studies
Ly LINIEESE gAGK (GKS adz2NBSe 27 |shaliuibeco ddseS s 4
studies.However due to space restrictions and the complexity of the survey findings we do not report
on these here but provide a brief summagase study mébds developed in the earlier Nuffield
research and in other projects that we have undertaken (e.g. DISS and MAST regeBaines et
al., 2015; Blatchford et al., 2012) were adapted for use insuidy. The aim was to complement and
expand informabn from the phase 1 national survey, in terms of the consequences of, and attitudes
to, organisation and supervision during break and lunch times, the playground and lunchroom
environment, rules for pupils and policies and practices on behaviour, theenafiextended school
ASNDAOS&AY LizZLIAf AQ FNBSR2YAa YR 2LIRNIdzyAldASa
2NBFYAaSR I OGAGAGASAE RdANAYy3I GKSaAaS GAYSasz FyR
school (e.g., to clarify the rolef schools as a main context for the formation and development of
friendships).

On the basis of surveys that were returned and interest in taking part in the case study phase of
the study,a provisional list of schools that met our criteria for involvemenas selected along with a
list of reserves. The criteria related to: the duration of breaktimes (e.g. total Igfayt or short)or
higher/lower frequency of breaks) and the nature of the breaktime environment (e.g. enriched
playground environment, maged/structured environmeritpresence of aarray of school clubs).

In the event it was harder to recruit schools for case studies and the main list of schools and
reserves were quickly exhausted. Each case study required letters to be sent home amblvaliare
staff seeking permission for participation in the research (pupil and staff interviews) and a number
schools felsubsequentlyhat they could not support this part of the research due to the load on school
administrators and the time required of aff. New potential case studies were selected and
approached. Howevethis meant that some schools did notdis clearlythe criteria we had setEight
case studies were undertaken (4 primary and 4 secondaryhaodiaysspentin each schoolEach
caseinvolved field note observations about the nature of break times and impressions of puplil
experiences, senstructured interviews with key members of school staff and playground supervisory
staff as well as paired interviews/ focus graupth pupils in pmary and secondary school respectively.
We have used these approaches in our previous research on school meal times and grouping practices
in schools and found them to be particularly productive for eliciting pupil experiences and perspectives
on their saial life in school (e.g. Kutnick et al., 2006; Maclintyre & Baines, 2014). Exact numbers of
interviews and persons involved varied depending on the sdudlpermissiondyut each case study
involved multiple interviews with staff and pupds well as galitative observations of the playground,
communal areas and the dining roofrhe researchers kept field notes of their qualitative observations,
O2y i SEGdzrt AYyF2NXIGA2YyS (K2dzaAKiax @ArASéa | yR |
lunchtimes. Th observation data provided background information and was used alongside data from
the interviews with staff and pupils to make sense of experiences within the school.

Data from observations and interviews were drawn together into a single case study fepo
each school to report on experiences and views on the various stakeholders within each school context.
Key themes were also identified across these reports to provide more general insights into the views
and experiences of school staff and studantselation to breaks and social life in and outside of school.
The case studies will be published as a separate report and availabledvonioreaktime.org.ukWhat
follows is a short pen portrait summary of éacase study school.
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School

Pen portrait

Primary
school P1

At this smaller than average rural village primary sch&@1 pupils have a mornir
and afternoon break of 15 minutes and a lunch break of 70 mins for Y1, 60 mir
Y2, 50 mins for Y3+4 and 40 mins for Y5+6. KS1 children therefore have some
longest amount of breakime at90-100 mins and KS2 have somelef shortest 55
¢ 65 minsbreaktimes documented in the surveyhe playground was well
resourced and selected pupils can attend a forest school club during break tim
Supervisors are trained and receive informal guidance from senior leaders and
largelysupervise at a distance.

Primary
school P2

At this medium to large urban, mugthnic primary school, pupils experience lo
breaks (KS1 pupils 105 mins; KS2 90 mins) with a 30 min morning break and
75 minute lunch break. The medium sized playgibareas have a rich array of
fixed equipment, playground markings which afford a range of play activities.
break there are also a wide range of more portable play resources, again eng
a wide range of constructive and imaginary play. There igtataitio of
supervisors to pupils. Supervision is more proactive and a number of structur
adult led activities are offered while other supervisors often intervene in play t
help and encourage the play along, or to involve children that are a littleotosh
the fringes. There are a range of after school activities also offered.

Primary
school P3

This large urban primary school with higher than average % in receipt of FSM
a continental school day starting at 7.55 and finishing at 13.35. Tlnens t
followed by extended school day from 14.00 to 15.15 with a wide range of cly
offered to children that want them (about 2/3 of the school stay on for this).
While KS1 runs like a conventional primary class with the same teacher for m
lessons, KS2as subject teaching with different teachers for each area. In term
ONBIF 14a 7T2N Y{ H &theSeafe’ RiRute Wamiblt hfeaks betnzgh
lessons (ie every hour). KS1 pupils have a 10 min break at about 9.30 and al
Mn®on O WAYS QKD &t dZl9ASERA 2K @S ¢ 1Z0B.NRY |- €
children are staying for the extended day then they get another break at13.3(
where they can have their lunch (but otherwise they have lunch during their fi
break at around 11.40). The playgrousphce is relatively small and no field but
does have a garden area, and a covered area.

Primary
school P4

An average sized inner city mainstream state primary school serving aatturic
and multilingual area of high deprivation. Nearly 1 in 5 stuiddmave a special
educational need. Children have a 15 minute break in the morning followed b
hour long lunch break. KS1 pupils sometimes have an afternoon break (at the
RAGONBGAZ2Y 2F GKS GSIFOKSNDL® / KAfE RO
mins spent engaged in organised clubs or of free play (once per month) awar
to children that have engaged in expected (or better) behaviour. There are 2
playgrounds and a dining hall. One playground is situated on the roof of the
school.
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School

Pen portrait

Secondary
school S1

A smaller than average situated in a semi urban secondary school on the edg
large city, with an average proportion of pupils in receipt of free school meals
Pupils predominantly come from the local area. The school has a hard top
playground, sportgourts and occasional green aredbere is a morning break of
20 mins for all students and a split lunch break of 30 mins for KS3 and then a
subsequent 30 min break for KS4 pupils. The school day finishes at 14.35 (ha
started at 8.25) which is sligltearlier than other schools. The school runs a ran
of after school clubs and students are expected, though not required, to attend
though some have been cancelled because of insufficient numbers. Supervisid
undertaken of inside and external areagtieachers and support staff.

Secondary
school S2

A larger than average semi urban secondary school on the edge of a large to
with an school roll of nearly 2000 pupils and much lower than average propof
of pupils in receipt of free school meal$¥6).There is a break of 20 mins in the
morning and then a lunch break of 60 minute®talling 80 minutes of break over
school day which is a lengthy amount of time compared to many other second
schools. Many clubs are offered during break and Iumobs and after school.
Students have relative freedom to move about the large grounds inside and ou
of the school, with access te2food outlets, their own form room where they cal
also eat and corridors (where they cannot eat). There are highaafions in
relation to maintaining tidiness and good behaviour. Students are expected to
regulate or lose the freedom to access one space or another (e.g. form room).
Supervision involves formal staff rota and also 3 senior leaders are on duty eve
day. Staff make an effort to be visible, personable and sociable. There is a sen
mutual respect and good studeqtstaff relations. Mobile phones are not allowed
to be used except by KS4+ students in the café which only they have access t

Seconday
school S3

An average to large urban secondary school situated on the fringes of a large
with a very high proportion of pupils in receipt of free school meals (>25%). T
school has a fairly typical school day running from 8.15/8.45.10. Theres a

breaktime of 20 mins in the morning and then a split lunch of 30 mins where
year groups have lunch period at the same time. Students have access to a ¢
canteen, an external hard top playground largely set up for sports, an indoor
space for sociaing with a few tables and chairs and each year group has a h
room where students must be silent during lunch time. There are some clubs
there is little time to attend theng with most taking place during form group tim
and requiring special perssion to attend. There is a place 2 be unit that stude
can access at lunchtime.

Secondary
school S4

An average to large muléthnic urban secondary school situated on the fringes
a large city. The morning break is 15 mins and lunch breaks arénBfes
Students have access to a canteen where they must be sitting and eating.
Otherwise students must remain outside on the playground and they have ve
limited access to indoor areas where they can socialise. Students have acces
the library for dent study. There are no clubs or activities that take place durir]
break or lunch times however there are activities for pupils to attend after sch
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Appendix 2:
Table61. Length of differentoreaktimes (expressed as a category) at Key Stages 1 to 4 in relation to school type

KS1 KS2 KS3 KS4
A+F LA Indep A+F LA Indep A+F LA Indep A+F LA Indep
AM
10 1% 2% 2% 3%
15 85% 81% 32% 85% 81% 33% 20% 29% 6% 18% 28% 9%
20 11% 16% 32% 12% 17% 44% 68% 57% 53% 68% 57% 56%
25+ 4% 1% 37% 4% 1% 22% 12% 14% 38% 14% 15% 34%
Lunch
Upto35 1% 0% 5% 1% 0% 6% 23% 24% 24% 26%

36-44 1% 0% 1% 1% 29% 24% 9% 31% 28% 10%
4554  10% 5% 21% 18% 28% 37% 12% 27% 33% 13%
5564  75% 71% 58% 75% 75% 67% 19% 16% 44% 18% 14% 42%

65+ 13% 23% 36% 3% 6% 28% 1% 36% 1% 35%
PM
0 54% 44% 85% 87% 84% 89% 98% 100% 65% 98% 95% 59%
5 1% 1% 1% 1%
10 12% 16% 4% 6% 6% 2% 3%
15 33% 38% 15% 9% 9% 6% 6% 3% 13%
20 1% 1% 0% 3% 3%
25+ 1% 0% 6% 1% 21% 1% 22%

A+F = Academy and Free schools; LA = Liitaimeéd schools; Indep.= Independent schools. Figures in bold and grey =>20%



