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Home-based cognitive training in 
pediatric patients with acquired 
brain injury: preliminary results on 
efficacy of a randomized clinical 
trial
claudia corti  1,4*, Cosimo Urgesi  1,2,3,4, Geraldina poggi1, Sandra Strazzer  1, 
Renato Borgatti1 & Alessandra Bardoni1

Cognitive rehabilitation may compensate for cognitive deficits of children with acquired brain injury 
(ABI), capitalizing on the use-dependent plasticity of a developing brain. Remote computerized 
cognitive training (CCT) may be delivered to patients in ecological settings, ensuring rehabilitation 
continuity. This work evaluated cognitive and psychological adjustment outcomes of an 8-week multi-
domain, home-based CCT (Lumosity Cognitive Training) in a sample of patients with ABI aged 11–16 
years. Two groups of patients were engaged in five CCT sessions per week for eight weeks (40 sessions). 
According to a stepped-wedge research design, one group (Training-first Group) started the CCT 
immediately, whereas the other group (Waiting-first Group) started the CCT after a comparable time of 
waiting list. Changes after the training and after the waiting period were compared in the two groups. 
Both groups improved in visual-spatial working memory more after the training than after the waiting-
list period. The Training-first group improved also in arithmetic calculation speed. Findings indicate 
that a multi-domain CCT can produce benefits in visual-spatial working memory, probably because, in 
accordance with previous research, computer games heavily tax visuo-spatial abilities. This suggests 
that the prolonged stimulation of the same cognitive ability may generate the greatest benefits in 
children with ABI.

Pediatric acquired brain injuries (ABI) are among the main causes of lifelong disabilities in school age children 
and are often accompanied by cognitive, behavioral and affective problems1–4. From a cognitive point of view, 
impairments in global intelligence or core cognitive domains, such as attention, memory, executive functions, 
processing speed and visual abilities, have been reported2,3. These impairments may be associated with negative 
academic outcomes and short- and long-term functional problems at home and in general life in community5–7. 
Even those children having an intellectual quotient within the normal range often experience difficulties at school 
after the injury8,9. Tailored rehabilitation on cognitive functions has been recognized to be a key component of 
medical care following an ABI, as it may lead to improved functioning in everyday life10–16. Indeed, early stimu-
lation of cognitive functions may promote use-dependent brain plasticity17,18 and enhance the potential for the 
inherent brain plasticity after damage19. However, after hospitalization, a high number of children with ABI do 
not receive any help or support, experiencing a problematic return to ecological settings20,21.

Recently, technological devices have been introduced in rehabilitation to provide treatments deliverable 
in ecological settings with the aim to overcome the limitations of a traditional rehabilitative approach, such as 
elevated costs, accessibility problems and heterogeneity in treatment practice, and to reach larger numbers of 
patients22–24. The majority of these programs have been developed on computerized platforms, allowing the deliv-
ery of more engaging exercises compared to traditional paper-and-pencil tasks22–24. Thus far, positive results on 
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the feasibility and accessibility of remote computerized cognitive training (CCT) for children with ABI have been 
documented24,25. Preliminary results on the efficacy of CCT in these children14–16,26 or in children with neurode-
velopmental disorders27,28 have also been provided. A recent meta-analysis indicated that remote CCT programs 
based on the repetition of cognitive exercises (drill-based exercises) have an effect on the visual-spatial abilities 
of children with ABI, but no effects were documented for other cognitive abilities26. Nevertheless, evidence of 
the effects on far transfer measures of CCT programs for children with ABI has been questioned29,30. Overall, 
contrasting results on CCT efficacy have been reported in the literature and no clear indication of which training 
format is optimal (i.e., training performed under the guidance of a healthcare practitioner or independently; 
training intensity and duration; one- or multi-domain stimulation etc.) to enhance cognitive performance has 
been provided. In particular, it is unclear whether the active contribution of a therapist on cognitive performance 
(e.g., providing a feedback, suggesting strategies, and correcting errors) is required for obtaining positive CCT 
effects on neurocognitive outcomes. Gathering information on the abilities which could be remotely improved 
by a CCT without the intervention of a clinician might potentiate and extend the usefulness of CCT programs 
delivered in ecological settings. Furthermore, no certain indication on the ideal type of cognitive stimulation 
provided by the CCT to enhance cognitive abilities, namely single-domain on multi-domain stimulation, exists. 
However, in view of the interdependence of different cognitive abilities31,32 and based on previous studies on CCT 
conducted on healthy individuals33–37, the simultaneous stimulation of different cognitive domains by the same 
training is expected to generate the greatest impact on cognitive outcomes and produce improvement across 
untrained cognitive domains. This effect was also found in adults with chronic mild-to-severe traumatic brain 
injury38 but this still needs to be verified in pediatric individuals with ABI.

This study aimed at testing, in a group of pediatric patients with non-progressive ABI, the effects of a 
remotely-delivered, multi-domain CCT, namely Lumosity Cognitive Training (Lumos Labs, Inc.), on the neu-
rocognitive functioning and psychological adjustment. Lumosity Cognitive Training is a commercially available 
CCT designed to boost cognitive abilities in the general population39, without specific clinical aims. However, a 
previous study of the CCT conducted by our research group has documented its feasibility and acceptability in 
children with acquired or congenital brain injury, irrespective of participants’ intellectual abilities24. Indeed, out 
of a sample of 32 patients (average full scale intellectual quotient (FSIQ) = 89), 93.55% of participants completed 
at least 90% of the training program (which was composed of 40 sessions) in the given timeframe of 8 weeks. Most 
patients positively evaluated the usefulness and pleasantness of the CCT and we had no drop-outs at follow-up 
assessments among patients who completed the CCT, thus indicating a limited risk of attrition bias for subsequent 
analyses on efficacy. Moreover, a previous study on Lumosity Cognitive Training addressing executive function 
skills in children with brain tumor found near- and far-transfer effects from this training on different neurocog-
nitive abilities40, pointing to a promising opportunity to use the CCT in the rehabilitation of children with ABI.

The current study is part of a randomized clinical trial on the feasibility and efficacy of such a CCT in children 
and adolescents with either congenital or acquired brain injury (see Supplementary Information 1). However, in 
addition to estimate the overall effect of the CCT in the wide population of patients with brain injury, the trial 
also aimed to test the effects of the CCT in different subgroups of patients based on a specific diagnosis, with 
the goal of studying how specific brain injured populations react to training administration and benefit from 
it. Therefore, for this study, children with non-progressive ABI only (traumatic brain injury (TBI), ischemic or 
hemorrhagic lesion, anoxia and central nervous system infections) were selected. This choice was motivated by 
the fact that previous literature reported differences in functional outcomes and treatment effects according to 
the etiology of the brain damage (i.e., congenital or acquired)41 and to its development (i.e., progressive, such as 
brain tumor, or non-progressive, such as TBI, vascular or infectious brain lesions)42, more than to the specific 
diagnosis (i.e., anoxia vs. TBI43; stroke vs. TBI44). This study reports the subgroup analysis of the effects of the 
CCT on non-progressive ABI, whose recruitment was completed by the 31st December 2017. The remaining part 
of the trial was dedicated at concluding recruitment of children with progressive ABI and congenital brain injury 
(recruitment end date: 27/11/2019; main trial overall end date: 27/09/2020), whose subgroup analysis results, 
along with the overall results on the wider population of pediatric patients with brain injury, will be published in 
subsequent reports. Since no further patients with non-progressive ABI will be added to this subgroup analysis 
and recruitment of patients with a different diagnosis of brain injury has stopped, this preliminary report does 
not suffer from the risks associated with publication of interim analyses, namely differences in effect estimates as 
compared to the final report45 or bias in the ongoing recruitment of patients46. It rather allows for prompt publi-
cation of trial results, in keeping with the trial dissemination plan47, as soon as they are available48.

The study used a randomized, stepped-wedge design (Fig. 1): participants of one group (Training-first Group) 
started the 8-week CCT after a baseline assessment, received the post-training evaluation and then waited a 
comparable amount of time before the third assessment; participants of the other group (Waiting-first Group) 
were allocated to an 8-week waiting-list period after the baseline assessment, received the second evaluation, then 
started the training and finally received the third assessment, which corresponded to post-training evaluation. 
The adoption of such a design allowed for isolating the training-specific effects over any learning effects that 
could be observed across assessment sessions. For the CCT used in this study, five games stimulating five different 
core cognitive abilities (memory, attention, cognitive flexibility, speed of processing and math problem-solving) 
were selected from the pool of exercises available from Lumosity Cognitive Training. The choice to select games 
stimulating different neurocognitive abilities was made with the goal to target the different cognitive impair-
ments of children and adolescents with ABI and to foster transferability of the potential cognitive improvements 
to everyday-life functioning. Accordingly, training efficacy was evaluated both on neurocognitive domains 
addressed by the program utilizing tasks different than those practiced in the CCT (near-transfer effects on tasks 
different from the training) and on psychological adjustment (far-transfer effects).

It was hypothesized that visual-spatial working memory could be improved after the training (primary 
outcome) for the following reasons: i) the CCT provided exercises addressing different cognitive skills but all 
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strongly relying on visual-spatial abilities; ii) previous research found benefits in visual-related abilities from 
videogames49–51 in the healthy population and the CCT exercises had a game-like format; iii) the CCT proposed 
drill-based exercises and previous research found that CCT programs mostly based on drill-based exercises pro-
duce gains in visual-spatial abilities of children with ABI. In contrast, there is more limited evidence on the 
benefits of CCT programs based on drill-based exercises on cognitive abilities different from visual-spatial skills 
in either the general population or in children and adolescents with ABI. Therefore, as an exploratory hypoth-
esis, we evaluated training effects on the other trained cognitive domains (secondary outcomes). Finally, based 
on previous research, the improvement in working memory and other cognitive abilities was expected to also 
impact on behavioral aspects and psychological health52–54, with transfer of benefits to everyday-life functioning 
(far-transfer outcomes).

Results
Recruited patients. At 31 December 2017, 33 patients included in the main study met the inclusion criteria 
for this study. Among them, 19 subjects were allocated to the Training-first Group (G1) and 14 to the Waiting-
first Group (G2). One patient in the Training-first Group revoked participation from the study and was lost at 
post-training evaluations, so that the final number of participants for whom statistical analyses were conducted 
was of 32 patients. Out of them, 18 participants were allocated to the Training-first Group and 14 to the Waiting-
first Group. The flowchart of the current study is presented below (Fig. 2). As depicted in the flowchart, the 
number of children assigned to the Training-first Group and Waiting-first Group was different, as for the main 
study participants were stratified based on etiology of the brain injury (acquired or congenital), but not on the 
classification of progressive/non-progressive ABI.

Nevertheless, no differences in demographic, clinical and intellectual variables (Table 1) or in cognitive func-
tioning with respect to the domains addressed by the training and psychological functioning (Table 2) were found 
at baseline assessment between the Training first Group (G1) and the Waiting-first Group (G2). With respect to 
demographic characteristics, no differences were found for gender (χ2(31) = 0.55; p = 0.46), age (t(30) = 0.52; 
P = 0.61) and socio-economic status (SES), as assessed through Holligshead’s classification55, (t(30) = −1.05; 
P = 0.30). In relation to intellectual and cognitive functioning, no differences were found in the following 
measures: FSIQ56 (t(30) = 0.41; P = 0.69), visual-spatial working memory57 (t(30) = −0.19; P = 0.85), cognitive 
flexibility58 (t(30) = −0.95; P = 0.35), arithmetic calculation-accuracy59–61 (t(30) = 0.50; P = 0.62), arithmetic 
calculation-speed59–61 (t(30) = 0.35; P = 0.73) and problem-solving59–61 (t(30) = 0.17; P = 0.87). Similarly, no dif-
ferences were observed in relation to psychological measures, as assessed through the Child Behavior Checklist 
(CBCL)62: CBCL internalizing (t(30) = 0.54; P = 0.60), CBCL externalizing (t(30) = −0.36; P = 0.72) and CBCL 
Total Score (t(30) = 0.23; P = 0.82). With respect to clinical characteristics, the most common diagnosis was brain 
trauma (62.5%), followed by ischemic and hemorrhagic lesion (28.1%), anoxia (6.3%) and encephalitis (3.1%). 
No differences in specific diagnosis distribution (χ2(3) = 2.86, P = 0.41) and injury severity level (t(30) = −0.07, 
P = 0.94) as assessed through Glasgow Coma Scale (GCS)63 were found. This confirmed randomization and ruled 
out that any differences between the two groups were due to their baseline performance at study entry.

Completed Sessions and practice-related effects. The average number of performed sessions was 
39.34 (1.31), out of a defined total number of 40 sessions. No significant difference (t(30) = −1.62, P = 0.12) 
was found in average number of sessions between the Training-first Group (M = 39.67, SD = 0.97) and the 
Waiting-first Group (M = 38.93, SD = 1.59). The minimum percentage of sessions completed was 90% (36 ses-
sions). No significant difference (t(30) = −1.00, P = 0.32) in practice-related effects (LPI-change) between the 
Training-first Group (M = 239.50, SD = 201.02) and the Waiting-first Group (M = 161.86, SD = 236.93) was 
found. No participants reported discomfort during the training and no unintended effects were detected.

Primary cognitive outcome. To test the near-transfer effects on cognitive measures and the far-transfer 
effects on psychological adjustment, we calculated the within-subject difference in performance between the second 
and the first evaluation (delta 1: T2-T1) and between the third and the second evaluation (delta 2: T3-T2) (Fig. 3). 
With respect to the primary cognitive outcome of this study, that is visual-spatial working-memory, the mixed 
2-way ANOVA on this measure, with delta time (delta 1/delta 2) as within-subject variable and Group (Training-first 
Group/Waiting-first Group) as between-subject variable, revealed non-significant main effects of delta time (F(1, 

Figure 1. Study design.
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30) = 1.10, P = 0.30, η = .0 04p
1 ) and group (F(1, 30) = 0.94, P = 0.34, η = .0 03p

2 ). Conversely, a significant interac-
tion between delta time and group was found (F(1, 30) = 7.40, P = 0.01, η = .0 20p

2 ), with moderate to large 
effect-size. When controlling for the possible influence of individual intellectual ability and practice-related 
improvements on the trained tasks, the interaction delta time x group remained significant even when FSIQ and 
Lumosity Performance Index (LPI-change) were inserted as covariates (F(1, 28) = 7.94, P < 0.01, η = .0 22p

2 ). No 
interaction effects between FSIQ and delta time (F(1, 28) = 2.89, P = 0.10, η = .0 09p

2 ) and between LPI-change and 
delta time (F(1, 28) = 1.24, P = 0.28, η = .0 04p

2 ) were found.

Figure 2. Study flowchart depicting the number of patients with acquired brain injury (ABI) collected for 
every research step. Note. As in this study only patients with non-progressive ABI were selected from the whole 
sample of patients with ABI, the flowchart shows the number of patients with ABI of both the main study 
(“Whole sample ABI”, including both progressive and non-progressive ABI) and of the present study (“Non-
progressive ABI”). The category “Non-progressive ABI” includes injuries associated with stroke, traumatic 
brain injury, anoxia, meningitis, encephalitis, post-surgical meningioma and acoustic neuroma, whilst it 
excludes brain damage due to tumors presenting the possibility of illness degeneration and/or of progressive 
neuroanatomical damage associated with adjuvant therapies.
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Duncan post-hoc analyses on visual-spatial working memory revealed that, in the Training-first Group (G1), 
delta 1 (M = 0.85, sem = 0.26) was significantly larger than delta 2 (M = −0.35, sem = 0.22; P < 0.01), with a 
very large effect (Cohen’s d = 1.21); in contrast, in the Waiting-first Group (G2), the difference between delta 
1 (M = −0.19, sem = 0.30) and delta 2 (M = 0.34, sem = 0.25) was marginally significant (P = 0.05) and in the 
expected direction of a medium-sized improvement after training (Cohen’s d = 0.53). This indicates that in 
both groups performance improved more after the training (delta 1 in the Training-first Group and delta 2 in 
the Waiting-first Group) than after a non-training condition (delta 1 in the Waiting-first Group and delta 2 in 
the Training-first Group). Moreover, the difference between the two groups in delta 1 and delta 2 resulted to 
be significant and in the expected direction, with delta 1 being larger in the Training-first Group (G1) than in 
the Waiting-first Group (G2) (P < 0.01; Cohen’s d = 0.97), and delta 2 being larger in the Waiting-first Group 
(G2) than in the Training-first Group (G1) (P = 0.04; Cohen’s d = 0.76).

Secondary cognitive outcomes. Non-significant main effects or interaction were found in ANOVA on 
the following cognitive secondary outcome measures: cognitive flexibility (delta time (F(1, 30) = 0.50, P = 0.48, 
η = .0 02p

2 ); group (F(1, 30) = 1.61, P = 0.22, η = .0 05p
2 ); interaction (F(1, 30) = 2.74, P = 0.11, η = .0 08p

2 )); arith-
metic calculation accuracy (delta time (F(1, 30) = 0.50, P = 0.48, η = .0 05p

2 ); group (F(1, 30) = 2.12, P = 0.22, 
η = .0 05p

2 ); interaction (F(1, 30) = 2.74, P = 0.11, η = .0 08p
2 )); mathematical problem-solving (delta time (F(1, 

Training-first Group (G1) (n = 18) Waiting-first Group (G2) (n = 14)

M(SD)/n(%) M(SD)/n(%)

Demographic variables

Gender (male) 12 (66.70%) 11 (78.60%)

Age (years) 13.83 (1.65) 13.50 (1.99)

SES 5.22 (1.73) 4.57 (1.72)

Clinical variables

Diagnosis

   TBI 11 (61.10%) 9 (64.30%)

   Stroke 5 (27.80%) 4 (28.60%)

   Anoxia 2 (11.10%) 0 (0.00%)

   Encephalitis 0 (0.00%) 1 (71.00%)

Injury severity level (GCS)

   Severe 14 (77.80%) 11 (78.60%)

   Moderate 2 (11.10%) 2 (14.30%)

   Mild 2 (11.10%) 1 (71.00%)

Intellectual functioning

FSIQ 88.39 (18.44) 84.93 (29.53)

Table 1. Demographic, clinical and intellectual characteristics of participants (Group 1 and Group 2) at 
baseline. Note. FSIQ = Full Scale Intellectual Quotient; GCS = Glasgow Coma Scale; SES = socio-economic 
status; TBI = traumatic brain injury.

Training-first Group (G1) (n = 18) Waiting-first Group (G2) (n = 14)

M(SD) M(SD)

T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3

Cognitive functioning

Visual-spatial working 
memoryz −0.95 (1.04) −0.10 (1.21) −0.44 (0.97) −0.88 (1.18) −1.07 (1.64) −0.73 (1.43)

Cognitive Flexibilityz 0.53 (1.43) 0.65 (1.24) 0.57 (1.17) 0.03 (1.57) 0.02 (1.55) 0.51 (1.47)

Arithmetic calculation 
– accuracyz −0.82 (1.64) −0.27 (1.70) −0.64 (1.80) −0.85 (1.70) −0.71 (1.75) −0.56 (1.22)

Arithmetic calculation 
– speedz −1.47 (1.51) −0.90 (1.65) −1.06 (1.83) −2.04 (2.37) −1.71 (2.40) −1.19 (2.43)

Problem-solvingz −0.97 (1.46) −0.74 (1.62) −0.71 (1.49) −1.15 (1.56) −1.15 (1.83) −1.09 (2.02)

Psychological Adjustment

CBCL InternalizingT 59.00 (7.24) 54.50 (9.87) 54.56 (10.19) 57.57 (7.78) 56.79 (7.92) 57.14 (8.90)

CBCL ExternalizingT 53.56 (9.24) 50.94 (7.67) 52.06 (6.57) 54.79 (9.81) 53.29 (9.40) 55.50 (6.78)

CBCL Total ScoreT 58.22 (7.87) 54.44 (8.71) 54.83 (7.72) 57.57 (8.25) 56.86 (7.09) 57.21 (6.65)

Table 2. Means and standard deviations of standardized test scores for each cognitive and psychological 
outcome measure of Group 1 and Group 2 at T1, T2 and T3. Note. zindicates measures expressed as z-scores 
(M = 0, SD = 1); Tindicates measures expressed as T-scores (M = 50, SD = 10); CBCL = Child Behavior Checklist.
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30) = 0.17, P = 0.68, η = .0 00p
2 ); group (F(1, 30) = 0.32, P = 0.57, η = .0 01p

2 ); interaction (F(1, 30) = 0.57, 
P = 0.46, η = .0 02p

2 )). In contrast, for arithmetic calculation speed, the main effects of delta time (F(1, 30) = 1.47, 
P = 0.23, η = .0 05p

2 ) and group (F(1, 30) = 0.87, P = 0.36, η = .0 03p
2 ) were not significant, but their interaction 

resulted to be significant (F(1, 30) = 4.36, P < 0.05, η = .0 13p
2 ), with moderate to large effect size (Fig. 3).

Duncan post-hoc tests on arithmetic calculation speed revealed that, in the Training-first Group, delta 1 was 
significantly larger (M = 0.57, sem = 0.20) than delta 2 (M = −0.16, sem = 0.23; P < 0.01; Cohen’s d = 0.82), 

Figure 3. Delta change values (delta 1 and delta 2) for Group 1 (Training-first Group) and Group 2 
(Waiting-firts Group) in any cognitive and psychological measures. Note. Delta 1 represents the difference in 
performance between T2 and T1; delta 2 represents the difference in performance between T3 and T2.
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having the expected direction of an improvement after the training. Conversely, in the Waiting-first Group, the 
small difference between delta 1 (M = 0.33, sem = 0.22) and delta 2 (M = 0.52, sem = 0.26) was not significant 
(p = 0.57; Cohen’s d = 0.22), even if the latter (change after training) was positive and tended to be greater than 
the former (change after non-training). Indeed, the medium-sized difference between the delta 2 values of the two 
groups showed a trend towards statistical significance (P = 0.08; Cohen’s d = 0.72), being larger in the Waiting-first 
group than in the Training-first Group, as expected. No other comparisons resulted to be significant. However, 
the interaction delta time x group did not reach significance after controlling for the influence of FSIQ and 
LPI-change (F(1, 30) = 3.66, P = 0.07, η = .0 12p

2 ), suggesting that differences in general cognitive abilities and 
practice-related effects might mediate the differences between the two groups in arithmetic calculation speed.

Secondary adjustment outcomes. With respect to psychological adjustment, the repeated-measure 
ANOVAs on CBCL scores (CBCL internalizing, CBCL externalizing and CBCL Total Score) showed non-significant 
main effects of delta time (F(1, 30) < 4, P > 0.06; η < .0 12p

2 ) and group (F(1, 30) < 2.23, P = 0.15; η < .0 07p
2 ) and 

non-significant interaction between delta time and group (F(1, 30) < 1.11, P > 0.30, η = .0 04p
2 ) (Fig. 3).

Follow-up analyses. In the whole group, the difference between the change after treatment (collapsing T3 –  
T2, i.e. delta 2, for the Waiting-first Group and T2 – T1, i.e. delta 1, for the Training-first Group) and the 
spontaneous change (collapsing T3 – T2, i.e. delta 2, for the Waiting-first Group and T2 – T1, i.e. delta 1, for 
the Training-first Group) resulted to be significant for both visual-spatial working memory (after treatment: 
M = 0.63; SD = 1.10; spontaneous change: M = −0.28; SD = 0.97; t(31) = 2.87, P < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.89) and 
arithmetic calculation speed (after treatment: M = 0.50; SD = 0.87; spontaneous change: M = −0.08; SD = 0.75; 
t(31) = 2.99, P < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.72), with moderate to large effects for both variables.

For the Training-first Group, the comparison between T3 (2-month follow-up after the training) and T1 
(pre-training), aimed at assessing CCT long-term effects, showed a significant long-term effect of the training on 
visual-spatial working memory (t(17) = 2.01, P = 0.03), but only a trend towards the expected direction for the 
long-term effect on arithmetic calculation speed (t(17) = 1.46, P = 0.08).

In a post-hoc power analysis, based on the significant interaction effect time x group on visual-spatial work-
ing memory found at general linear model (ηp

2 = 0.20), we estimated that, with a sample size of 32 subjects and 
an effect size of f(V) = 0.05, assuming a correlation of 0.50 between repeated measures and an alfa level set at 
P < 0.05, a power of 0.99 could be obtained. A sensitivity analysis showed that, with our sample size of 32 partic-
ipants, an effect size of at least Cohen’s d = 0.50 (medium size) was required to observe a significant one-tailed 
difference between the improvement after training and the spontaneous change at an alfa level of P < 0.05 with 
0.99 power.

Discussion
This study tested the efficacy of an 8-week home-based CCT in children with non-progressive ABI using a rand-
omized, stepped-wedge research design. Findings of this study represent the preliminary results of a still ongoing 
clinical trial on the feasibility and efficacy of Lumosity Cognitive Training in a sample of pediatric patients with 
congenital or acquired brain injury. Based on extant literature, we hypothesized near-transfer effects of the CCT 
on visual-spatial working-memory, as primary outcome, and far-transfer effects on psychological adjustment as 
secondary outcomes. Moreover, we explored near-transfer effects on the other trained cognitive abilities.

The primary hypothesis of CCT efficacy on visual-spatial working-memory was confirmed by our data. 
Indeed, performance in visual-spatial working-memory improved more after the training than after the 
waiting-list period (Waiting-first Group) or the 2-month follow-up (Training-first Group). Furthermore, 
the Training-first Group showed a higher level improvement at the second evaluation (post-training) than 
the Waiting-first Group (pre-training). This trend, however, was inverted at the third evaluation, after the 
Waiting-first Group was provided with the CCT: at this time point, the Waiting-first Group showed bigger 
improvement than the Training-first Group, which had rested for the same amount of time. The beneficial effects 
of the CCT on visual-spatial working memory were maintained at the 2-month follow-up, since the performance 
of the Training-first Group patients after the 2-month rest was still higher than their baseline evaluation before 
the training, thus indicating long-term benefits from the CCT. Training activities and outcome measures used 
to assess visual-spatial skills did not present similarities, thus indicating that the CCT improved performance in 
non-trained tasks (near-transfer effects on tasks different from the training).

Nevertheless, the improvement in visual-spatial working-memory could be due to the consistent stimulation 
of visual-spatial processes across all CCT exercises. Indeed, the five proposed games, albeit focusing on different 
cognitive domains, relied on visual-spatial competence as they required participants to: i) detect the orienta-
tion of a stimulus in space (Disillusion, Lost in Migration), ii) match together (Disillusion) or recognize (Tidal 
Treasure, Speed Match) visually presented figures that could differ in shape and color, iii) solve arithmetic opera-
tions contained in drops that moved vertically on the computer screen and were distributed in space (Raindrops), 
and iv) maintain in working memory the shapes and colors of visual stimuli (Tidal Treasure, Speed Match). This 
hypothesis is in line with the notion that computer games heavily tax visual-spatial working-memory49–51 and 
that the benefits of games like Tetris on mental health are likely proxied by occupying visual-spatial working 
memory64–67. In keeping with it, previous research showed that visual-spatial abilities are enhanced by video- and 
computer-game playing, even after a few months of training50.

Notably, the CCT used in this study (Lumosity Cognitive Training) was not developed with a specific rehabili-
tative purpose and did not require the monitoring by a therapist on cognitive performance. This suggests that the 
intrinsic features of the program, such as the fact that the exercises were designed by professionals with expertise 
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in neuropsychology, their game-like format and the ability of the CCT to adapt to user’s performance, could be 
sufficient to provide benefits on the visual abilities of patients.

The CCT effects on visual-spatial working memory were not associated with individual FSIQ, thus suggesting 
that CCT programs may be effective in ABI patients with different level of cognitive impairment. Nor were the 
effects associated with practice-related improvement at gaming performance (LPI-change), despite the large indi-
vidual variability in this parameter. However, since the LPI-change was calculated as the mean change observed 
across all CCT game domains, it may not have measured the specific improvement in visual-spatial skills. Thus 
the finding that cognitive improvement was independent from practice-related improvement on the CCT should 
be considered with caution.

Our exploratory hypothesis about the efficacy of the tested CCT on neuropsychological domains different 
from visual-spatial skills was not supported by results. Indeed, no CCT effects were observed for cognitive flex-
ibility and the accuracy of arithmetic calculation and only small and short-lasting effects were obtained on the 
arithmetic calculation speed. In this latter measure, the Training-first Group showed a speed up of arithmetic 
calculation immediately after the training, but this improvement was not maintained at the 2-month follow-up, 
suggesting only short-term training effects. Moreover, this gain was not detected for the Waiting-first Group, 
suggesting that the improvement observed in the Training-first Group at the second evaluation may reflect the 
accumulative effects of training and learning. Since the very same operations were administered at all evalua-
tions, it is possible that the learning effects were stronger when participants repeated the operations for the sec-
ond time and had reached the ceiling of their performance capability for further repetitions. Thus, although the 
smaller sample size of the Waiting-first Group compared to the one of the Training-first Group prevents us from 
ruling out power issues or sampling biases, we suspect that the benefits of the CCT in the arithmetic domain, 
“if any”, were limited and not generalizable to all participants. To sum up, in contrast to previous findings on 
the efficacy of multi-domain cognitive stimulation on global cognitive performance33–37, our data questions the 
capability of a CCT to boost cognitive domains not intensively addressed by the training program. They rather 
suggest that the best cognitive benefits in pediatric ABI are achieved by the intensive stimulation of the same 
cognitive function. Indeed, in this study, while visual-spatial skills were stimulated by all training games, the 
other cognitive abilities were not so hardly stimulated, which could explain the failure of the CCT in improving 
them. While studies that reported wide cognitive gains from a multi-domain CCT had enrolled healthy individ-
uals33–37, our study involved a clinical population of patients with ABI. Thus, we may hypothesize that in case 
of brain damage the occurrence of cognitive benefits in a specific domain may emerge only after an intensive 
and prolonged stimulation of domain-related abilities. This could be due to diffuse axonal injury, which is 
reported to be a relevant clinical feature of pediatric ABI68 and may contribute to reduced neural reorganization 
of a damaged brain compared to what occurs in a non-damaged brain, thus limiting transfer effects between  
cognitive domains.

Also regarding psychosocial adjustment, no significant improvement was found on both internalizing and 
externalizing symptoms of CBCL. This may lead to exclude possible expectation effects, as the parents of children 
of both the Training-first Group and Waiting-first Group provided comparable evaluation of their children at all 
assessment points of the stepped-wedge design. Such a finding seems to indicate that commitment into a CCT is 
not sufficient to lead parents to report a reduction of children’s behavioral problems, excluding the occurrence of 
placebo-related effects. At the same time, however, the absence of any changes in psychological adjustment seems 
to suggest that the CCT had no far-transfer effects in every-day life behavior. This might reflect the fact that the 
CCT only exercised cognitive performance and did not directly address problem solving in everyday-life situ-
ations. Similar results and interpretation were reported in a previous study69 involving a group of children with 
ABI that were offered a CCT stimulating a wide range of cognitive abilities. Cicerone and colleagues70 suggested 
that more complex metacognitive abilities (e.g., cognitive self-monitoring, emotional self-appraisal, and imagined 
use of strategies in real situations) should be stimulated in pediatric ABI to generate CCT effects on everyday 
functioning. This would explain why numerous studies found no generalization effects of CCT programs, ques-
tioning their usefulness with respect to adjustment in ecological settings71–73.

In conclusion, with respect to clinical implications and generalizability of findings, this study seems to 
support the efficacy of a remote multi-domain CCT strongly relying on visual-spatial processes in improving 
visual-spatial working memory of children with non-progressive ABI. The delivery of home-based interventions 
to enhance cognitive functioning should be considered as an important opportunity for the rehabilitation of chil-
dren with non-progressive ABI. Indeed, CCT programs performed in ecological settings may limit the time and 
economic demands on families associated with reaching the rehabilitation centers and ensure treatment delivery 
to those patients living far from the hospitals74,75. Findings support the hypothesis that the prolonged stimulation 
of the same cognitive domain generates the best outcomes in these patients, calling into question the efficacy of a 
multi-domain stimulation in simultaneously improving different cognitive abilities. Therefore, as CCT programs 
are usually time-constrained, longer periods of practice may be required to stimulate at the same extent different 
cognitive domains in pediatric patients with non-progressive ABI.

These conclusions should be considered with caution in view of the limitations of this study. First, the rel-
atively small sample size implied limited power to detect any CCT effects, especially for secondary outcomes, 
where smaller effects were expected. Second, our stepped-wedge design did not include an active control group 
performing another training, thus hampering a controlled evaluation of the effects of specific training character-
istics, such as therapist’s involvement or single- vs. multi-domain cognitive stimulation involvement. Third, due 
to unfortunate technical problems that occurred during execution of the study, the data from the computerized 
test used to assess attention and processing speed could not be collected for about half of the participants, thus 
hindering the analyses on these core cognitive domains and potentially masking other eventual benefits of the 
CCT. Fourth, only 5 out of the 50 brain-training games of the selected CCT available at the start of the study were 
chosen. This is because such games were considered to be easy to understand for children and feasible to be used 
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also by patients with low intellectual functioning. However, such a choice may have limited the intensity of the 
cognitive stimulation. Thus, the conclusions of this work should only be referred to those games that the CCT 
used in this study and not to the format in which the CCT is provided in its commercial version. Finally, the short 
training duration could have limited the effects of the CCT on other cognitive abilities and the generalizability of 
CCT gains into more general life domains. Therefore, future studies are needed to better understand how inten-
sive, how long and how specifically addressed to a single or to multiple cognitive domains a remote CCT should 
be to produce the best cognitive outcomes in children with non-progressive ABI.

Methods
Study design and procedure. The main study is registered with the ISRCTN registry, with study ID 
ISRCTN59250807 (https://www.isrctn.com/ISRCTN59250807?q=borgatti&filters=&sort=&offset=2&total
Results=2&page=1&pageSize=10&searchType=basic-search. Registration date: 25/10/2017). The trial is also 
registered with the Italian Ministry of Health Trial (44249 of 09/08/2016; approval: 17/11/2016). The study exper-
imental protocol has been approved by the Ethical Committee of Scientific Institute, IRCCS E. Medea, Bosisio 
Parini, Italy (project number 284 on 01/03/2016, subsequently amended by project number 337 on 12/07/2016). 
Recruitment for this study started on 02/03/2016 and ended on 30/06/2017; follow-up assessments at T3 were 
concluded by 31/12/2017. Recruitment for the main study ended on 27/11/2019; the trial will end on 27/09/2020.

For this study, as for the main study, children were recruited from the brain damage registry of Scientific 
Institute, IRCCS E. Medea, Bosisio Parini, Italy. The referring clinician contacted by phone or email the parents 
of those children that fulfilled the inclusion criteria and proposed the research project giving advance notice of an 
ensuing contact by a member of the research team. Then, a researcher contacted parents by phone providing spe-
cific information on project objectives and methodology. Written informed consent was obtained by all parents 
agreeing to participate into the project, and all children provided their willingness to take part into the study. All 
procedures used for this study are in accordance with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments and 
comparable ethical standards. All data were collected at Scientific Institute, IRCCS E. Medea, Bosisio Parini, Italy. 
This study was conducted in accordance with CONSORT guidelines for non-pharmacological interventions76,77.

A final sample of 60 patients was set for the main study in order to detect within-group change of moderate 
effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.47) with a power of 0.95 and the alfa level set at P < 0.05. The software G Power 378 was 
used for this estimation. A post-hoc power analysis calculation was conducted for the present preliminary study 
on this subset of 32 participants, using the observed effect size to estimate the population effect size and to assess 
whether or not our statistical test had a fair chance of rejecting an incorrect null-hypothesis of no training effect.

The clinical trial applied a stepped-wedge research design, randomly assigning patients to two groups that 
differed for training and assessment timing24. Participant enrollment and randomization were conducted 
by a researcher of the Institute, who was not part of the research team responsible for testing participants. 
Randomization of patient assignment was based on a coin flip procedure using the randomization tool of 
Microsoft Excel: a random number was randomly associated to each recruited patient and determined the assign-
ment to the Training-first Group (0.00 to 0.49) or the Waiting-first Group (0.50 to 1.00). The Training-first Group 
received the baseline assessment at T1 and then started the training; at T2, after training conclusion, it received 
the post-training evaluation; finally, at T3 it received the 2-month follow-up evaluation. The Waiting-first Group 
received the baseline assessment at T1, before starting a waiting-list period; at T2 it received the pre-training 
assessment and then started the training; finally, at T3, it concluded the training and received the post-training 
assessment. The research team was not blinded with respect to participants’ treatment allocation, while partici-
pants and outcome assessors were blinded.

In the main study, a 6-month follow-up assessment was scheduled for both the Training-first Group (T4) and 
the Waiting-first Group (T5). However, for this preliminary study we considered only the evaluations completed 
by the two groups at T3.

Participants. To be eligible for the main study, participants had: i) to present a brain damage (congenital or 
acquired); ii) to be in chronic phase (at least 1 year after the event); iii) to be aged 11–16 years; iii) to speak Italian 
as a primary language. Exclusion criteria were: i) a previous diagnosis of psychiatric or cognitive problems (only 
for children with ABI); ii) severe visual, auditory or motor deficits that could interfere with training execution and 
outcome assessment; iii) undergoing a parallel cognitive rehabilitation treatment; ii) a diagnosis of photosensitive 
epilepsy, as a computer-based stimulation may produce negative health effects.

Specific inclusion criteria of this preliminary study were: i) to have suffered from a non-progressive ABI (e.g., 
TBI, stroke, anoxia, meningitis, encephalitis, post-surgical meningioma and acoustic neuroma)79, thus excluding 
patients with ABI due to brain tumor, which may present illness degeneration and/or of progressive neuroana-
tomical damage associated with adjuvant therapies; ii) to have concluded the research step T3 at 31st December 
2017.

Participants with TBI, anoxia or cerebral infection had a score < 9 on GCS (severe brain injury), while patients 
with stroke had a heterogeneous injury severity level (severe, moderate or mild brain injury). Brain injury severity 
(t(30) = −0.07, P = 0.94) and diagnosis (χ2(3) = 2.86, P = 0.41) were balanced between the two groups involved 
in this study, Group 1 (Training-first Group) and Group 2 (Waiting-firts Group) (Table 1).

Recruitment was deliberately not based on specific FSIQ thresholds or cognitive deficits in order to provide 
generalizable data for children with brain damage, who display different injury severity levels and cognitive 
functioning. On one hand, the choice to enroll also children with low intellectual ability was sustained by the 
fact that previous research on pediatric ABI highlighted the need to implement cognitive interventions also 
for patients with moderate and severe cognitive deficits80. Thus, in contrast with previous studies, which often 
included children with intellectual functioning out of the clinical range25,81–85, here we expanded the target pop-
ulation of children and adolescents with ABI. On the other hand, the decision to include also children having 
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high average and superior FSIQ scores was based on data of previous research suggesting that CCT may boost 
neuropsychological performance in children with a neurodevelopmental disorder irrespective of the presence 
of general learning difficulties or cognitive impairments86,87. This was further corroborated by other previous 
studies indicating that a CCT may cause an increase in cortical thickness also in healthy individuals88, thus 
suggesting that such an intervention may likewise enhance the functional reorganization of neural networks in 
pediatric patients with non-progressive ABI with spared intellectual abilities.

Intervention. The CCT used for this study was Lumosity Cognitive TrainingTM 39, a web-based platform pro-
viding game-like exercises aimed at stimulating the following cognitive domains: memory, attention, cognitive 
flexibility, speed and problem-solving. Among the available Lumosity exercises, 5 games were chosen for this 
study (Table 3), each stimulating one of the target cognitive domains. Each game was proposed twice a day for 
a total of 10 daily exercises. As the CCT platform was in the English language and not in participants’ mother 
tongue, the selected games were also chosen based on the criterion that they relied on visual-spatial but not verbal 
information. Moreover, as this study involved children with heterogeneous cognitive functioning, we selected 
games that were easy to understand and perform, in order to allow children with low cognitive functioning 
to succeed in completing the training. At the same time, the capacity of the CCT to automatically adjust game 
complexity based on patients’ performance was thought to maintain motivation of patients with high intellectual 
functioning, as game demands became progressively more challenging. Moreover, the adaptation of training 
difficulty to patients’ abilities has been hypothesized to positively contribute to the activation of neuroplastic pro-
cesses89. The training was performed at home. No feedback on cognitive performance was provided: the supervi-
sion of a clinician was only aimed at sustaining training adherence and motivation and recording the reasons of 
any eventual drop-outs. A weekly phone-based contact between the family and the clinician was scheduled with 
this aim.

Participants entered the program by inserting a personal email and password, which had been provided to 
them by the research team during the demonstration session. Children were required to perform the selected 
games twice a day (for a total of 10 daily exercises), for an average daily training duration of about 20 minutes. A 
total of 40 sessions were scheduled for each participant, to be performed 5 times a week in 8 weeks. The intensity 
and duration of this version of Lumosity Cognitive Training were chosen by our research team for this specific 
research project, based on extant literature on characteristics of CCT programs for childhood populations with 
brain damage or neurodevelopmental disorders.

Measures. All instruments used to assess cognitive outcomes involved tasks with setting and stimuli different from 
the ones proposed by the CCT, in order to assess whether benefits from the training occurred in the general trained 
domains (near-transfer effects on tasks different from the training) and were not solely based on practice-related effects 
(engagement). All the outcome measures have been frequently used in previous research, constituting well-known tools 
of assessment. Moreover, outcome measures were all standardized, which granted more reliability to results.

Primary cognitive outcome. Visual-spatial working memory: the visual-spatial working memory span of the 
Corsi block tapping test57 was the primary outcome of the study. Indeed, all CCT games required the processing 
of visual-spatial information and 2 of them significantly relied on visual-spatial memory abilities. In the Corsi 
block tapping test children were asked to indicate a visual-spatial sequence on spatial separated blocks glued on 
a tablet, in the same order as it was presented by an examiner. Different block-tapping series of increasing length 
were presented and 3 trials per series were provided. The memory span corresponded to the maximum length of 
the series in which at least 2 trials were correctly indicated by children.

Secondary cognitive outcomes. 

•	 Cognitive flexibility: the computerized version of Wisconsin Card Sorting Test (WCST)58 was administered 
to test cognitive flexibility. Children were asked to identify a rule for associating cards and then to modify 
this rule in a flexible way on the basis of a computerized feedback. The number of total errors, consisting of 
the sum of perseverative and non-perseverative errors, was considered as measure of cognitive flexibility for 
this study.

•	 Problem-solving abilities: an age-appropriate problem-solving task and an arithmetic calculation task of 
the Italian battery AC-MT59–61 were used to test mathematical abilities. The problem-solving task required 
patients to solve 10 written problems involving reasoning and arithmetic abilities. The arithmetic calculation 
task required patients to solve 4 (for children of middle school) or 8 (for children of high school) math oper-
ations in a maximum time amount of 60 seconds each. A conventional score of 0 for the accuracy parameter 
and the maximum allowed time for solving operations were attributed to patients who were not able to per-
form the proposed arithmetic operations. Patients who were not able to be administered the age-appropriate 
arithmetic calculation task were thus assigned a conventional score of 0 on the age-appropriate problem-solv-
ing task. It is useful to clarify that, while the arithmetic calculation task represented a near-transfer meas-
ure, as it proposed a task similar to the Raindrops CCT game, the problem-solving task allowed assessing 
far-transfer effects, as it required more complex reasoning data and no similar task was provided by the CCT. 
Italian normative data were adopted to determine standardized patients’ scores on these tests.

The original research protocol of the main study included the assessment of attention and processing speed through 
the indexes omissions, commissions and HRT of the Conners’ Continuous Performance Test III (CPT-3)90. However, 
due to unfortunate technical issues occurred since March 2017, we could not record the results of half of the participants 
on CPT III at post-test and/or at 2-month follow-up and, thus, we excluded these measures from statistical analyses.
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All cognitive measures collected were converted as z scores (Mean (M) = 0, standard deviation (SD) = 1), 
based on age-corrected normative data.

Secondary adjustment outcomes. 

•	 Psychological adjustment: the internalizing, externalizing and total scores of the Child Behavior Check-
list 6–18 (CBCL)62 were considered for this far-transfer outcome. The CBCL is a 113-item questionnaire 
delivered to parents to assess psychological and adjustment problems of their children, by evaluating their 
responses on a 0–2 Likert scale. CBCL scores were expressed as T-scores (M = 50, SD = 10).

Covariates. We considered the following covariate measures:

•	 Improvement on CCT tasks (practice-related improvement): the Lumosity Performance Index (LPI), which 
was automatically supplied by the web-platform of the CCT, was used as a measure of improvement with 
respect to CCT tasks. This index assessed the average level of performance across training games. This meas-
ure was age-adjusted, but it was not standardized. The improvement on training tasks was calculated as the 
difference in LPI between the last and the first day of training (LPI-change).

•	 Full Scale Intelligence Quotient (FSIQ): global intelligence was assessed at baseline evaluation through 
Wechsler Intelligence Scales Fourth Edition (WISC-IV)56. FSIQ has a M of 100 and a SD of 15.

Statistical analyses. Demographic, clinical and neuropsychological variables were described through 
descriptive statistics. T-test and χ2 were used to assess differences between the Training-first Group and the 
Waiting-first Group at baseline for continuous and categorical variables, respectively.

A modified intention to treat analysis approach was used, including in the analysis all the participants that 
had undergone the pre- and post-treatment evaluation sessions, even if they had not completed all the CCT ses-
sions; no imputation of missing data was used, considering the limited sample size and observation points91. For 
each outcome measure, we calculated the change between T1 and T2 (delta 1) and between T2 and T3 (delta 2),  
measuring the difference between the second and the first time point. For the Training-first Group, delta 1 rep-
resents the treatment effect, while for the Waiting-first Group it represents the spontaneous change. In con-
trast, delta 2 represents the spontaneous change in the Training-first Group and the treatment effect in the 
Waiting-first Group. It was expected that delta 1 would be significantly higher in the Training-first Group than 
in the Waiting-first Group, and that delta 2 would be significantly higher in the Waiting-first Group than in the 
Training-first Group. This pattern of results would indicate that in either group the treatment effect was greater 
than spontaneous change.

Delta measures were entered into a series of 2 × 2 mixed ANOVAs to compare the change between T1 and T2 
(delta 1) and between T2 and T3 (delta 2) in the two groups. Delta time (delta 1 or delta 2) was the within-subject 
variable and Group (Training-first or Waiting-first) was the between-subject factor. Furthermore, since the study 
involved patients with heterogeneous cognitive levels, results were controlled for the possible influence of individ-
ual intellectual ability and of practice-related improvements on the trained tasks. This allowed verifying whether 
the CCT could be more useful for patients with intellectual abilities falling into a specific range or whether the 
benefits on cognitive tests and psychological adjustments were solely associated with practice-related improve-
ment in training game performance. Thus, whenever the main ANOVA showed significant interaction effects, we 

Game
Trained cognitive 
function(s) Game rules and objectives

Disillusion Cognitive flexibility

The patients are requested to insert a form in a matrix, matching it by symbol or color with 
another form, in light of the orientation of the target form (horizontal or vertical). This exercise 
trains the ability to respond to a task modifying the rule of matching on the basis of contextual 
information (cognitive flexibility). The more forms the patients are able to match, the higher is 
the score.

Tidal Treasure Visual-spatial memory

The patients are presented with a beach where different objects appear. They have to select an 
object and then all objects are covered. In the subsequent screen, they are requested to select 
an object that is different from the previous one and so on. Each session is composed of three 
beaches. Patients fail when they select a stimulus that has been already chosen. The more objects 
the patients select, the higher is the score. This game trains visual-spatial memory.

Speed Match Processing speed and 
visual-spatial memory

The patients have to indicate as quickly as possible whether a stimulus matches the last one 
displayed, based on the symbol presented on it. As speed performance improves, the number of 
trials increases, augmenting the level of difficulty. The more correct answers are given, the higher 
the score. This game trains processing speed and visual-spatial memory.

Lost in 
Migration Selective attention

The patients are asked to indicate with the correct arrow key the direction of the central bird 
among a bird flock. Other birds are presented with the same or different direction from the 
central bird. The more correct answers are given, the higher the score. This game trains selective 
visual-spatial attention.

Raindrops Arithmetic calculation
The patients are requested to solve mathematical operations contained in rain-drops. They are 
asked to give an answer before the raindrop falls into the sea at the bottom of the screen. They 
are presented with three game possibilities within each session. The more correct calculations 
are performed, the higher the score. This game trains arithmetic calculation.

Table 3. Description of the training games.
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considered the FSIQ at baseline and the change of LPI between the first and the last training session (LPI-change) 
as covariates in follow-up ANCOVA analyses. No Bonferroni correction procedure was used for the ANOVA 
effects, due to the preliminary nature of the study. The Duncan correction procedure was used to control for 
multiple testing in post-hoc, pair-wise comparisons.

Furthermore, for those measures that resulted to be enhanced by the training, we run follow-up, pair-wise 
comparisons using dependent-sample t-tests (one tailed) to evaluate whether the treatment effects in the whole 
group were greater than spontaneous change between T2 and T3 in the Training-first Group and between T1 and 
T2 in the Waiting-first Group. Finally, in the Training-first Group the long-lasting effects of the training were 
assessed by comparing with dependent sample t-tests (one tailed) the 2-month-follow-up and the baseline scores 
(i.e., T3 vs T1) of the measures showing a significant improvement after the training (i.e., T2 vs T1). One-tailed 
tests were used for these follow-up analyses, as they were based on the results of the main ANOVAs showing 
performance improvement across time and we did not expect a worsening of the scores as compared to baseline.

Significance threshold was set at P < 0.05 for all tests. Effects sizes were reported as partial eta squared η( )p
2  for 

the ANOVA effects92 and as Cohen’s d93 for the follow-up pairwise comparisons and interpreted according to 
standard benchmarks.

Data availability
The dataset analyzed during the current study is available from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Received: 5 June 2019; Accepted: 9 January 2020;
Published: xx xx xxxx

References
 1. Thurman, D. J. The epidemiology of traumatic brain injury in children and youths: a review of research since 1990. J. Child Neurol. 

31(1), 20–27, https://doi.org/10.1177/0883073814544363 (2014).
 2. Beauchamp, M. H. et al. Predictors of neuropsychological outcome after pediatric concussion. Neuropsychology 32(4), 495–508, 

https://doi.org/10.1037/neu0000419 (2018).
 3. Garcia, D., Hungerford, G. M. & Bagner, D. M. Topical review: Negative behavioral and cognitive outcomes following traumatic 

brain injury in early childhood. J. Pediatr. Psychol. 40(4), 391–397, https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsu093 (2015).
 4. Li, L. & Liu, J. The effect of pediatric traumatic brain injury on behavioral outcomes: a systematic review. Dev. Med. Child. Neurol. 

55(1), 37–45, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8749.2012.04414.x (2013).
 5. Heverly-Fitt, S. et al. Investigating a proposed model of social competence in children with traumatic brain injuries. J. Pediatr. 

Psychol. 41(2), 235–243, https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsv085 (2016).
 6. Ryan, N. P. et al. Social dysfunction after pediatric traumatic brain injury: a translational perspective. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 64, 

196–21, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.02.020 (2016).
 7. Yeates, K. O., Taylor, H. G., Walz, N. C., Stancin, T. & Wade, S. L. The family environment as a moderator of psychosocial outcomes 

following traumatic brain injury in young children. Neuropsychology 24, 345–356, https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018387 (2010).
 8. Anderson, V., Godfrey, C., Rosenfeld, J. V. & Catroppa, C. 10 years outcome from childhood traumatic brain injury. Int. J. Dev. 

Neurosci. 30(3), 217–224, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdevneu.2011.09.008 (2012).
 9. Catroppa, C., Godfrey, C., Rosenfeld, J. V., Hearps, S. S. J. C. & Anderson, V. A. Functional recovery ten years after pediatric 

traumatic brain injury: Outcomes and predictors. J. Neurotrauma 29(16), 2539–2547, https://doi.org/10.1089/neu.2012.2403 (2012).
 10. Bardoni, A. et al. Evolution of the cognitive profile in school-aged patients with severe TBI during the first 2 years of 

neurorehabilitation. Brain Inj. 27(12), 1395–1401, https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2013.823652 (2013).
 11. McCrea, M. et al. Official position of the Military TBI Task Force on the role of neuropsychology and rehabilitation psychology in 

the evaluation, management, and research of military veterans with traumatic brain injury. Clin. Neuropsychol. 22(1), 10–26, https://
doi.org/10.1080/13854040701760981 (2008).

 12. Rohling, M. L., Faust, M. E., Beverly, B. & Demakis, G. Effectiveness of cognitive rehabilitation following acquired brain injury: A 
meta-analytic re-examination of Cicerone et al.’s (2000, 2005) systematic reviews. Neuropsychology 23(1), 20–39, https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0013659 (2009).

 13. Galvin, J. & Mandalis, A. Executive skills and their functional implications: approaches to rehabilitation after childhood TBI. Dev. 
Neurorehabil. 12(5), 352–360, https://doi.org/10.3109/17518420903087293 (2009).

 14. Wade, S. L. et al. Technology-assisted rehabilitation interventions following pediatric brain injury. J. Neurosurg. Sci. 62(2), 187–202, 
https://doi.org/10.23736/S0390-5616.17.04277-1 (2018).

 15. Resch, C., Rosema, S., Hurks, P., de Kloet, A. & van Heugten, C. Searching for effective components of cognitive rehabilitation for 
children and adolescents with acquired brain injury: A systematic review. Brain Inj. 32(6), 679–692, https://doi.org/10.1080/02699
052.2018.1458335 (2018).

 16. Lindsay, S. et al. Systematic Review of Hospital-to-School Reintegration Interventions for Children and Youth with Acquired Brain 
Injury. PLoS One 10(4), e0124679, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0124679 (2015).

 17. Li, T. et al. Cognitive training can reduce the rate of cognitive aging: A neuroimaging cohort study. BMC Geriatr. 16, 12, https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12877-016-0194-5 (2016).

 18. Lampit, A., Hallock, H., Suo, C., Naismith, S. L. & Valenzuela, M. Cognitive training induced short-term functional and long-term 
structural plastic change is related to gains in global cognition in healthy older adults: A pilot study. Front. Aging. Neurosci. 7, 14, 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2015.00014 (2015).

 19. Cramer, S. C. Functional imaging in stroke recovery. Stroke 35(11 Suppl 1), 2695–2698, https://doi.org/10.1161/01.
STR.0000143326.36847.b0 (2004).

 20. Connell, A. C. Concussions: Benefits of academic reentry plans. J. Trauma Nurs. 24(6), 358–364, https://doi.org/10.1097/
JTN.0000000000000326 (2017).

 21. Hawley, C. A., Ward, A. B., Magnay, A. R. & Long, J. Children’s brain injury: A postal follow-up of 525 children from one health 
region in the UK. Brain Inj 16, 969–985, https://doi.org/10.1080/02699050210147239 (2002).

 22. Schmeler, M. R., Schein, R. M., McCue, M. & Betz, K. Telerehabilitation clinical and vocational applications for assistive technology: 
Research, Opportunities, and Challenges. Int. J. of Telerehabil. 1, 12–24, https://doi.org/10.5195/ijt.2009.6014 (2008).

 23. Zampolini, M. et al. Tele-rehabilitation: present and future. Ann. Ist. Super. Sanita 44(2), 125–134 (2008).
 24. Corti, C. et al. Feasibility of a home-based computerized cognitive training for pediatric patients with congenital or acquired brain 

damage: An explorative study. PLoS One 13(6), e0199001, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0199001 (2018).
 25. Verhelst, H., Vander Linden, C., Vingerhoets, G. & Caeyenberghs, K. How to train an Injured Brain? A Pilot feasibility study of a 

home-based computerized cognitive training. Games Health J. 6(1), 28–38, https://doi.org/10.1089/g4h.2016.0043 (2017).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-57952-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0883073814544363
https://doi.org/10.1037/neu0000419
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsu093
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8749.2012.04414.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsv085
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018387
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdevneu.2011.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1089/neu.2012.2403
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2013.823652
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854040701760981
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854040701760981
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013659
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013659
https://doi.org/10.3109/17518420903087293
https://doi.org/10.23736/S0390-5616.17.04277-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699052.2018.1458335
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699052.2018.1458335
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0124679
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-016-0194-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-016-0194-5
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2015.00014
https://doi.org/10.1161/01.STR.0000143326.36847.b0
https://doi.org/10.1161/01.STR.0000143326.36847.b0
https://doi.org/10.1097/JTN.0000000000000326
https://doi.org/10.1097/JTN.0000000000000326
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699050210147239
https://doi.org/10.5195/ijt.2009.6014
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0199001
https://doi.org/10.1089/g4h.2016.0043


13Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:1391  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-57952-5

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

 26. Corti, C. et al. Remote technology-based training programs for children with acquired brain injury: A systematic review and a meta-
analytic exploration. Behav. Neurol. 3, 1–31, https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/1346987 (2019).

 27. Spencer-Smith, M. & Klingberg, T. Benefits of a working memory training program for inattention in daily life: A systematic review 
and meta-analysis. PLoS One 10(3), e0119522, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0119522 (2015).

 28. Shinaver, C. S., Entwistle, P. C. & Söderqvist, S. Cogmed WM training: Reviewing the reviews. Appl. Neuropsychol. Child. 3(3), 
163–172, https://doi.org/10.1080/21622965.2013.875314 (2014).

 29. Linden, M. A., Glang, A. E. & Mckinlay, A. A systematic review and meta-analysis of educational interventions for children and 
adolescents with acquired brain injury. NeuroRehabilitation 42(3), 311–323, https://doi.org/10.3233/NRE-172357 (2018).

 30. Linden, M. et al. Technological aids for the rehabilitation of memory and executive functioning in children and adolescents with 
acquired brain injury. Cochrane Database Syst Rev, Jul 1;7:CD011020, https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD011020.pub2 (2016).

 31. Goswami, U. Cognitive development: The learning brain. (Hove, UK: Psychological Press, 2008).
 32. Spevack, T. A developmental approach to pediatric neuropsychological intervention in Pediatric neuropsychological interventions 

(eds. Hunter S. J. & Donders, J.) 6–29 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007).
 33. Binder, J. C. et al. Multi-domain training in healthy old age: Hotel Plastisse as an iPad-based serious game to systematically compare 

multi-domain and single-domain training. Front. Aging. Neurosci. 7, 137, https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2015.00137 (2015).
 34. Cheng, Y. et al. The effects of multi-domain versus single-domain cognitive training in non-demented older people: A randomized 

controlled trial. BMC Med. 10, 30, https://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-10-30 (2012).
 35. Ballesteros, S. et al. Brain training with non-action video games enhances aspects of cognition in older adults: A randomized 

controlled trial. Front. Aging. Neurosci. 6, 277, https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2014.00277 (2014).
 36. Mayas, J., Parmentier, F. B., Andrés, P. & Ballesteros, S. Plasticity of attentional functions in older adults after non-action video game 

training: a randomized controlled trial. PLoS One 9(3), e92269, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0092269 (2014).
 37. Finn, M. & McDonald, S. Computerised cognitive training for older persons with mild cognitive impairment: A pilot study using a 

randomised controlled trial design. Brain Impair. 12(3), 187–199, https://doi.org/10.1375/brim.12.3.187 (2011).
 38. Goldin, Y., Cicerone, K. D., Ganci, K. & Saldana, D. Effect of computer-based cognitive training utilization on attention networks 

efficiency in chronic traumatic brain injury. Arch. Phys. Med. Rehab. 94(10), 47–48, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2013.08.230 
(2013).

 39. Hardy, J. L. et al. Enhancing cognitive abilities with comprehensive training: A large, online, randomized, active-controlled trial. 
PLoS One 10(9), e0134467, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0134467 (2015).

 40. Kesler, S. R., Lacayo, N. J. & Jo, B. A pilot study of an online cognitive rehabilitation program for executive function skills in children 
with cancer-related brain injury. Brain Inj. 25. 101–12, https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2010.536194 (2011).

 41. Warschausky, S., Argento, A. G., Hurvitz, E. & Berg, M. Neuropsychological status and social problem solving in children with 
congenital or acquired brain dysfunction. Rehabil. Psychol. 48(4), 250–254, https://doi.org/10.1037/0090-5550.48.4.250 (2003).

 42. Pastore, V. et al. Psychological and adjustment problems due to acquired brain lesions in pre-school-aged patients. Brain Inj. 27(6), 
677–84, https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2013.775482 (2013).

 43. Hopkins, R. O., Tate, D. F. & Bigler, E. D. Anoxic versus traumatic brain injury: Amount of tissue loss, not etiology, alters cognitive 
and emotional function. Neuropsychology 19(2), 233–42, https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.19.2.233 (2005).

 44. Pastore, V. et al. Psychological problems, self-esteem and body dissatisfaction in a sample of adolescents with brain lesions: A 
comparison with a control group. Brain Inj. 29(7-8), 937–45, https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2015.1008045 (2015).

 45. Counsell, N., Biri, D., Fraczek, J. & Hackshaw, A. Publishing interim results of randomised clinical trials in peer-reviewed journals. 
Clin Trials. 14(1), 67–77, https://doi.org/10.1177/1740774516664689 (2017).

 46. Grant et al. Issues in data monitoring and interim analysis of trials. Health Technol. Assess. 9(7), 1–238, https://doi.org/10.3310/
hta9070 (2005).

 47. Woloshin, S., Schwartz, L. M., Bagley, P. J., Blunt, H. B. & White, B. Characteristics of Interim Publications of Randomized Clinical 
Trials and Comparison With Final Publications. JAMA - J. Am. Med. Assoc. 319(4), 404–06, https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2017.20653 
(2018).

 48. Stephens, R. J. et al. Interim results in clinical trials: Do we need to keep all interim randomised clinical trial results confidential? 
Lung Cancer. 85(2), 116–18, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lungcan.2014.05.012 (2014).

 49. Green, C. S. & Bavelier, D. Action-video-game experience alters the spatial resolution of vision. Psychol. Sci. 18(1), 88–94, https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01853.x (2007).

 50. Haier, R. J., Karama, S., Leyba, L. & Jung, R. E. MRI assessment of cortical thickness and functional activity changes in adolescent 
girls following three months of practice on a visual-spatial task. BMC Res. Notes. 2, 174, https://doi.org/10.1186/1756-0500-2-174 
(2009).

 51. Lau-Zhu, A., Holmes, E. A., Butterfield, S. & Holmes, J. Selective association between tetris game play and visuospatial working 
memory: A preliminary investigation. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 31(4), 438–445, https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3339 (2017).

 52. Grunewaldt, K. H., Skranes, J., Brubakk, A. M. & Lähaugen, G. C. Computerized working memory training has positive long-term 
effect in very low birthweight preschool children. Dev. Med. Child. Neuro. 58(2), 195–201, https://doi.org/10.1111/dmcn.12841 
(2016).

 53. Åkerlund, E., Esbjörnsson, E., Sunnerhagen, K. & Björkdahl, A. Can computerized working memory training improve impaired 
working memory, cognition and psychological health? Brain Inj. 27(13-14), 1649–1657, https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2013.83
0195 (2013).

 54. Geusgens, C. A., Winkens, I., van Heugten, C. M., Jolles, J. & van den Heuvel, W. J. Occurrence and measurement of transfer in 
cognitive rehabilitation: A critical review. J. Rehabil. Med. 39, 425–439, https://doi.org/10.2340/16501977-0092 (2007).

 55. Hollingshead, A. B. Four Factor Index of Social Status. Unpublished Manuscript. (New Haven CT: Yale University, Department of 
Sociology). https://www.academia.edu/927771/Four_Factor_Index_of_Social_Status (1975).

 56. Wechsler, D. Wechsler Intelligent Scale for Children - Fourth Edition (WISC-IV). Italian Translation. (Firenze: Organizzazioni Speciali, 
2012).

 57. Corsi, P. M. Human memory and the medial temporal region of the brain. [PhD thesis]. (McGill University) Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 34(02), 891B. (University Microfilms No. AAI05–77717, 1972).

 58. Grant, D. A. & Berg, E. A. Wisconsin Card Sorting Test. (Lutz, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources, 1993).
 59. Cornoldi, C. & Cazzola, C. AC-MT 11-14. Test di valutazione delle abilità di calcolo e problem-solving dagli 11 ai 14 anni. [AC-MT 

11-14. Test for evaluating arithmetic and problem-solving abilities]. (Trento: Erickson, 2003).
 60. Cornoldi, C., Lucangeli, D. & Bellina, M. Test AC-MT 6-11 - Test di valutazione delle abilità di calcolo. [AC-MT 6-11 test – Test for 

evaluating calculation abilities]. (Trento: Erickson, 2002).
 61. Cornoldi, C., Pra Baldi, A. & Friso, G. MT Avanzate – 2. Prove MT Avanzate di Lettura e Matematica 2 per il biennio della scuola 

superiore di II grado. [Advanced MT – 2. Advanced MT reading and mathematical tasks for the second grade of secondary school]. 
(Firenze: Organizzazioni Speciali, 2010).

 62. Achenbach, T. M. & Rescorla, L. A. Manual for the ASEBA school-age forms & profiles (University of Vermont, Research Center for 
Children, Youth, & families, 2001).

 63. Teasdale, G. & Jennett, B. Assessment of coma and impaired consciousness. A practical scale. Lancet 13, 81–84, https://doi.
org/10.1016/s0140-6736(74)91639-0 (1974).

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-57952-5
https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/1346987
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0119522
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622965.2013.875314
https://doi.org/10.3233/NRE-172357
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD011020.pub2
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2015.00137
https://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-10-30
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnagi.2014.00277
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0092269
https://doi.org/10.1375/brim.12.3.187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2013.08.230
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0134467
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2010.536194
https://doi.org/10.1037/0090-5550.48.4.250
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2013.775482
https://doi.org/10.1037/0894-4105.19.2.233
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2015.1008045
https://doi.org/10.1177/1740774516664689
https://doi.org/10.3310/hta9070
https://doi.org/10.3310/hta9070
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2017.20653
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lungcan.2014.05.012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01853.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01853.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/1756-0500-2-174
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3339
https://doi.org/10.1111/dmcn.12841
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2013.830195
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2013.830195
https://doi.org/10.2340/16501977-0092
https://www.academia.edu/927771/Four_Factor_Index_of_Social_Status
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(74)91639-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(74)91639-0


1 4Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:1391  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-57952-5

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

 64. Holmes, E. A., James, E. L., Coode-Bate, T. & Deeprose, C. Can playing the computer game “Tetris” reduce the build-up of flashbacks 
for trauma? A proposal from cognitive science. PloS One 4(1), e4153, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0004153 (2009).

 65. James, E. L. et al. Computer game play reduces intrusive memories of experimental trauma via reconsolidation-update mechanisms. 
Psychol. Sci. 26(8), 1201–1215, https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797615583071 (2015).

 66. Skorka-Brown, J., Andrade, J. & May, J. Playing “Tetris” reduces the strength, frequency and vividness of naturally occurring 
cravings. Appetite 76, 161–165, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2014.01.073 (2014).

 67. Engelhard, I. M., van Uijen, S. L. & van den Hout, M. A. The impact of taxing working memory on negative and positive memories. 
Eur. J. Psychotraumatol. 1, 1–8, https://doi.org/10.3402/ejpt.v1i0.5623 (2010).

 68. Brown, A. W., Elovic, E. P., Kothari, S., Flanagan, S. R. & Kwasnica, C. Congenital and acquired brain injury. 1. Epidemiology, 
pathophysiology, prognostication, innovative treatments, and prevention. Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 89(3 Suppl 1), 3–8, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.apmr.2007.12.001 (2008).

 69. Bangirana, P. et al. Cognition, behaviour and academic skills after cognitive rehabilitation in Ugandan children surviving severe 
malaria: A randomised trial. BMC Neurol. 11, 96, https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2377-11-96 (2011).

 70. Cicerone, K. D. Remediation of “working attention” in mild traumatic brain injury. Brain Inj. 16, 185–195, https://doi.
org/10.1080/02699050110103959  (2002).

 71. Rossignoli-Palomeque, T., Perez-Hernandez, E. & González-Marqués, J. Brain training in children and adolescents: Is it scientifically 
valid? Front. Psychol. 9, 565, https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00565 (2018).

 72. Zickefoose, S., Hux, K., Brown, J. & Wulf, K. Let the games begin: A preliminary study using attention process training-3 and 
Lumosity brain games to remediate attention deficits following traumatic brain injury. Brain Inj. 27(6), 707–716, https://doi.org/10
.3109/02699052.2013.775484 (2013).

 73. Simons, D. J. et al. Do “Brain-Training” Programs Work? Psychol. Sci. Public Interest. 17(3), 103–186, https://doi.
org/10.1177/1529100616661983 (2016).

 74. Wade, S. L. et al. Technology assisted rehabilitation interventions following pediatric brain injury. J. Neurosurg. Sci. 62(2), 187–202, 
https://doi.org/10.23736/S0390-5616.17.04277-1 (2018).

 75. Raj, S. P. et al. Online family problem solving for pediatric traumatic brain injury: influences of parental marital status and 
participation on adolescent outcomes. J. Head Trauma Rehabil 33(3), 158–166, https://doi.org/10.1097/HTR.0000000000000331 
(2018).

 76. Boutron, I. et al. Extending the CONSORT statement to randomized trials of non pharmacologic treatment: Explanation and 
elaboration. Ann. Intern. Med. 148(4), 295–309, https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-148-4-200802190-0000 (2008).

 77. Campbell, M. K., Elbourne, D. R. & Altman, D. G., CONSORT Group. CONSORT statement: Extension to cluster randomised trials. 
BMJ 328(7441), 702–708, https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.328.7441.702 (2004).

 78. Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A. G. & Buchner, A. G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral, 
and biomedical sciences. Behav. Res. Methods. 39(2), 175–191, https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03193146 (2007).

 79. Sellars, C., Hughes, T. & Langhorne, P. Speech and language therapy for dysarthria due to non-progressive brain damage. Cochrane 
Database of Syst. Rev. 3, CD002088, https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD002088.pub2 (2005).

 80. Johansson, B. & Tornmalm, M. Working memory training for patients with acquired brain injury: Effects in daily life. Scand. J. 
Occup. Ther. 19(2), 176–183, https://doi.org/10.3109/11038128.2011.603352 (2012).

 81. Carlson Green, B., Puig, J. & Bendel, A. Feasibility and efficacy of an extended trial of home based working memory training for 
pediatric brain tumor survivors: a pilot study. Neurooncol. Pract. 4(2), 111–120, https://doi.org/10.1093/nop/npw015 (2017).

 82. Phillips, N. L. et al. Computerized working memory training for children with moderate to severe traumatic brain injury: A double-
blind, randomized, placebo-controlled trial. J. Neurotrauma 33(23), 2097–2104, https://doi.org/10.1089/neu.2015.4358 (2016).

 83. Eve, M. et al. Computerized working-memory training for children following arterial ischemic stroke: A pilot study with long-term 
follow-up. Appl. Neuropsychol. Child. 5(4), 273–282, https://doi.org/10.1080/21622965.2015.1055563 (2016).

 84. Conklin, H. M. et al. Computerized cognitive training for amelioration of cognitive late effects among childhood cancer survivors: 
A randomized controlled trial. J. Clin. Oncol. 33(33), 3894–3902, https://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2015.61.6672 (2015).

 85. Hardy, K. K., Willard, V. W., Allen, T. M. & Bonner, M. J. Working Memory training in survivors of pediatric cancer: A randomized 
pilot study. Psychooncology 22(8), 1856–1865, https://doi.org/10.1002/pon.3222 (2013).

 86. Klingberg, T., Forssberg, H. & Westerberg, H. Training of working memory in children with ADHD. J. Clin. Exp. Neuropsychol. 
24(6), 781–791, https://doi.org/10.1076/jcen.24.6.781.8395 (2002).

 87. Klingberg, T. et al. Computerized training of working memory in children with ADHD: A randomized, controlled trial. J. Am. Acad. 
Child. Adolesc. Psychiatry. 44(2), 177–186, https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200502000-00010 (2005).

 88. Engvig, A. et al. Effects of memory training on cortical thickness in the elderly. Neuroimage. 52(4), 1667–1676, https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.05.04 (2010).

 89. Bahar-Fuchs, A. et al. Tailored and adaptive computerized cognitive training in older adults at risk for dementia: A randomized 
controlled trial. J. Alzheimers Dis. 60(3), 889–911, https://doi.org/10.3233/JAD-170404 (2017).

 90. Conners, C. K. Conners Continuous Performance Test- Third Edition (Conners CPT 3) & Conners Continuous Auditory Test of 
Attention (Conners CATA): Technical Manual. (Toronto: Multi-Health Systems Inc., 2014).

 91. Gupta, S. K. Intention-to-treat concept: A review. Perspect. Clin. Res. 2(3), 109–112, https://doi.org/10.4103/2229-3485.83221 
(2011).

 92. Lakens, D. Calculating and reporting effect sizes to facilitate cumulative science: A practical primer for t-tests and ANOVAs. Front. 
Psychol. 4, 863, https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00863 (2013).

 93. Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioural Science (2nd Edition). (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Academic Press, 1988).

Acknowledgements
Lumosity Cognitive Training was kindly provided by Lumos Labs, Inc, San Francisco (CA). Lumos Labs did not 
play a role in the design and conduct of the study, data interpretation or manuscript preparation. This study was 
supported by the Italian Ministry of Health (Ricerca Corrente 2015–2017 to A.B., Ricerca Corrente 2018–2019 to 
R.B. and Ricerca Finalizzata grant NET- 2013-02356160 to R.B.).

Author contributions
C.C. wrote the main manuscript, contributed to the design of the work and to statistical analyses and prepared 
tables and figures. C.U. wrote the main manuscript, contributed to the design of the work, statistical analyses and 
figure preparation. G.P. and S.S. contributed to the design of the work and substantively revised the manuscript. 
R.B. and A.B. were project administrators, contributed to the design of the work, were responsible for funding 
acquisition and substantively revised the manuscript.

competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-57952-5
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0004153
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797615583071
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2014.01.073
https://doi.org/10.3402/ejpt.v1i0.5623
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2007.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2007.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2377-11-96
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699050110103959
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699050110103959
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00565
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2013.775484
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2013.775484
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100616661983
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100616661983
https://doi.org/10.23736/S0390-5616.17.04277-1
https://doi.org/10.1097/HTR.0000000000000331
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-148-4-200802190-0000
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.328.7441.702
https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03193146
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD002088.pub2
https://doi.org/10.3109/11038128.2011.603352
https://doi.org/10.1093/nop/npw015
https://doi.org/10.1089/neu.2015.4358
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622965.2015.1055563
https://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2015.61.6672
https://doi.org/10.1002/pon.3222
https://doi.org/10.1076/jcen.24.6.781.8395
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200502000-00010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.05.04
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.05.04
https://doi.org/10.3233/JAD-170404
https://doi.org/10.4103/2229-3485.83221
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00863


1 5Scientific RepoRtS |         (2020) 10:1391  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-57952-5

www.nature.com/scientificreportswww.nature.com/scientificreports/

Additional information
Supplementary information is available for this paper at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-57952-5.
Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to C.C.
Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.
Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Cre-
ative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not per-
mitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the 
copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
 
© The Author(s) 2020

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-57952-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-57952-5
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Home-based cognitive training in pediatric patients with acquired brain injury: preliminary results on efficacy of a random ...
	Results
	Recruited patients. 
	Completed Sessions and practice-related effects. 
	Primary cognitive outcome. 
	Secondary cognitive outcomes. 
	Secondary adjustment outcomes. 
	Follow-up analyses. 

	Discussion
	Methods
	Study design and procedure. 
	Participants. 
	Intervention. 
	Measures. 
	Primary cognitive outcome. 
	Secondary cognitive outcomes. 
	Secondary adjustment outcomes. 
	Covariates. 

	Statistical analyses. 

	Acknowledgements
	Figure 1 Study design.
	Figure 2 Study flowchart depicting the number of patients with acquired brain injury (ABI) collected for every research step.
	Figure 3 Delta change values (delta 1 and delta 2) for Group 1 (Training-first Group) and Group 2 (Waiting-firts Group) in any cognitive and psychological measures.
	Table 1 Demographic, clinical and intellectual characteristics of participants (Group 1 and Group 2) at baseline.
	Table 2 Means and standard deviations of standardized test scores for each cognitive and psychological outcome measure of Group 1 and Group 2 at T1, T2 and T3.
	Table 3 Description of the training games.




