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This paper reports results from an impact study of Brain Games (BGs), a classroom-based 
intervention designed to build preschool and school-aged children’s executive functions 
(EFs) and related self-regulation skills. The study employed a classroom-randomized, 
experimental design with 626 students in 36 pre-K through fourth grade classrooms in 
charter schools in a mid-sized urban district. In one set of models with child covariates, 
children in intervention classrooms showed marginal positive impacts on regulation-related 
behaviors, attention control and impulsivity, and negative effects on global EF and marginal 
increases in discipline problems. A second set of models with a smaller sample and both 
child and classroom covariates included indicate positive impacts of BGs on global EFs, 
prosocial behavior, and attention control and impulsivity. There were no significant impacts 
on the teacher–student relationship as reported by the teacher or on direct assessments 
of inhibitory control, short term and working memory, or another measure of global EF in 
either set of models. These promising findings offer a signal that implementation of 
targeted, easy to implement intervention approaches in classroom contexts can influence 
children’s regulation-related and prosocial outcomes, but this signal should be investigated 
further with larger and more tightly controlled designs.

Keywords: executive functions, self-regualtion, classroom and school based research, classroom intervention, 
school-aged children

INTRODUCTION

Over the past several decades, a robust body of literature has emerged documenting the 
foundational role of social and emotional skills for learning, behavior, and health (Durlak 
et  al., 2011; Moffitt et  al., 2011; Greenberg et  al., 2017; Jones and Doolittle, 2017). Long-term 
correlational studies document that social and emotional skills in childhood such as social 
competence and self-control are associated with important life outcomes 20–30 years later 
including labor market success, higher education, physical and mental health, low substance 
use, personal finances, and low criminal offending (Moffitt et  al., 2011; Jones D. et  al., 2015, 
2019b). Gaining increasing attention and investment in the research (e.g., this special issue; 
Gates and Chan-Zuckerberg jointly funded the EF + Math 5-year grant program designed to 
fund multi-disciplinary teams who will integrate EFs into high-quality math), practice (e.g., 
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focus on EFs and self-control in the KIPP model and the 
Head Start Early Learning Outcomes Framework), and policy 
communities (e.g., see Osher et  al., 2016; Jones et  al., 2019a), 
efforts to educate the “whole child” are increasingly central 
to children’s school experiences. School-based programs, 
curricula, and interventions are now widely adopted in school 
contexts, though an array of challenges related to feasibility 
of implementation and the challenges of integration in the 
instructional work of classrooms remain (Jones and Bouffard, 
2012; Jones et  al., 2018).

Children’s development across social, emotional, behavioral, 
and cognitive domains is posited to build on a set of core 
executive functions and self-regulation skills (EFs and SR; 
Diamond and Lee, 2011; Jones et  al., 2016; Bailey and Jones, 
2019; Diamond and Ling, 2019). Beginning in early childhood, 
these foundational skills support the emergence and growth 
of more complex skills and competencies. For example, basic 
EFs and SR skills enable children to learn how to inhibit 
impulses and take turns, which undergird basic prosocial 
behavior and cooperation, and later more complex social 
problem solving. Myriad examples demonstrate the 
foundational and significant role of EFs and SR in children’s 
development (e.g., Center on the Developing Child at Harvard 
University, 2011; Bailey and Jones, 2019), leading to a growing 
interest in this domain, with particular recent interest in 
how to foster and cultivate these critical skills in early 
childhood and elementary school classrooms. This paper 
presents results from a randomized evaluation of a low-cost, 
targeted, classroom-based intervention that uses skill-building 
games to promote EFs and SR skills in young children. In 
the following pages, we  provide an overview of EFs, links 
to academic and social–emotional outcomes, and describe 
the current state of findings from applied interventions 
designed to build EFs in classroom contexts. We then describe 
the Brain Games (BG) intervention, our study design and 
results, and locate the findings in the current body of 
EF-focused intervention literature.

Given the conceptual confusion related to EFs and SR (Jones 
et  al., 2016; Nigg, 2017), we  first operationalize the relevant 
terms used in this study. We  employ SR as an umbrella term 
for the broad phenomena of children’s regulation (including 
EFs), or the management and modulation of thoughts, feelings, 
and behaviors (Karoly, 1993; Jones et  al., 2016). As part of 
the broad SR domain, our conceptualization of EFs follows 
Bailey and Jones (2019) which presents an integrated model 
of regulation for school-based interventions. The central idea 
of this model is that core regulatory processes (i.e., EFs – 
working memory, response inhibition, and attention control 
and shifting; Garon et al., 2008) support more complex cognitive, 
emotion, and social regulation. Combined, these more complex 
skills form a regulatory gestalt, which more closely reflects 
how EFs and SR together operate in applied contexts. This 
model guided our selection of measures because we hypothesize 
that BGs build core EFs and also shift how children manage 
in the real world of their classroom environment, acknowledging 
that this system of regulatory skills are deployed and operate 
in an integrated way in the real world (Bailey and Jones, 

2019). In the following pages, we  use the terms executive 
functions and related self-regulation skills.

Executive Functions: An Overview
Originating in the cognitive neuroscience literature, researchers 
generally define EFs as a set of mental processes located in 
the pre-frontal cortex, or the “control center,” that coordinates 
thought, memory, emotions, and movement and are used for 
goal-directed behavior (Miyake et al., 2000; Carlson, 2005; Best 
and Miller, 2010). EFs (working memory, response inhibition, 
attention shifting, and attention control) support children and 
adults to inhibit dominant responses, switch attention between 
multiple sets, and remember and update information (Miyake 
et  al., 2000; Fuster, 2008), skills required for children to 
be  successful in various settings in which they learn and grow.

For many years, research on EFs was conducted primarily 
in laboratory-based settings with a focus on examining brain-
based processes, or core capacities of the brain. This body of 
research provided critical knowledge about the presence, 
malleability, and developmental trajectory of these skills (Garon 
et  al., 2008; Diamond and Lee, 2011). Building on this work 
and in light of the documented links between EFs, other 
regulation-related skills, and children’s short- and long-term 
outcomes (Best et  al., 2011; Moffitt et  al., 2011), there is a 
great deal of interest in how young people use EFs when 
faced with the demands of everyday settings, such as those 
children face in managing the learning challenges and 
opportunities of the classroom. For that reason, in addition 
to defining EFs in academic terms, it is valuable, particularly 
for applied intervention research, to define and understand 
EFs in terms of expected classroom behavior. Young children 
use EFs all of the time, across situations and contexts, and 
in an increasingly complex and coordinated way over 
development. For example, in the classroom, working memory 
plays out in a child’s ability to remember and enact multi-step 
directions (e.g., when you  finish reading, close your folder, 
wash your hands, and line up at the door), even in the face 
of distraction, or the ability to remember and build on a 
previously learned concept or idea. Classroom behaviors tied 
to attention control and shifting might look like being able 
to focus attention on a task even in the face of frustration, 
the ability to move from one task to another (e.g., wrapping 
up an art project and shifting to math), or thinking about 
multiple concepts or parts of a problem simultaneously. Finally, 
response inhibition, or the ability to choose what to pay attention 
to and what to ignore, might look like staying on task when 
it is hard or tiring, as well as inhibiting responses and behaviors 
inappropriate to context or task demands, such as raising one’s 
hand instead of shouting out the answer.

Executive Functions and Children’s 
Outcomes
What emerges from such concrete representations of EFs is 
that they are inextricably linked to what children need to do 
in their daily lives, and in particular the basic tasks of learning 
in the classroom. A large body of research from multiple 
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disciplines indicates that EFs and related self-regulation skills 
are linked to school readiness and positive adjustment to school, 
academic achievement, and long-term health and well-being 
(e.g., Raver, 2002; Eisenberg et  al., 2004; Duckworth and 
Seligman, 2005; Blair and Razza, 2007; Graziano et  al., 2007; 
McClelland et  al., 2007; Bull et  al., 2008; Best et  al., 2011; 
Moffitt et  al., 2011; Valiente et  al., 2011).

Focusing on learning outcomes in school, more than a 
decade of research has established a link between basic executive 
functions and mathematical skills from preschool through 
adolescence (Blair and Razza, 2007; Bull et  al., 2008; Cragg 
and Gilmore, 2014; Jacob and Parkinson, 2015; Samuels et  al., 
2016; Ahmed et  al., 2019). Though many studies of EFs focus 
on links to math achievement, a body of work also demonstrates 
links to other academic domains including reading (Yeniad 
et  al., 2013) and science (Anthony and Ogg, 2019). A recent 
meta-analysis of 67 studies including children and youth aged 
3–18 years found moderate and consistent correlations between 
EF and math and reading abilities. However, randomized studies 
of interventions designed to improve EF showed no evidence 
that gains in EF led to gains in achievement (Jacob and 
Parkinson, 2015). Thus, existing evidence may support 
correlational but not necessarily causal links between EFs and 
academic outcomes (Bailey and Jones, 2019).

Executive functions also play a critical role in children’s 
abilities to regulate their emotions and behaviors, enabling 
them to successfully engage in positive social interactions and 
to manage and resolve social conflicts (e.g., Eisenberg et  al., 
1995). EFs are linked to a range of social skills, including 
theory of mind, social competence, empathy, demonstrating 
socially-appropriate behavior, and social adjustment (Eisenberg 
et  al., 1995, 2004, 2009; Kochanska et  al., 1996; Raver et  al., 
1999; Carlson and Moses, 2001; Sokol et  al., 2010). EFs and 
other SR skills like effortful control (EC) are also linked to 
lower levels of internalizing and externalizing behaviors, both 
concurrently and longitudinally, facilitating engagement in social 
interactions and learning (Kochanska et  al., 1996; Eisenberg 
et  al., 2004, 2009).

Research suggests that low-income children and adolescents 
tend to have lower levels of EFs and emotion and behavior 
regulation than their more affluent peers (e.g., Noble et  al., 
2005; Farah et  al., 2006; Evans and Kim, 2013; Raver et  al., 
2013). For example, Noble et al. (2005) report that kindergarteners 
from low-SES families perform less well on EF tasks than 
those from middle-SES families and that these differences persist 
over time (Noble et al., 2007). Exposure to adverse life experiences 
such as trauma, abuse, neglect, or chronic exposure to other 
poverty-related stressors are thought to impact the development 
and functioning of specific regions of the brain responsible 
for EFs and emotion regulation (e.g., Kishiyama et  al., 2008; 
Bos et al., 2009; Shonkoff and Garner, 2012). Specifically, poverty 
is associated with poorer selective attention and higher basal 
levels of the stress hormone cortisol which interrupts use of 
the prefrontal cortex and the deployment of EFs (Lupien et al., 
2001; Kishiyama et al., 2008). However, there is some evidence 
that regulation-related skills serve as a protective factor for 
low-income children and youth. For example, in a low-income 

sample, children and adolescents with stronger EFs and emotion 
regulation skills were more likely to have positive academic, 
social/behavioral, and mental health outcomes than children 
with lower self-regulation, despite similar life experiences 
(Buckner et  al., 2003, 2009).

Interventions to Promote Executive 
Functions
EFs can be  fostered through repeated exposure to high-quality 
opportunities to build and practice them. Documented differences 
along socioeconomic lines may stem from differences in 
opportunities to practice EF skills (Rosen et  al., 2020), and 
therefore one key lever for their improvement is interventions 
that provide opportunities to practice EFs in the contexts in 
which they are relevant and required (e.g., classrooms).

A number of studies have demonstrated that EFs and related 
SR skills can be  improved through direct computer-based 
training or classroom interventions (Diamond and Lee, 2011; 
Tominey and McClelland, 2011). In addition, broadly focused, 
universal, school-based social–emotional learning programs, 
that often include a focus on EFs and SR, have shown positive 
impacts on children’s EFs and regulation-related skills, as well 
as academic and behavioral outcomes (e.g., Riggs et  al., 2006; 
Diamond et  al., 2007; Raver et  al., 2011).

Efforts to build EFs and SR skills in preschool and school 
settings tend to happen in two ways: curricular approaches 
and targeted interventions. Curricular approaches typically 
involve a series of sequenced lessons implemented over the 
course of several weeks or months (Jones et  al., 2017). Tools 
of the Mind (ToM), for example, is a curriculum designed to 
build EFs in preschool settings through imaginative play and 
self-regulatory language. ToM is based on the Vygotskian concept 
of “mental tools” and the idea that children’s learning is dictated 
by their environment until they develop the mental tools to 
take control of their learning. Prior studies of ToM suggest 
an overall positive influence on improving children’s self-
regulation and decreasing aggression and behavior problems, 
particularly for sub-groups of students, but also some evidence 
of mixed and null findings (e.g., Farran and Wilson, 2014; 
Farran et  al., 2015). A recent study of ToM randomly assigned 
urban daycare sites to the ToM intervention or a pretend play 
curriculum (the business-as-usual state curriculum in this 
setting). No main effects of the intervention on children’s 
executive function measured via direct assessment or parent 
and teacher-reported behavior were found. However, the program 
was more effective in improving EFs, as measured by the 
Head-to-Toes (HTT) task, for children who were initially rated 
by parents as high in hyperactivity/inattention (1 SD above 
average; ES = 0.48; Solomon et al., 2018). In another randomized 
evaluation of ToM in kindergarten, children assigned to ToM 
showed improved working memory skills, as measured by the 
backward digit span (ES = 0.14), and improved math skills 
(ES = 0.13), compared to children in the control group. Children 
in high poverty schools with 75% or more of students eligible 
for free and reduced-price lunch (15% of the school sample) 
showed gains in vocabulary (ES = 0.43) and reasoning (ES = 0.46) 
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and decreased stress physiology (ES not calculated because of 
complexities with the three-level structure of the data), though 
this high-poverty sample likely only represents a relatively small 
number of students (Blair and Raver, 2014). A similar school-
randomized study indicated positive and statistically significant 
impacts of ToM on teacher-reported improvements in self-
regulation (ES = 0.18), emotion regulation (ES = 0.16), and 
teacher-student relationships (ES = 0.15) and decreased behavior 
problems and aggression (ES = −0.19 for both outcomes) for 
kindergarten students. Though these findings are promising, 
it is important to note that the only measurement approach 
was teacher-reported, which could be subject to bias as teachers 
were both intervention implementers and raters (Blair et al., 2018).

MindUp, a mindfulness-based curriculum for preschool and 
elementary aged students, includes core daily deep breathing 
practice and once weekly lessons and is designed with EF and 
SR as explicit targets. A randomized trial evaluating MindUp 
in fourth and fifth grade over a 12-week period found that 
the program improved response time on three EF tasks (flanker 
switch trials, incongruent flanker, and hearts and flowers; 
Cohen’s d ranged from −0.21 to −0.31; Schonert-Reichl et  al., 
2015); however, the trial included only four schools and the 
data were not analyzed in a manner consistent with the design 
(i.e., the standard errors were not adjusted for the nesting of 
students in classrooms and schools). More recently, an evaluation 
of MindUp in kindergarten classrooms demonstrated reduced 
executive function deficits, teacher-reported behavioral symptoms 
and problems, and increased adaptive skills (effect sizes not 
reported). However, there was no randomization in the study, 
raising concerns about differences between the two schools 
that would also produce changes in teacher-reported student 
outcomes and compounding concerns about teacher-rater bias 
(Crooks et  al., 2020).

While these curricular approaches show promise, due to 
their comprehensive and often top-down nature, they face a 
number of barriers (Jones and Bouffard, 2012), including 
implementation challenges, limited local buy-in, poor integration 
into educational practice, and low potential for sustainability 
over time (Jones et al., 2018). These barriers are likely exacerbated 
in low-income and low-resource contexts. In part to address 
these challenges, in recent years, researchers are beginning to 
test the impact of streamlined and more targeted group-based 
interventions. For example, McClelland and colleagues have 
developed and tested the Red Light Purple Light (RLPL; 
McClelland and Tominey, 2015) intervention in three randomized 
trials with preschool children. In RLPL, children play a series 
of five music and movement-based games during circle time 
(for example, having children start and stop moving based on 
particular cues), with systematic adaptations designed to make 
the games increasingly challenging over the 16 week intervention. 
In one recent trial, Schmitt et al. (2015) randomized classrooms 
to either the RLPL intervention, implemented over the course 
of 8 weeks during two short playgroups, or a business-as-usual 
control group. Children in the intervention group showed 
statistically significant improvement relative to control students 
on direct assessments of EFs [Dimensional Change Card Sort 
(DCCS) and Head Toes Knees and Shoulders (HTKS); Cohen’s 

d = 0.16 and 0.32, respectively]. However, there were no changes 
between treatment and control groups on teacher reported EF 
skills. It is unclear why there were differential effects for different 
modes of measurement of the same EF skill (direct assessment 
vs. teacher report). A potential hypothesis is that the intervention 
was not long enough for teachers to see meaningful changes 
in student behavior in the classroom. Additionally, it is possible 
that teachers are more likely to see changes in EF behaviors 
when they implement the interventions. In this case, trained 
facilitators implemented the games, not teachers, and three to 
five research assistants also participated during each playgroup 
to support student engagement. Implementation therefore did 
not reflect a traditional classroom environment. In a more 
recent study of RLPL, Head Start teachers were assigned to 
one of three conditions: RLPL intervention, a revised RLPL 
intervention with added academic content, and a business-as-
usual control group. Students’ SR as measured by the HTKS 
improved (ES = 0.31), but the difference between either 
intervention group and the control group was not statistically 
significant, perhaps due to insufficient power, given the small 
sample size (n = 157 total students; McClelland et  al., 2019).

Schmitt et  al. (2018) also evaluated the impact of a targeted 
block play intervention on EF skills in preschool-aged children. 
Children were randomly assigned to participate in 15-20 minute 
semi-structured block play sessions two times per week for 
several weeks or to a business as usual control group. The 
intervention consisted of small groups of children receiving 
wooden blocks of various shapes and a short prompt instructing 
the children to build specific structures (e.g., a tower), which 
grew more complex over the course of the intervention. The 
intervention was designed to build EFs and math skills, but 
there were no statistically significant differences in either for 
the sample overall. For children with parents with low educational 
attainment, EFs and math skills improved significantly at post-
test (effect sizes not reported). Consistent with Schmitt et  al. 
(2015), a limitation is that the teacher was not involved in 
delivering the intervention; however, a strength of this approach 
is that it mimics a concrete classroom practice that can 
be  integrated into everyday classroom teacher practice. 
Re-structuring block play, a common activity in preschool 
classrooms, to include increasingly challenging structured prompts 
may be a relevant and scalable approach that appears to improve 
key outcomes for sub-groups of children who are likely to struggle.

The body of evidence on interventions designed to cultivate 
EFs and related SR in school contexts is not definitive. On 
one hand, there is some promising evidence of the potential 
for these interventions to improve children’s EFs and SR skills 
and classroom behaviors. On the other hand, design, 
methodological, and analytic limitations limit our knowledge 
of such interventions and their impact on EFs and related SR 
skills. In this paper, we  report the results from a classroom-
randomized evaluation of a targeted, game-based intervention 
designed to improve children’s EFs and SR. The intervention, 
BG, was designed to address several of the limitations of the 
interventions summarized above in that they are implemented 
by teachers, flexible in when and how they are used, and are 
easily integrated into daily routines. Below, we  summarize 
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briefly the evolution of the BG intervention and prior research 
on its effects.

Brain Games
Brain Games Development: Origins in SECURe
The BG were originally developed and used as a core component 
of a comprehensive pre-K through fifth grade social–emotional 
learning curriculum called SECURe (Social, Emotional, and 
Cognitive Understanding and Regulation in education). In a 
large pilot study of the effects of SECURe, six schools with 
4,000 students in pre-K through third grade classrooms were 
randomized to either receive the SECURe intervention or to 
be  in the control group (three schools per condition). Results 
indicated that the program increased students’ attention skills, 
reduced their impulsive behavior, and had positive effects on 
literacy skills, especially among the lowest-achieving students 
in the sample (Jones et al., in preparation). Over 75% of 
participating teachers reported playing the SECURe BG at least 
once a week and over a quarter played four or more times 
a week. In contrast, teachers felt less comfortable with the 
emotion-focused components of the program and implemented 
them less than intended. Our working assumption is that the 
BG, which appealed to teachers due to their targeted nature, 
simplicity, and flexibility and which were implemented a great 
deal more than any other components of the program, accounted 
in large part for the effects we observed in children’s outcomes. 
We  therefore engaged in an iterative design process in 
collaboration with a graphic design firm, to develop a revised 
set of stand-alone BG to be  implemented separate from the 
SECURe curriculum.

This new set of BG were piloted in 47 classrooms in three 
low-income, rural schools in South Carolina over the course 
of the 2015–2016 school year using a delayed implementation 
design (n = 1,248 students). Teachers from two schools were 
trained in the fall of 2015 and teachers in the third school 
in the winter (Jones and Imm, 2016). The staggered 
implementation of BG allowed us to examine the pattern of 
results across schools with varying implementation schedules. 
We compared the natural growth of teacher-reported regulation 
skills with the growth of teacher-reported regulation skills 
among children who were exposed to BG. In each school, 
students showed growing levels of self-regulation documented 
using a teacher-reported measure of children’s EFs and related 
SR (CEFS, described below), but the average increase was the 
greatest during periods of exposure to the BG. In addition, 
at the classroom level, observed classroom practices became 
more positive (e.g., teachers were employing more positive 
discipline strategies and were more effectively supporting 
executive function and SR) over the year, and children in 
classrooms overall displayed more regulated behavior as the 
school year progressed (Jones and Imm, 2016).

Across these two early studies, there is a consistent signal 
suggesting the positive role of BG in improving children’s EFs 
and related SR and decreasing children’s impulsivity. Importantly, 
these studies demonstrate that BG have the potential to be  a 
useful strategy to promote these outcomes in lower income 
and rural settings where teachers are faced with multiple 

stressors and demands. Overall, we  learned that teachers were 
generally able to integrate BG into their classroom settings 
and found them easy and fun to do. Building on these positive 
findings, the primary question this paper addresses is, what 
is the impact of BG on pre-K through fourth grade children’s 
executive functions and self-regulation in a low-income urban 
context? Our previous studies were in lower income rural 
settings, while this trial takes place in an urban setting with 
primarily Latinx students. Our decision to evaluate BG in a 
different setting reflects both our use of a convenience sample 
and, importantly, our incremental evidence building strategy 
with which we seek to understand BG in a variety of populations 
and contexts.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

School Selection and Randomization
The evaluation took place in six schools from a charter school 
network in a mid-size city serving primarily low-income Latinx 
students in the northeastern region of the United  States. The 
charter network was recruited through contacts of the principal 
investigator of the project, and all six eligible schools agreed 
to participate. Three schools were early childhood centers 
serving grades pre-kindergarten (pre-K) through first grade 
and three schools were elementary schools serving children 
in grades two through four. Each school had two classrooms 
per grade for a total of six classrooms per school and 36 
classrooms total. With our small number of schools overall, 
in an effort to minimize the impact of differences between 
them, randomization occurred at the classroom level. Using 
a random number generator, one classroom in each grade was 
assigned to the intervention group and one classroom to the 
business-as-usual control group for a total of 18 classrooms 
in each condition. Teachers in the intervention group participated 
in BG training and implemented the intervention (described 
below). Teachers in the control condition continued with 
business-as-usual classroom activities.

Participants
Participants included 626 children (50.64% boys) in pre-K 
through fourth grade. Children were 95.43% Latinx, 3.11% 
White, and <1% Black/African-American and Other. As noted 
above, classrooms were randomly assigned within each school 
to the BG intervention group (n = 322) or to a business-as-
usual control group (n = 304). Following randomization, 
independent sample t tests indicated that the children did not 
differ significantly across study conditions on baseline 
demographic characteristics, suggesting that the randomization 
process was successful. The sample also included 65  
teachers (99.98% female, average age = 30.25 years, SD = 7.78). 
Approximately 63% of teachers identified as White, 3% as Black 
or African American, 12.5% as Hispanic or Latino, less than 
1% as Asian, and 20.3% as Other. On average, teachers had 
worked in the profession for 6.34 years, SD = 3.55 and in the 
current school for 3.53, SD = 2.34. Independent sample t tests 
indicated that there were no statistically significant differences 
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between treatment and control teachers on the number of 
years teachers had worked in the profession, years in the current 
school, or age.

Aggregated data from students in our sample indicate that 
an average of 11.64% of students were classified as special 
education, ranging from 7.06 to 16.67% in each school and 
from 0 to 33.33% across all classrooms. Around 38.18% of 
students in our sample across all schools and classrooms were 
classified as English Language Learners, ranging from 22.52 
to 66.32% in each school and from 4.45 to 90% across all 
classrooms. Publicly available online data indicate average levels 
of students classified as economically disadvantaged [based on 
a student’s participation in state-administered programs, e.g., 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)] range 
from 60.3 to 64.8%, however these numbers reflect an average 
from all students in grades pre-K through eight; data are not 
available only for the grades in our sample.

Missing Data
Challenges with data collection led to variability in sample 
sizes between waves. All analyses were conducted using only 
the stable sample, meaning children for whom we  have data 
at both time points. See Figure  1 for a breakdown of eligible 
and consented students as well as the final stable sample used 
in all analyses. To examine whether the stable sample differed 
systematically from the full sample, unpaired sample t tests 
were used to compare the stable sample to all children in the 
fall and then to all children in the spring for the treatment 
and control groups separately for all outcomes as well as for 
the child-level covariates. The t tests were not statistically 
significant for any variables except two outcomes. In the control 
group, the mean of the stable sample for teacher-reported 
prosocial behavior was statistically significantly higher in spring 
than the mean of the full sample. In both treatment and control 
groups, teacher-reported teacher-student relationship quality in 
spring were statistically significantly lower in the stable sample 
than the full sample.

Procedure
Data were collected during the fall and spring of the 2017–2018 
school year. In the beginning of the school year, consent forms 
in English and Spanish were sent home to all families informing 
them of the study and seeking consent for their child to 
participate in data collection. The overall consent rate was 
80.65% across grades (ranging from 65.65% in the first grade 
to 91.34% in the fourth grade) and consent rates did not 
differ significantly between the intervention (82.94%) and control 
(78.35%) groups.

Information on student skills was collected through direct 
assessments conducted by trained assessors and teacher reports. 
Assessors participated in an in-depth 1-day training with 
members of the research team to learn about and practice 
administering the assessments. The assessors, who were blind 
to treatment conditions, then visited each school to administer 
the one-on-one direct assessments. In two schools (one early 
childhood center and one lower school), nearly all students 

with consent participated in the direct assessment. Due to 
substantial constraints on time for direct assessments, a randomly 
selected group of six consented children (three male, three 
female) from each classroom were chosen to participate in 
the direct assessment in four of the six schools, representing 
approximately 30% of the students in each classroom. The 
sampling of children within classrooms to address school limits 
on data collection time follows established practice for RCTs 
(e.g., Morris et  al., 2014). Prior to beginning the assessment, 
children learned about the study and activities and provided 
verbal assent. The assessment took approximately 5–10 min for 
pre-K and kindergarten students and 30 min for first through 
fourth grade students. Children identified by their teacher as 
primarily a Spanish speaker received an assessment translated 
into Spanish and were assessed by a Spanish speaking assessor. 
Only a handful of students (three students in pre-K and one 
in first grade) received assessments in Spanish, and we  expect, 
given the very small number, that this likely did not have an 
impact on outcomes. After administering the assessment, the 
assessor completed a short survey about the child’s behavior 
during the assessment period.

At each timepoint, teachers completed reports about each 
student in their classroom as well as the characteristics of 
their classroom. In pre-K through second grade classrooms, 
there were two teachers in each classroom. In the third and 
fourth grade, there was one teacher per classroom and one 
teacher who floated between the two classrooms at each grade 
level. In the younger grades, surveys were distributed to both 
teachers in the classroom. Floater teachers received a survey 
to complete for a randomly selected subgroup of students from 
all of the classrooms with which they work. The paper-based 
surveys were distributed in-person to each school and were 
collected approximately 1–2 weeks later. The same data collection 
procedures were conducted in fall and spring of the 2017–2018 
school year.

Intervention
Brain Games is a classroom-based intervention designed to 
build preschool and elementary-aged children’s EFs and related 
self-regulation skills. The intervention consists of a small box 
of 31 games, each designed to target one of three core EF 
skills, called Brain Powers: attention control (Focus Power), 
working memory (Remember Power), and inhibitory control 
(Stop and Think Power). For example, in the “Remember 
Power” game titled “On My Pizza, I  Like” students are asked 
to add pizza toppings to a pretend pizza and to remember 
the increasing list of pizza toppings – targeting working memory 
by requiring students to remember and manipulate information 
in their minds. The card provides prompts to make the games 
both simpler or more challenging (e.g., substituting pizza 
toppings for math concepts or vocabulary words, adding topics 
in alphabetical order). After each game, teachers are encouraged 
to lead discussions to help students recognize the skills they 
are building, identify successful strategies, and connect skills 
to other times of the day when they need to focus, remember, 
or use self-control. In “On My Pizza, I  Like,” the post-game 
talk might include a discussion of how students use their 
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Remember Brain Power to keep track of the toppings in the 
right order (e.g., repeat the ingredients to myself, create a 
picture in my mind) and how those strategies can apply to 
other times of the day when Remember Power is needed (e.g., 
packing school bag in the morning). Brain Games are not 
implemented during a designated period (as most SEL 
interventions are), rather teachers are encouraged to integrate 
the games into their daily routines and transitions across 
classroom activities and various settings (classroom, hallways, 
recess, etc.). The box also includes concrete strategies and 
support for teachers; key findings about brain development, 
learning, and behavior; and a set of three classroom posters 
to help reinforce the use of skills throughout the day. Prior 

to the beginning of the school year, intervention teachers 
participated in a 90-min BG training that covered the science 
behind the development of EFs and self-regulation, introduced 
the games, and provided teachers with scaffolded opportunities 
to practice. In May, teachers in the intervention group received 
four virtual booster training modules focused on various 
implementation topics (e.g., plan for integrating BG and academic 
content, improving implementation using BG best practices).

The BG Theory of Change (ToC) is closely aligned to the 
BG intervention and the three “Brain Powers.” The expected 
near-transfer outcomes include (1) the core EF skills of attention 
control, working memory, and inhibition and (2) classroom 
tone and relationships (teacher–student and peer relationships), 

FIGURE 1 | Sample breakdown.
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which the games foster through fun and inclusive game play 
as well as rich post-game talk. Medium-transfer outcomes 
include prosocial behavior, impulse control, and broader 
behavioral regulation and positive behavior, which build on 
the foundational EFs and SR skills, and fewer disciplinary 
events. Importantly, the ToC guided the selection of measures 
used in the study, which are closely related to the key components 
and goals of the BG. This paper focuses only on child-
level outcomes.

Measures
The primary constructs and measures are presented below by 
measurement type, followed by the child and classroom 
baseline covariates.

Direct Assessments of EFs and Related Self-
Regulation Skills
Our battery of EF direct assessments was designed to align 
with the BG ToC and to capture component EF skills as well 
as more global EFs. Two assessments were used to assess EFs 
with pre-K and kindergarten children, Pencil Tap and DCCS. 
The DCCS, Corsi Blocks (Forward and Backward Digit Spans 
which capture short-term and working memory), and Trail-
Making-Task were used with first grade through fourth grade 
children. After each assessment, the trained assessor completed 
the Preschool Self-Regulation Assessment Assessor Report 
(PSRA-AR).

Inhibitory control was assessed in pre-K and kindergarten 
children using the Pencil Tap. In this task, the assessor tapped 
a pencil either once or twice and the child was instructed to 
tap the opposite number of times (i.e., correct response of 
one tap would be  two taps, correct response of two taps would 
be  one tap). Because children in the early years (e.g., pre-K 
vs. kindergarten) vary so much in motor capacity, the total 
time to complete all 16 trials was recorded and then controlled 
in all analyses (see Analytic Plan below). Scores were created 
by calculating the mean number of correct responses (if less 
than 80% were missing) and dividing by the total number of 
trials. If more than 80% of responses were missing for a child, 
a total score was not calculated for the Pencil Tap. Children 
who were correct more often received higher scores.

Global EF was assessed using (1) the DCCS for all children 
in the sample and (2) the Trail Making Task (TMT) for first 
through fourth graders. The DCCS card-sorting task (Zelazo, 
2006) was used with all children across grades to capture 
global EF. The task consists of three phases. In the first phase 
(the pre-switch phase), the child sorted blue and red cards 
by color. In the second phase (the post-switch phase), the 
child sorted the same cards by shape (boat or rabbit). If the 
child successfully completed the pre- and post-switch phases, 
they participated in the border phase. In this phase, children 
are instructed to sort the cards by color if the card has a 
border and by shape if the card does not have a border. The 
child must decide how to sort (color or shape) based on 
whether or not the card had a border. Because we  used a 
paper and pencil version, only accuracy was recorded. Scoring 

followed the protocol outlined by Zelazo (2006). Children 
received a zero if they failed the pre-switch phase, one point 
if they passed the pre-switch phase but did not pass the post-
switch phase, two points if they passed the pre- and post-switch 
phases but not the border phase, and a three if they passed 
the border phase by getting at least nine of the 12 border 
cards correct. Children who were able to accurately sort the 
cards based on the rules of the phase were given higher scores.1

This task has been described by researchers as a measure 
of attention shifting, working memory, cognitive flexibility, and 
as an index of self-control/complex EF (e.g., McClelland et  al., 
2014; Karalunas et  al., 2016; Bailey et  al., 2018). Based on 
our analysis of the task and the behavior observed, we categorize 
or describe this task as a measure of global EF.2 The phases 
of the DCCS tap multiple sub-components of EF. In particular, 
the border version requires inhibition (inhibiting the impulse 
to sort immediately), working memory (keeping the rule structure 
in mind), and attention shifting (shifting based on border/no 
border and other dimensions; Bailey et  al., 2018).

The TMT is primarily used as a measure of attention control, 
attention shifting, and global EF. The TMT has three parts. 
In the first part, children are asked to draw a continuous line 
connecting numbers in sequential order. In the second part, 
children draw a line connecting letters. In the third part, 
children connect numbers and letters in alternating order (i.e., 
1-A-2-B, etc.). Before each part, each child completed a short 
trial to ensure they understood the directions. The number 
of parts completed and total completion time were recorded. 
Children received zero points if they did not complete any 
of the parts, one point if they completed either Part 1 (numbers) 
or Part 2 (letters), two points if they completed both 1 and 
2, and three points if they completed Part 1, Part 2, and Part 
3 (mixed numbers and letters). Children who complete more 
parts have higher scores. As with the Pencil Tap, due to 
developmental variation in motor skills, the total completion 
time is used as a covariate in all analyses.

Short-term memory and working memory were assessed 
using the Forward Digit Span (FDS) and Backward Digit Span 
(BDS), respectively, of The Corsi Blocks. In the first phase of 
this task, the experimenter tapped a series of blocks and asked 
the child to tap the blocks in the same order (FDS). In the 
second phase, the experimenter tapped a series of blocks and 
asked the child to tap the blocks in the reverse order (BDS). 
The task starts with only two blocks, and another block is 
added each time the child taps a pattern correctly. The process 
continues up to a maximum of nine blocks for forward digit 
span and six blocks for the backward digit span. The child 
completed two test trials (each beginning with two blocks) 
for each phase (forward and backward). The highest number 
of blocks tapped correctly was recorded and averaged across 

1 As a scoring robustness check, we  also tested a continuous scoring approach 
(e.g., McClelland et  al., 2014), where the number of correct cards across all 
rounds were summed to create a final score.
2 While there is literature to suggest this categorization (i.e., Hongwanishkul 
et  al., 2005; Zelazo, 2006), some might disagree (e.g., Karalunas et  al., 2016 
employed the DCCS as a measure of working memory), illustrating the complexity 
of operationalizing EFs.
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both trials in each phase (i.e., across the two forward trials) 
to generate the final scores. Children who correctly recalled 
a greater number of blocks received higher scores.

Attention and impulsivity was measured using the Attention 
and Impulsivity subscale of the Preschool Self-Regulation 
Assessment – Assessor Report (PSRA-AR; Smith-Donald et al., 
2007). The assessor completed this 12-item report of children’s 
attentional, behavioral, and emotional regulation after the 
child completed the direct assessment. We  did not include 
four additional items sometimes included in the Attention/
Impulsivity scale given extremely low variability in these items 
(i.e., 96% of the sample was rated as not defiant and 99% 
were rated as not aggressive). For each item, assessors responded 
on a Likert scale (0–3) rating the child’s behavior during 
the direct assessments. Sample items include “Careful, interested 
in accuracy; not careless” and “Child has difficulty waiting 
between tasks.” Cronbach alphas for this scale across the two 
waves range from 0.87 to 0.89. High ratings indicate higher 
levels of attention and lower levels of impulsivity during 
the assessment.

Teacher Survey of Classroom Behavior
In fall, 37% of the teacher surveys across intervention and 
control groups were completed by two teachers. In spring, 
60% of the surveys were completed by two teachers. Surveys 
were highly correlated between fall and spring and between 
the two teachers (>0.7 for all scales) and were therefore combined 
to create one teacher rating per timepoint (i.e., fall or spring) 
per child. All scale scores were computed as the mean across 
the items for each construct. Scores were only calculated if 
fewer than 80% of items were missing for each scale.

Regulation-related behavior was measured using teacher reports 
on the Classroom Executive Function Survey (CEFS; Jones S. 
et  al., 2015), a measure designed to capture the behavioral 
manifestations of children’s executive functions and SR skills in 
classroom settings. The survey contains 12 items that ask teachers 
how often they have observed the child engaging in specific 
behaviors such as “following multiple step instructions,” “waiting 
to be called on before responding,” and “becoming easily distracted” 
in the preceding 3 weeks. Items are rated on a five-point scale 
(never = 0; all of the time = 4). Cronbach alphas for this scale for 
fall and spring are 0.95–0.97, respectively. Higher ratings on the 
CEFS indicate higher levels of EFs and related self-regulation skills.

Prosocial behavior was measured using items adapted from 
the prosocial behavior scale of the Teacher Observation of 
Classroom Adaption-Revised (TOCA-R; Werthamer-Larsson 
et  al., 1991; Koth et  al., 2009). The survey contains seven 
items that ask teachers how often a set of statements was true 
about a child, including “had many friends,” “teased classmates,” 
and “showed empathy and compassion for others’ feelings.” 
Cronbach’s alpha for fall and spring are 0.87 and 0.89, respectively. 
Higher teacher-reported scores on the TOCA-R indicate higher 
levels of prosocial behavior.

The teacher–student relationship was measured using an 
adapted version of the Teacher Student Relationship Scale – 
Short Form (TSRS-SF; Pianta, 2001). The survey contains seven 
items from the conflict scale (e.g., “dealing with this child 

drains my energy” and “this child and I  always seem to 
be  struggling with each other”) and three items from the 
closeness scale (e.g., “this child openly shares his/her feelings 
and experiences with me”) and asks teachers to rate the degree 
to which the statement currently applies to their relationship 
with the child. Items are rated on a five-point scale (definitely 
does not apply = 0; definitely applies = 4). Items were combined 
across scales to create an average relationship score. Cronbach 
alphas for fall and spring are 0.89 and 0.90, respectively. Higher 
scores on the TSRS indicate a closer, less conflictual teacher–
student relationship.

Discipline events were measured using a set of four items 
that ask the teacher how often the student had been sent to 
the principal’s office, to an in-school suspension, home or 
removed from school, or to an alternative classroom in the 
preceding 3 weeks. Items are rated on a three-point scale 
(none = 0; two or more times = 2). Items were averaged to create 
a final discipline score, with higher scores indicating more 
frequent discipline. Cronbach’s alpha was not calculated for 
discipline events because it is a count.

Baseline Covariates
Classroom Characteristics were measured using 10 items designed 
to assess teachers’ perceptions of their classroom adapted from 
the Classroom Appraisal of Resources and Demands (CARD; 
Lambert et al., 2001). Teachers were asked to provide a numerical 
answer to questions about approximately how many children 
“come from homes in which English is not the primary language,” 
“have behavior problems,” and “are performing below grade 
level.” Teachers also responded to a set of demographic questions 
asking them to report gender, race/ethnicity, and number of 
years at the current school. Teacher demographic characteristics 
are described above but were not used as covariates in any 
analyses (see Analytic Plan below for more details).

In addition to classroom characteristics, child gender, English 
language learner status (ELL), and special education status 
(SPED) were compiled from administrative records and included 
as baseline covariates.

Analytic Plan
We began by conducting a set of descriptive analyses including 
an examination of attrition (overall and by treatment status) 
and baseline equivalence. We examined overall attrition in two 
ways. First by comparing the number of students who consented 
to participate in the study to those who remain and for whom 
we  have spring outcome data and second by comparing the 
number of students for whom we  have fall data to those who 
remain and for whom we  have spring outcome data. We  also 
examined differential attrition, or attrition by intervention status, 
using both approaches. Differences between children who 
attritted vs. those who did not were calculated by regressing 
a dummy variable for attrition (1 = attritted) on child demographic 
characteristics with school fixed effects and classroom random 
intercepts included. A significant coefficient would indicate a 
significant difference between children who attritted and those 
who did not on that variable.
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To assess baseline equivalence, following What Works 
Clearinghouse Guidelines (WWC), a standardized mean 
difference or effect size was calculated for each continuous 
variable using Hedge’s g (dividing the difference between the 
adjusted means for the treatment and control groups by the 
pooled, unadjusted SD) and each dichotomous variable (e.g., 
gender) using Cox’s Index.

To examine the average impact of BG on children’s outcomes, 
we  used an intent-to-treat (ITT) approach. As described in 
the Materials and Methods section, randomization occurred 
at the classroom level such that children were nested in 
classrooms and classrooms were nested in schools. To account 
for the nesting of students in classrooms, we employed multilevel 
models with random intercepts for each classroom. All models 
also included school fixed effects and controlled the relevant 
outcome measures at baseline. Each outcome was included in 
a separate model. For outcomes with both time and accuracy 
scores (Pencil Tap and TMT), time was included as a covariate. 
To determine the significance of effects, we adhered to traditional 
significance levels of p < 0.05 and also note marginal significance 
at p < 0.10. Effect sizes are also provided for all statistically 
significant outcomes which were calculated by dividing the 
relevant treatment estimate by the SD of the control group 
(a variant of Cohen’s d, called Glass’s ∆, referred to in the 
results as ES; Glass et al., 1981; Cohen, 1992; Jones et al., 2010).

In the following section, we  present results from a taxonomy 
of four models for each of our primary outcomes with sets of 
covariates added across models: (1) no covariates, (2) only child-
level covariates including gender, ELL status, and SPED status, 
(3) only classroom covariates including teacher reported number 
of children (i) in the classroom, (ii) from homes in which 
English is not the primary language, (iii) developmentally behind 
most of the other children, (iv) with learning disabilities, (v) 
who have poor attendance, (vi) who have behavior problems, 
and (vii) who are performing below grade level, and (4) combined 
child and classroom covariates. We  interpret Model 2, with 
child-level covariates, and Model 4, which includes both child- 
and classroom-level covariates due to (1) the association between 
classroom covariates and implementation (described on pp.  31 
and 32 below), (2) associations between classroom covariates 
and child outcomes (see Table 1), and (3) differences in baseline 
classroom characteristics between the intervention and control 
groups (see Table  2). Model 4 employs a smaller sample than 
does Model 2 due to missing data, but as we  note below, these 
two samples do not differ significantly on child demographic 
characteristics or on baseline child outcomes.

Overall, our study is underpowered, which influences our 
interpretation of null findings as we  note in the Discussion. 
Specifically, assuming an alpha of 0.05 and power of 0.80, our 
total possible sample size of 775 is sufficient to detect minimum 
mean differences of ~0.31 SD between treatment conditions, 
and the stable sample of 550 is sufficient to detect minimum 
mean differences of ~0.37 SD between treatment conditions. 
Our ability to detect effects are further reduced for the direct 
assessments, which include both fewer students and, in many 
cases, fewer classrooms (i.e., direct assessments were conducted 
only in particular grades).

RESULTS

Preliminary Analyses
Figure  1 summarizes eligible and consented students as well 
as the final stable sample used in all analyses. Seven hundred 
and seventy-five students were eligible, 626 consented to 
participate, 557 participated in fall data collection, 602 
participated in spring data collection, and 550 students across 
treatment and control groups participated in both. Descriptive 
statistics for child level demographics and classroom 
characteristics are presented in Tables 2 and 3 and descriptive 
statistics for the primary child outcomes for the full analytic 
sample as well as for intervention and control groups are 
presented in Table  4. Adjusted treatment and control group 
means in Table 4 were calculated by regressing treatment status 
on each pre-test score and salient demographic characteristic. 
All models were adjusted to account for the study design and 
include school fixed effects and classroom random intercepts.

To examine attrition, we  first compared students who 
consented to participate in the study (626 students) with those 
who have data for at least one outcome at the end of the 
study (602 students). Approximately 3.83 percent of the children 
who consented to participate in the study at baseline did not 
participate in data collection at the end of the study. Rates 
of attrition for the treatment and control groups were similar 
at 4.04 and 3.62%, respectively. With overall levels of attrition 
at 3.83 percent and differential attrition at less than 1%, the 
study falls into acceptable rates of attrition according to WWC 
under the conservative attrition standards (What Works 
Clearinghouse, 2017). We  note that the stable sample has 550 
students, which is fewer than the 602 students with spring 
outcome data, because fewer students participated in baseline 
data collection (557 students). Second, we  examined attrition 
by looking at the number of students for whom we  have both 
baseline fall data and spring outcome data. Five hundred fifty-
seven of the 626 consented students participated in baseline 
data collection. Of those 557, only seven students (1.26 percent) 
did not participate in data collection at the end of the study 
(four from the intervention group and three from the control 
group, or approximately 1% from each group), which is also 
acceptable under conservative attrition standards. Students who 
attritted from the sample were significantly more likely to 
be  female (six of seven were female). There were no other 
significant differences based on ELL or SPED classifications. 
Differences between attritted and non-attritted students were 
not calculated on the measure of global EF (TMT), short term 
memory (FDS) or working memory (BDS), as only one student 
with baseline data did not have spring outcome data.

Results of analyses examining baseline equivalence across 
intervention and control conditions in child demographic 
characteristics and baseline outcomes for the sample used in 
Model 2 are shown in Table  4. The three child demographic 
characteristics (gender, SPED, and ELL status) and eight of 
the nine baseline outcomes had a standardized mean difference 
(SMD) below 0.25, indicating small differences between 
intervention and control groups that can be  satisfied by 
statistical adjustment. Only the measure of inhibitory control 
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used in pre-K and kindergarten (Pencil Tap) showed a SMD 
greater than 0.25 (SMD = 0.28), where children in the 
intervention group scored lower than children in the control 
group, on average. All baseline equivalence findings between 
the treatment and control groups were consistent in the smaller 
sample used in Model 4 (see Appendix). The samples from 
Models 2 and 4 do not differ significantly from each other 
on child demographic characteristics or on baseline 
child outcomes.

Examination of baseline classroom characteristics reveal 
standardized mean differences between intervention and control 
groups requiring covariate adjustment (see Table  2). Specifically, 
teachers in the intervention group reported having more students 
considered developmentally behind their peers, while teachers 
in the control group rated their classrooms as having more 
students in their classrooms, coming from homes in which 
English is not the primary language, with learning disabilities, 
behavior problems, and poor attendance. In addition to the 
statistical differences in classroom covariates between the groups, 
we  consider these classroom characteristics to have practical 
significance in that they can influence implementation of BG 
and therefore their impacts on outcomes, as well as overall 
classroom functioning. For example, in larger classrooms, gaining 
and maintaining student attention and engagement may be more 
challenging than in classrooms with fewer students. In addition, 
as is the case with this study, in larger classrooms with more 
students who are considered to be  developmentally behind their 
peers, the teacher may need to either provide various adaptations 
for students or provide additional support to students who are 
struggling. We also note that the F-test for overall balance revealed 
no statistically significant differences between classrooms assigned 
to intervention vs. control groups F (15, 9) = 0.65, p = 0.78.

Implementation of Brain Games
Implementation of Brain Games was systematically tracked 
during the 40-week implementation period (end of August 
through mid-June, accounting for school breaks). Teachers 
completed weekly log-books in which they tracked how many 
games they played and the number of minutes per game. 
Teachers were asked to play one game per day, or five games 
per week. On average, teachers played three games per week 
(SD = 1.26) for an average of 14 total minutes per week 
(SD = 6.74). Pre-K classrooms tended to play the most games, 
approximately four per week (SD = 0.16) and second grade 
classrooms spent the most time playing BG each week, playing 
for an average of 21 min weekly (SD = 7.09). We  also note 
that Brain Game play was high in the older grades, with 
third and fourth grade classrooms playing an average of 3.73 
(SD = 2.17) and 1.79 (SD = 0.27) games per week, respectively.

If BGs were implemented fully as intended, children would 
have played 200 total games over the course of the 40-week 
implementation period (five games per week or one per day). 
Average implementation at the grade level ranged from 
approximately 72  in fourth grade (SD = 10.69) to 157 games 
in pre-K (SD = 6.43). Notably, only one third grade classroom 
played the intended number of games per week, suggesting 
that more work is needed to understand the feasibility of daily 
implementation and thresholds for implementation effectiveness 
(i.e., how much game play is needed to generate intervention  
impacts).

Correlational analysis examining associations between 
implementation and baseline classroom covariates indicate that 
teachers were significantly more likely to implement BGs in 
classrooms rated as having greater numbers of students in 
them (r = 0.36), students coming from homes in which English 
is not the primary language (r = 0.27), students with learning 
(r = 0.14) or physical disabilities (r = 0.63), and students who 
have poor attendance (r = 0.27). Teachers were significantly less 
likely to play BGs in classrooms with higher numbers of 
children performing below grade level (r = −0.27). These 
associations suggest an important link between how teacher 
view their classrooms and their interaction with and use of 
the intervention.

We do not have data from the current study on the exact 
times in the day teachers chose to play the games, and what 
BG may have replaced in intervention classrooms since teachers 
had full discretion as to when and how to play. Implementation 
data from a past study of BGs in South Carolina suggest that 
BGs might make up for some time otherwise lost to transitions 
or wait time (e.g., waiting in line to enter the cafeteria or 
whole class trips to the bathroom after lunch), fit well as 
students arrive or during morning meeting, and could help 
students refocus, calm down, and transition from one activity 
to another. In addition, teachers integrate BGs into academic 
content (e.g., playing Simon Says with math angles or I  Spy 
with letter sounds), blending BGs with core academic content. 
Unlike interventions that replace a part of the day such as 
RLPL which took place over 16 structured playgroups (length 
of playgroups not reported; Tominey and McClelland, 2011), 
or MindUP which is implemented once a week for 12 weeks 

TABLE 3 | Sample baseline demographic characteristics.

Child-level Intervention 
group (n = 308)

Control group 
(n = 242)

Total (N = 550)

Child grade

Pre-kindergarten 48 32 80

Kindergarten 45 47 92
First grade 42 30 72
Second grade 56 55 111
Third grade 57 41 98
Fourth grade 60 37 97

Child gender

Boys (%) 48.69 53.11 50.64
Girls (%) 51.31 46.89 49.36

Child race/ethnicity

White (%) 3.27 2.90 3.11
Black/African–
American (%)

<1 <1 <1

Hispanic/Latino (%) 95.10 95.85 95.43
Other (%) <1 <1 <1

Other child characteristics

English language-
learner (%)

37.34 39.26 38.18

Special-education 
classification (%)

11.04 12.40 11.64
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for 40–50 min, BGs afford flexibility in length of time devoted 
to the games and when the games are implemented so they 
do not necessarily replace critical classroom activities.

Impacts on Child Outcomes
Direct Assessments of EF and Related Self-
Regulation Skills
Models 1 and 2 of Table  5 present the impact of BG without 
covariates and controlling child demographic covariates, 
respectively. In Model 2, with child covariates, there was no 
effect of the BGs on the direct assessments of inhibitory control 
(Pencil Tap), global EF measured with the Trail Making Task, 
short term memory, or working memory. We  note that in the 
Pencil Tap, nearly 70% of the sample in the fall and 94% of 

the sample in the spring scored at least 80% correct, indicating 
a ceiling effect. There was a statistically significant negative 
effect of the BG on global EF as measured by the DCCS 
(b = −0.15, S.E. = 0.07, p < 0.05); however, we note that this effect 
was not robust to alternative approaches to scoring the DCCS. 
A continuous scoring approach (e.g., McClelland et  al., 2014) 
where the number of correct cards across all rounds were 
summed was not statistically significant (b = −0.66, S.E. = 0.50, 
p = 0.12). There was a marginally significant effect on the attention/
impulsivity subscale of the Assessor Report (b = 0.07, S.E. = 0.04, 
p < 0.10). In Model 4, in which both child and classroom 
covariates were included, we did not observe statistically significant 
impacts of BG on the direct assessments of inhibitory control 
(Pencil Tap), short-term or working memory (Corsi Blocks), 
or global EF measured via the DCCS. There was, however, a 
statistically significant effect on global EF measured by the 
Trail Making Task, b = 0.23, S.E.  = 0.11, p < 0.05, with an effect 
size of nearly 1/2 a SD (ES = 0.41). In addition, we  observed 
impacts on attention/impulsivity measured using the PSRA-
Assessor Report, b = 0.11, S.E.  = 0.05, p < 0.05, with an effect 
size of nearly 1/3 of a SD (ES = 0.27).

Teacher Survey of Classroom Behavior
As shown in the bottom panel of Table  5, there were no 
statistically significant impacts of the BG on children’s prosocial 
behavior or the overall quality of teacher–student relationships 
in Models 1 and 2 (without and with child demographic 
covariates, respectively). There was a marginally significant 
impact of the BG on teacher-reported regulation-related skills 
measured by the CEFS (b = 0.13, S.E.  = 0.08, p  < 0.10) and a 
negative effect of the BGs on teacher-reported discipline (b = 0.03, 
S.E.  = 0.01, p < 0.05), but we  note that there were relatively 
few instances of disciplinary infractions making this estimate 
likely quite imprecise. As shown in the bottom panel of Table 5, 
Model 4, while there were no statistically significant impacts 
of BG on the overall quality of teacher–student relationships, 
children’s regulation-related skills, or discipline events, we  did 
observe impacts for children’s prosocial behavior as reported 
by their teachers, b = 0.16, S.E.  = 0.07, p < 0.05, ES = 0.24.3

DISCUSSION

Despite the immense interest and investment in EFs and related 
self-regulation skills in school contexts, findings thus far are 
equivocal, resulting in the need for additional compelling 
evidence from rigorous studies of school-based interventions. 
This paper contributes to the relatively sparse body of literature 
on non-curricular, strategy-based approaches designed to cultivate 
EFs and related self-regulation skills in classroom contexts, 
providing additional evidence for the feasibility and potential 
efficacy of these interventions (e.g., McClelland et  al., 2019). 

3 Length between fall and spring assessments ranged from 211 to 268  days. 
This “length” variable was included in Model 4 as a robustness check. Results 
were robust to the inclusion of the “length” variable, with the exception of 
Trail Making Task that became marginally significant.

TABLE 5 | Impact of brain games (BG) on children’s outcomes.

Model 1: no 
covariates

Model 2: 
child 
covariates

Model 3: 
classroom 
covariates

Model 4: 
child and 
classroom 
covariates

Direct assessments of children’s EF and related self-regulation skills
Pre-K and kindergarten
Inhibitory 
control (PT)

−0.02 (0.02)

75

−0.03 (0.02)

75

0.02 (0.11)

47

0.0.02 (0.11)

47

Grades 1–4
Global EF 
(TMT)

−0.03 (0.06)

227

−0.03 (0.06)

227

0.24* (0.11)

172

0.23* (0.11)

172
Short term 
memory (FDS)

−0.16 (0.11)

230

−0.16 (0.10)

230

0.05 (0.20)

174

0.07 (0.20)

174
Working 
memory (BDS)

0.03 (0.11)

230

0.03 (0.11)

230

−0.03 (0.22)

174

−0.03 (0.22)

174
All students
Global EF 
(DCCS)

−0.15* (0.07)

330

−0.15* (0.07)

330

−0.09 (0.09)

234

−0.10 (0.09)

234
Attention/
Impulsivity (AR)

0.08+ (0.04)

329

0.07+ (0.04)

329

0.13* (0.06)

233

0.11* (0.05)

233
Teacher survey of classroom behavior
Regulation-
related skills 
(CEFS)

0.14+ (0.08)

465

0.13+ (0.08)

462

0.08 (0.08)

413

0.07 (0.07)

410

Prosocial 
behavior 
(TOCA-R)

0.04 (0.09)

465

0.04 (0.09)

462

0.25* (0.08)

413

0.24* (0.08)

410

Teacher-
student 
relationship 
(TSRS)

0.11 (0.10)

453

0.09 (0.09)

450

0.13 (0.13)

413

0.08 (0.11)

410

Discipline 
events

0.03* (0.01)

483

0.03* (0.01)

480

0.02 (0.02)

431

0.02 (0.02)

428
Controls
Child-level No Yes No Yes
Classroom-
level

No No Yes Yes

Estimate (S.E.) with N underneath for each outcome. N is reduced with the inclusion of 
classroom covariates; PT, Pencil Tap; DCCS, Dimensional Change Card Sort; TMT, Trail 
Making Task; FDS, Forward Digit Span; BDS, Backward Digit Span; PSRA-AR, 
Preschool Self-Regulation Assessment – Assessor Report; CEFS, Child Executive 
Function Survey; TOCA, Teacher Observation of Classroom Adaptation; and TSRS, 
Teacher Student Relationship Scale.
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The goal of this study was to evaluate the impact of the BG, 
a game-based, classroom-level intervention designed to build 
preschool and elementary-aged children’s EFs and related SR 
skills, on children’s outcomes. The study was designed to address 
a number of limitations described above by including a relatively 
large sample, a diverse measurement approach, classroom-level 
randomization, and appropriate analytic techniques that account 
for the nesting of students in classrooms.

Evidence presented in this article from Model 2 (with child 
covariates) indicate marginal improvements in teacher-reported 
regulation-related skills and observer-reported attention and 
impulsivity, though all marginal effects should be  interpreted 
with caution. Model 2 also shows decreases in global EF as 
measured by the DCCS direct assessment (though we  note that 
this finding is not robust to an alternative scoring approach) 
and increases in disciplinary incidents. Model 44 (including child 
and classroom covariates that are linked to teacher implementation 
and child outcomes) indicates improvements in children’s assessor-
reported attention and impulsivity, global EF as measured by 
a direct assessment (the TMT), and teacher-reported prosocial 
behavior. The magnitude of effects in Model 4 is notable, an 
effect size of nearly 1/2 a SD (ES = 0.41) for the TMT, nearly 
1/3 of a SD for the AR (ES = 0.27), and 1/4 of a SD for the 
TOCA-R. It is notable that we  detect effects on multiple types 
of measures (teacher report, observer report, and direct 
assessment), with an intervention delivered by teachers after a 
short 90-minute training minimally trained teachers, who weave 
the work into their own practice (e.g., throughout the day to 
the degree they can), and that the effects are similar to (and 
even larger than) some comprehensive interventions (Durlak 
et  al., 2011). Together, the estimates from Models 2 and 4 
provide preliminary evidence for the impact of BG on children’s 
outcomes, suggesting there is a signal that implementation of 
BGs in classroom contexts can potentially improve children’s 
outcomes. However, this signal should be  investigated further 
with larger and more tightly controlled designs.

An interesting pattern of findings emerged for the teacher 
report of regulation-related skills and discipline events. In the 
first two models, one without any covariates and one with 
child covariates, teachers rated children in the intervention 
group as having marginally higher regulation-related skills, but 
more disciplinary events than their peers in the control group. 
While initially counterintuitive, there are a few possible 
explanations. After attending the BG training and learning 
more about the links between EF, self-regulation, and behavior, 
teachers in the intervention group may be  more attuned to 
the regulatory behaviors included in the regulation-related skills 
survey (e.g., remembering lists or items in the correct order). 
At the same time, they may also be  more likely to notice 
when students are not demonstrating these skills, perhaps 
leading to increased disciplinary action. However, with the 

4 We note again the samples differ between Models 2 and 4 [due to greater 
missing data in classroom level covariates, but that these two samples do not 
differ from each other significantly in any child-level factors (demographic 
characteristics and baseline outcomes)]. As a result, standard errors are slightly 
larger in Model 4.

inclusion of classroom covariates, there were no remaining 
statistically significant differences between the intervention and 
control groups on these measures, suggesting that disciplinary 
incidents may be  more closely linked to the composition of 
children in the classroom rather than a byproduct or impact 
of the intervention. The lack of effects on the regulation-related 
skills survey could be explained by the highly controlled nature 
of the classroom environment in these charter schools, which 
provide few opportunities for students to practice regulating 
their own behavior (e.g., see Bailey et  al., 2019a).

Similarly, in the first two models (no covariates and child 
covariates only) there was a significant, negative impact of the 
intervention on children’s global EF as measured by the DCCS. 
As above, with the inclusion of classroom covariates, these 
findings were no longer statistically significant. This is puzzling 
as there was a significant and positive impact of BG on the 
other measure of global EF, the TMT, in the final two models 
(classroom covariates only and combined child and classroom 
covariates). Though both measures assess global EF, they differ 
in what they ask children to do. The DCCS is a sorting activity 
with a high-level of involvement from the assessor who presents 
each card for the child to sort. On the other hand, the TMT 
involves more independence for the child as they work on 
their own to link numbers, letters, and a combination of the 
two, with the assessor present in a supervisory capacity. The 
TMT may more closely mirror the independent work of the 
classroom and the ways in which children practice deploying 
their EFs in context (particularly in this academically focused 
charter network).

Though we  leave it to the reader to make their judgement, 
we  find Model 4 compelling for two key reasons. First, the 
decisions teachers make about intervention implementation 
(e.g., amount of game play) influence children’s outcomes (e.g., 
Humphrey et  al., 2018) and are influenced by their perception 
of the students in their classrooms. As described above, teachers 
were more or less likely to implement BG based on certain 
classroom characteristics. For example, classrooms with more 
students or more students coming from homes in which English 
is not the primary language tended to play more games and 
classrooms with more students perceived as performing below 
grade level tended to play fewer games. Many of these classroom 
characteristics are also statistically significantly correlated with 
children’s outcomes (see Table 4). As noted above, the absence 
of a scope and sequence provides teachers with the autonomy 
to decide if, when, and how they implement the BG. Including 
these classroom covariates in our analysis accounts for the 
role that teacher perception of the classroom environment and 
the characteristics of the students within it play in intervention 
implementation and students’ outcomes.

An important consideration for interpreting these findings 
is the association between bilingualism and executive function, 
particularly in Latinx populations. Foundational and 
interconnected executive function and language skills develop 
bidirectionally (i.e., growth in one skillset promotes growth 
in the other) beginning very early in life (Bialystok, 2015; 
Hanno and Surrain, 2019). Studies have shown that Spanish–
English bilingual students tend to have higher levels of EF 
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skills and perform better on EF tasks from early childhood 
through adulthood (Riggs et  al., 2014; White and Greenfield, 
2017). As such, one possible explanation for some of the 
null findings in this primarily Latinx sample (95%) is that 
EF tends to be  an area of strength for Latinx students, and 
that use of BG reinforced, but did not significantly grow, 
students’ already high EF skills. In addition to testing BG 
in diverse samples, future research should include data on 
bilingualism to better understand the interaction between 
bilingualism and BG impacts.

While this study has several strengths, a number of limitations 
should be  noted. First, although classroom-level randomization 
allowed us to account for between-school differences, there is 
potential for spillover effects between classrooms. This is especially 
possible in the older grades, where the floater teacher spent 
time in both the intervention and control classrooms. Though 
we have no evidence that spillover effects occurred, it is possible 
that impacts were attenuated if teachers in the control group 
received any materials or information from their peers. Second, 
although the BG promote autonomy and are easy to integrate 
into daily activities and routines, the charter network followed 
a strict schedule, with very little room for integration. In contrast 
with previous studies of BG where teachers could easily implement 
the games into any part of their daily routine (e.g., Jones and 
Imm, 2016), it may have been more challenging for teachers 
in the charter network to find time to play the games on a 
daily basis. Third, although we  began to explore BG use in a 
descriptive sense, our study did not include a measure of 
implementation fidelity. It is possible (and likely) that in addition 
to amount of game play, quality of game play and adherence 
to key aspects of the BG structure (e.g., reflection questions) 
may contribute to the effectiveness of the intervention. Future 
research should include measures of implementation fidelity. 
Furthermore, we  plan to follow this paper with one addressing 
key mechanisms, including the role of implementation/exposure 
on children’s outcomes, and the degree to which any treatment 
induced changes in executive function and self-regulation underlie 
any observed changes in children’s behavior. Fourth, missing 
teacher survey data reduced the analytic sample in the final 
two models, which included classroom covariates. Though there 
were no significant differences between students with and without 
classroom covariates on child demographic characteristics (gender, 
SPED, or ELL status), it is possible that there were differences 
between classrooms in which the teacher survey was completed 
vs. those in which it was not. Fifth, though multiple EF measures 
are a strength of the study and no more than four outcomes 
were tested within the same sample (e.g., direct assessments 
were only completed with a subsample of children and measures 
differed between grade bands), multiple comparisons, or the 
detection of a significant effect by chance, are possible and a 
potential limitation. Finally, we  note that this study was 
underpowered, which can influence how we  understand the 
null findings. With more power, we  may have been able to 
detect additional effects of the intervention on children’s outcomes.

In summary, our findings contribute to the existing literature 
in three key ways. First, our results provide support for the 
feasibility of low-cost, easy to implement intervention approaches 

to foster social and emotional skills in school settings (see 
Jones et  al., 2018; Bailey et  al., 2019b). The minimal training 
and support provided to teachers combined with the freedom 
to decide the details of game play (e.g., which game to play, 
when, how to adapt) mirrors a programmatic approach in the 
typical school environment (outside of an intervention study), 
underscoring the feasibility of the intervention and the possibility 
for sustainability and scale. Second, when considering the broad 
correlational effects of EFs and positive short- and long-term 
outcomes (e.g., Jacob and Parkinson, 2015), particularly for 
high-risk children like those in this sample, the BG and similar 
interventions could be  a route to improving overall academic 
engagement and behavior, though given the mixed findings, 
this should be  investigated further. An important next step 
in our work on BG and similar interventions is to explicitly 
test the impact of these interventions on academic skills. Third, 
our findings suggest the potential benefits of a targeted game-
based intervention designed to build EFs and related self-
regulation skills in preschool and elementary classroom contexts. 
Findings from our models with child covariates suggest decreases 
in global EF as measured by the DCCS (not robust to scoring 
approach),  increases in disciplinary incidents, and marginally 
significant improvements in attention and impulsivity. Findings 
from our models with child and classroom covariates indicate 
improvements in children’s global EF (measured by direct 
assessment, TMT), prosocial behavior (measured by teacher 
survey), and attention and impulsivity (measured by assessor 
report) for students who received the BG intervention. Findings 
from our models with child and classroom covariates suggest 
decreases in global EF as measured by the DCCS (not robust 
to scoring approach) and increases in disciplinary incidents. 
Though this study addresses the need for more robust, multi-
informant measurement approaches in previous studies (e.g., 
Crooks et al., 2020), additional studies with larger samples 
and more tightly controlled designs are needed to confirm 
the signal we observe on the effects of BG in classroom contexts. 
Finally, the development of BG across trials and the small-
scale RCT presented in this paper provides a model for how 
interventions and what we know about their effectiveness should 
be  built in phases across multiple trials that increase in size, 
scope, and rigor. The next step of evidence building for the 
BGs will include a larger randomized trial, ideally in a more 
diverse and generalizable set of schools.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The datasets presented in this article are not readily available 
because data may be  shared in certain situations, with PI 
approval. Requests to access the datasets should be  directed 
to stephanie_m_jones@gse.harvard.edu.

ETHICS STATEMENT

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and 
approved by Harvard’s Committee on the Use of Human 

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles
mailto:stephanie_m_jones@gse.harvard.edu.


Barnes et al. Evaluation of Brain Games

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 18 October 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 655246

Subjects (CUHS). Written informed consent to participate in 
this study was provided by the participants’ legal guardian/
next of kin.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

SB, RB, and SJ contributed substantively to key elements of 
this work from original conceptualization. RB and SJ 
contributed to the design of the BGs. SJ, SB, and RB contributed 

to funding. SB and SJ contributed to study design and 
execution, data management, analysis, and write-up. All 
authors contributed to the article and approved the 
submitted version.

FUNDING

This project was funded by the Dean’s Venture Fund, Harvard 
Graduate School of Education of Education, Harvard University.

 

REFERENCES

Ahmed, S. F., Tang, S., Waters, N. E., and Davis-Kean, P. (2019). Executive 
function and academic achievement: longitudinal relations from early childhood 
to adolescence. J. Educ. Psychol. 111, 446–458. doi: 10.1037/edu0000296

Anthony, C. J., and Ogg, J. (2019). Executive function, learning-related behaviors, 
and science growth from kindergarten to fourth grade. J. Educ. Psychol. 
112, 1563–1581. doi: 10.1037/edu0000447

Bailey, R., Barnes, S. P., Park, C., Sokolovic, N., and Jones, S. M. (2018). OPRE 
Report # 2018–59. Executive Function Mapping Project Measures Compendium: 
A Resource for Selecting Measures Related to Executive Function and Other 
Regulation-Related Skills in Early Childhood. Washington, DC: Office of 
Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and 
Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

Bailey, R., and Jones, S. M. (2019). An integrated model of regulation for 
applied settings. Clin. Child. Fam. Psychol. Rev. 22, 2–23. doi: 10.1007/
s10567-019-00288-y

Bailey, R., Meland, E. A., Brion-Meisels, G., and Jones, S. M. (2019a). Getting 
developmental science back into schools: can what we  know about self-
regulation help change how we  think about “no excuses”? Front. Psychol. 
10:1885. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01885

Bailey, R., Stickle, L., Brion-Meisels, G., and Jones, S. M. (2019b). Re-imagining 
social-emotional learning: findings from a strategy-based approach. Phi Delta 
Kappan 100, 53–58. doi: 10.1177/0031721719827549

Best, J. R., and Miller, P. H. (2010). A developmental perspective on executive 
function. Child Dev. 81, 1641–1660. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01499.x

Best, J. R., Miller, P. H., and Naglieri, J. A. (2011). Relations between executive 
function and academic achievement from ages 5 to 17 in a large, representative 
national sample. Learn. Individ. Differ. 21, 327–336. doi: 10.1016/j.
lindif.2011.01.007

Bialystok, E. (2015). Bilingualism and the development of executive function: 
the role of attention. Child Dev. Perspect. 9, 117–121. doi: 10.1111/
cdep.12116

Blair, C., McKinnon, R. D., and Daneri, M. P. (2018). Effect of the tools of 
the mind kindergarten program on children’s social and emotional development. 
Early Child. Res. Q. 43, 52–61. doi: 10.1016/j.ecresq.2018.01.002

Blair, C., and Raver, C. C. (2014). Closing the achievement gap through 
modification of neurocognitive and neuroendocrine function: results from 
a cluster randomized controlled trial of an innovative approach to the 
education of children in kindergarten. PLoS One 9:e112393. doi: 10.1371/
journal.pone.0112393

Blair, C., and Razza, R. P. (2007). Relating effortful control, executive  
function, and false belief understanding to emerging math and literacy 
ability in kindergarten. Child Dev. 78, 647–663. doi: 10.1111/j. 
1467-8624.2007.01019.x

Bos, K. J., Fox, N., Zeanah, C. H., and  Nelson, C. A. III (2009). Effects of 
early psychosocial deprivation on the development of memory and executive 
function. Front. Behav. Neurosci. 3:16. doi: 10.3389/neuro.08.016.2009

Buckner, J. C., Mezzacappa, E., and Beardslee, W. R. (2003). Characteristics 
of resilient youths living in poverty: the role of self-regulatory processes. 
Dev. Psychopathol. 15, 139–162. doi: 10.1017.S0954579403000087

Buckner, J. C., Mezzacappa, E., and Beardslee, W. R. (2009). Self-regulation 
and its relations to adaptive functioning in low income youths. Am. J. 
Orthop. 79, 19–30. doi: 10.1037/a0014796

Bull, R., Espy, K., and Wiebe, S. (2008). Short-term memory, working memory, 
and executive functioning in preschoolers: longitudinal predictors of 
mathematical achievement at age 7 years. Dev. Neuropsychol. 33, 205–228. 
doi: 10.1080/87565640801982312

Carlson, S. M. (2005). Developmentally sensitive measures of executive function 
in preschool children. Dev. Neuropsychol. 28, 595–616. doi: 10.1207/
s15326942dn2802_3

Carlson, S. M., and Moses, L. J. (2001). Individual differences in inhibitory 
control and children’s theory of mind. Child Dev. 72, 1032–1053. doi: 
10.1111/1467-8624.00333

Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University (2011). Building the 
Brain’s “air Traffic Control” System: How Early Experiences Shape the Development 
of Executive Function. Working paper no. 11. Available at: http://www.
developingchild.harvard.edu (Accessed January 5, 2021).

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Quant. Methods Psychol. 112, 155–159. doi: 
10.1037//0033-2909.112.1.155

Cragg, L., and Gilmore, C. (2014). Skills underlying mathematics: the role of 
executive function in the development of mathematics proficiency. Trends 
Neurosci. Educ. 3, 63–68. doi: 10.1016/j.tine.2013.12.001

Crooks, C. V., Bax, K., Delaney, A., Kim, H., and Shokoohi, M. (2020). Impact 
of MindUP among young children: improvements in behavioral problems, 
adaptive skills, and executive functioning. Mindfulness 11, 2433–2444. doi: 
10.1007/s12671-020-01460-0

Diamond, A., Barnett, W. S., Thomas, J., and Munro, S. (2007). Preschool 
program improves cognitive control. Science 318, 1387–1388. doi: 10.1126/
science.1151148

Diamond, A., and Lee, K. (2011). Interventions shown to aid executive function 
development in children 4 to 12 years old. Science 333, 959–964. doi: 10.1126/
science.1204529

Diamond, A., and Ling, D. S. (2019). “Review of the evidence on, and fundamental 
questions about, efforts to improve executive functions, including working 
memory,” in Cognitive and Working Memory Training: Perspectives From 
Psychology, Neuroscience, and Human Development. eds. J. Novick, M. Bunting,  
F. Dougherty and R. W. Engle ( Oxford Press Scholarship Online), 1–572.

Duckworth, A. L., and Seligman, M. E. P. (2005). Self-discipline outdoes IQ 
in predicting academic performance of adolescents. Psychol. Sci. 16, 939–944. 
doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01641.x

Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., Dymnicki, A. B., Taylor, R. D., and Schellinger, K. B. 
(2011). The impact of enhancing students’ social and emotional learning: 
a meta-analysis of school-based universal interventions. Child Dev. 82, 
405–432. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Murphy, B., Maszk, P., Smith, M., and Karbon, M. 
(1995). The role of emotionality and regulation in children’s social functioning: 
a longitudinal study. Child Dev. 66, 1360–1384. doi: 10.2307/1131652

Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., Fabes, R. A., Reiser, M., Cumberland, A., 
Shephard, S. A., et al. (2004). The relations of effortful control and impulsivity 
to children’s resiliency and adjustment. Child Dev. 75, 25–46. doi: 10.1111/j.
1467-8624.2004.00652.x

Eisenberg, N., Valiente, C., Spinrad, T. L., Liew, J., Zhou, Q., Losoya, S. H., 
et al. (2009). Longitudinal relations of children’s effortful control, impulsivity, 
and negative emotionality to their externalizing, internalizing, and co-occurring 
behavior problems. Dev. Psychol. 45, 988–1008. doi: 10.1037/a0016213

Evans, G. W., and Kim, P. (2013). Childhood poverty, chronic stress, self-
regulation, and coping. Child Dev. Perspect. 7, 43–48. doi: 10.1111/cdep.12013

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000296
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000447
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-019-00288-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-019-00288-y
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01885
https://doi.org/10.1177/0031721719827549
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01499.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2011.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2011.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12116
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2018.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0112393
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0112393
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01019.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01019.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/neuro.08.016.2009
https://doi.org/10.1017.S0954579403000087
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014796
https://doi.org/10.1080/87565640801982312
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326942dn2802_3
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326942dn2802_3
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00333
http://www.developingchild.harvard.edu
http://www.developingchild.harvard.edu
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.112.1.155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tine.2013.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01460-0
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1151148
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1151148
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1204529
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1204529
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01641.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131652
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00652.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00652.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016213
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12013


Barnes et al. Evaluation of Brain Games

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 19 October 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 655246

Farah, M. J., Shera, D. M., Savage, J. H., Betancourt, L., Giannetta, J. M., 
Brodsky, N. L., et al. (2006). Childhood poverty: specific associations with 
neurocognitive development. Brain Res. 1110, 166–174. doi: 10.1016/j.
brainres.2006.06.072

Farran, D. C., and Wilson, S. J. (2014). Achievement and Self-Regulation in 
Pre-Kindergarten Classrooms: Effects of the Tools of the Mind Curriculum. 
Peabody Research Institute. Available at: https://my.vanderbilt.edu/
toolsofthemindevaluation/files/2011/12/Tools-Submission-Child-Development- 
7-27-14.pdf (Accessed January 14, 2021).

Farran, D. C., Wilson, S. J., Meador, D., Norvell, J., and Nesbitt, K. (2015). 
Experimental Evaluation of the Tools of the Mind Pre-k Curriculum: Technical 
Report. Peabody Research Institute. Available at: https://my.vanderbilt.edu/
toolsofthemindevaluation/files/2011/12/Tools-Technical-Report-Final-
September-2015.pdf (Accessed January 14, 2021).

Fuster, J. M. (2008). The Prefrontal Cortex (4th ed.). London: Academic Press.
Garon, N., Bryson, S. E., and Smith, I. M. (2008). Executive function in 

preschoolers: a review using an integrative framework. Psychol. Bull. 134, 
31–60. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.134.1.31

Glass, G. V., McGaw, B., and Smith, M. L. (1981). Meta-Analysis in Social 
Research. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.

Graziano, P. A., Reavis, R. D., Keane, S. P., and Calkins, S. D. (2007). The 
role of emotion regulation in children’s early academic success. J. Sch. Psychol. 
45, 3–19. doi: 10.1016/j.jsp.2006.09.002

Greenberg, M. T., Domitrovich, C. E., Weissberg, R. P., and Durlak, J. A. 
(2017). Social and emotional learning as a public health approach to education. 
Futur. Child. 27, 13–32. doi: 10.1353/foc.2017.0001

Hanno, E., and Surrain, S. (2019). The direct and indirect relations between 
self-regulation and language development among monolinguals and dual 
language learners. Clin. Child. Fam. Psychol. Rev. 22, 75–89. doi: 10.1007/
s10567-019-00283-3

Hongwanishkul, D., Happaney, K. R., Lee, W. S., and Zelazo, P. D. (2005). 
Assessment of hot and cool executive function in young children: age-related 
changes and individual differences. Dev. Neuropsychol. 28, 617–644. doi: 
10.1207/s15326942dn2802_4

Humphrey, N., Barlow, A., and Lendrum, A. (2018). Quality matters: 
implementation moderates student outcomes in the PATHS curriculum. Prev. 
Sci. 19, 197–208. doi: 10.1007/s11121-017-0802-4

Jacob, R., and Parkinson, J. (2015). The potential for school-based interventions 
that target executive function to improve academic achievement: a review. 
Rev. Educ. Res. 85, 512–552. doi: 10.3102/0034654314561338

Jones, S. M., Bailey, R., and Barnes, S. P. (2015). Child Executive Function 
Survey (CEFS). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University.

Jones, S. M., Bailey, R., Barnes, S. P., and Partee, A. (2016). OPRE Report # 
2016–88. Executive Function Mapping Project: Untangling the Terms and 
Skills Related to Executive Function and Self-Regulation in Early Childhood. 
Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration 
for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 
Available at: https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/efmapping_
report_101416_final_508.pdf (Accessed January 7, 2021).

Jones, S. M., Bailey, R., Brush, K., and Kahn, J. (2018). Kernels of Practice for 
SEL: Low Cost, Low Burden Strategies. New York, NY: The Wallace Foundation. 
Available at: http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledgecenter/Documents/
Kernels-of-Practice-for-SEL.pdf (Accessed January 8, 2021).

Jones, S T., Jacob, R. T., Bailey, R., Barnes, S. P., and Morrison, J. F. (in 
preparation). Evaluating the impact of a self-regulation intervention (SECURe) 
on self-regulation and achievement.

Jones, S. M., Bailey, R., and Kahn, J. (2019a). The Science and Practice of 
Social and Emotional Learning: Implications for State Policymaking. State 
Education Standard, 18–24.

Jones, S. M., and Bouffard, S. M. (2012). Social and emotional learning in 
schools: from programs to strategies. Soc. Policy Rep. 26, 1–33. doi: 10.1002/ 
j.2379-3988.2012.tb00073.x

Jones, S. M., Brown, J. L., Hoglund, W. L., and Aber, J. L. (2010). A school-
randomized clinical trial of an integrated social–emotional learning and 
literacy intervention: impacts after 1 school year. J. Consult. Clin. Psychol. 
78:829. doi: 10.1037/a0021383

Jones, S. M., Brush, K., Bailey, R., Brion-Meisels, G., McIntyre, J., Kahn, J., 
et al. (2017). Navigating Social and Emotional Learning From the Inside 
Out: Looking Inside and Across 25 Leading SEL Programs: A Practical Resource 

for Schools and OST Providers (Elementary School Focus). New  York, NY: 
The Wallace Foundation. Available at: https://www.wallacefoundation.org/
knowledge-center/Documents/Navigating-Social-and-Emotional-Learning-
from-the-Inside-Out.pdf (Accessed January 8, 2021).

Jones, S. M., and Doolittle, E. J. (2017). Social and emotional learning: introducing 
the issue. Futur. Child. 27, 3–11. doi: 10.1353/foc.2017.0000

Jones, D. E., Greenberg, M., and Crowley, M. (2015). Early social-emotional 
functioning and public health: the relationship between kindergarten social 
competence and future wellness. Am. J. Public Health 105, 2283–2290. doi: 
10.2105/AJPH.2015.302630

Jones, S. M., and Imm, P. (2016). Brain Games 2015–2016 Pilot Study, South 
Carolina Final Report. Harvard Graduate School of Education (HGSE).

Jones, S. M., McGarrah, M., and Kahn, J. (2019b). Social and emotional learning: 
a principled science of human development in context. Educ. Psychol. 54, 
129–143. doi: 10.1080/00461520.2019.1625776

Karalunas, S. L., Bierman, K. L., and Huang-Pollock, C. L. (2016). Test–retest 
reliability and measurement invariance of executive function tasks in young 
children with and without ADHD. J. Atten. Disord. 24, 1891–1904. doi: 
10.1177/1087054715627488

Karoly, P. (1993). Mechanisms of self-regulation: a systems view. Annu. Rev. 
Psychol. 44, 23–52. doi: 10.1146/annurev.ps.44.020193.000323

Kishiyama, M. M., Boyce, W. T., Jimenez, A. M., Perry, L. M., and Knight, R. T. 
(2008). Socioeconomic disparities affect prefrontal function in children. J. 
Cogn. Neurosci. 21, 1106–1115. doi: 10.1162/jocn.2009.21101

Kochanska, G., Murray, K. T., Jacques, T. Y., Koenig, A. L., and Vandegeest, K. A. 
(1996). Inhibitory control in young children and its role in emerging 
internalization. Child Dev. 67, 490–507. doi: 10.2307/1131828

Koth, C. W., Bradshaw, C. P., and Leaf, P. J. (2009). Teacher observation of 
classroom adaptation—checklist: development and factor structure. Meas. 
Eval. Couns. Dev. 42, 15–30. doi: 10.1177/0748175609333560

Lambert, R. G., McCarthy, C. J., and Abbott-Shim, M. (2001). Classroom 
Appraisal of Resources and Demands, School-Aged Version. Charlotte, NC: 
The Center for Educational Evaluation and Measurement.

Lupien, S. J., King, S., Meaney, M. J., and McEwan, B. S. (2001). Can poverty 
get under your skin? Basal cortisol levels and cognitive function in children 
from low and high socioeconomic status. Dev. Psychopathol. 13, 653–676. 
doi: 10.1017/S0954579401003133

McClelland, M. M., Cameron, C. E., Connor, C. M., Farris, C. L., Jewkes, A. M., 
and Morrison, F. J. (2007). Links between behavioral regulation and preschoolers’ 
literacy, vocabulary, and math skills. Dev. Psychol. 43, 947–959. doi: 
10.1037/0012-1649.43.4.947

McClelland, M. M., Cameron, C. E., Duncan, R., Bowles, R. P., Acock, A. C., 
Miao, A., et al. (2014). Predictors of early growth in academic achievement: 
the head-toes-knees-shoulders task. Front. Psychol. 5:599. doi: 10.3389/
fpsyg.2014.00599

McClelland, M. M., and Tominey, S. L. (2015). Stop, Think, Act:  
Integrating Self-Regulation in the Early Childhood Classroom. Routledge: 
New York, NY.

McClelland, M. M., Tominey, S. L., Schmitt, S. A., Hatfield, B. E., Purpura, D. J., 
Gonzales, C. R., et al. (2019). Red light, purple light! Results of an intervention 
to promote school readiness for children from low-income backgrounds. 
Front. Psychol. 10:2365. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02365

Miyake, A., Friedman, N. P., Emerson, M. J., Witzki, A. H., Howerter, A., and 
Wager, T. D. (2000). The unity and diversity of executive functions and 
their contributions to complex “frontal lobe” tasks: a latent variable analysis. 
Cogn. Psychol. 41, 49–100. doi: 10.1006/cogp.1999.0734

Moffitt, T. E., Arseneault, L., Belsky, D., Dickson, N., Hancox, R. J., Harrington, H., 
et al. (2011). A gradient of childhood self-control predicts health, wealth, 
and public safety. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 108, 2693–2698. doi: 10.1073/
pnas.1010076108

Morris, P., Mattera, S. K., Castells, N., Bangser, M., Bierman, K., and 
Raver, C. (2014). OPRE Report 2014–44. Impact Findings from the 
Head Start CARES Demonstration: National Evaluation of Three 
Approaches to Improving Preschoolers’ Social and Emotional Competence. 
Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, 
Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services.

Nigg, J. T. (2017). Annual research review: on the relations among self-regulation, 
self-control, executive functioning, effortful control, cognitive control, 

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2006.06.072
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2006.06.072
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/toolsofthemindevaluation/files/2011/12/Tools-Submission-Child-Development-7-27-14.pdf
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/toolsofthemindevaluation/files/2011/12/Tools-Submission-Child-Development-7-27-14.pdf
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/toolsofthemindevaluation/files/2011/12/Tools-Submission-Child-Development-7-27-14.pdf
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/toolsofthemindevaluation/files/2011/12/Tools-Technical-Report-Final-September-2015.pdf
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/toolsofthemindevaluation/files/2011/12/Tools-Technical-Report-Final-September-2015.pdf
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/toolsofthemindevaluation/files/2011/12/Tools-Technical-Report-Final-September-2015.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.1.31
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2017.0001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-019-00283-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-019-00283-3
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326942dn2802_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-017-0802-4
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654314561338
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/efmapping_report_101416_final_508.pdf
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/efmapping_report_101416_final_508.pdf
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledgecenter/Documents/Kernels-of-Practice-for-SEL.pdf
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledgecenter/Documents/Kernels-of-Practice-for-SEL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/ j.2379-3988.2012.tb00073.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ j.2379-3988.2012.tb00073.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021383
https://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/Navigating-Social-and-Emotional-Learning-from-the-Inside-Out.pdf
https://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/Navigating-Social-and-Emotional-Learning-from-the-Inside-Out.pdf
https://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/Documents/Navigating-Social-and-Emotional-Learning-from-the-Inside-Out.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2017.0000
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302630
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.1625776
https://doi.org/10.1177/1087054715627488
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.44.020193.000323
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2009.21101
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131828
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748175609333560
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579401003133
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.4.947
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00599
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00599
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02365
https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1999.0734
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1010076108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1010076108


Barnes et al. Evaluation of Brain Games

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 20 October 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 655246

impulsivity, risk-taking, and inhibition for developmental psychopathology. 
J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 58, 361–383. doi: 10.1111/jcpp.12675

Noble, K. G., McCandliss, B. D., and Farah, M. J. (2007). Socioeconomic 
gradients predict individual differences in neurocognitive abilities. Dev. Sci. 
10, 464–480. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00600.x

Noble, K. G., Norman, M. F., and Farah, M. J. (2005). Neurocognitive correlates 
of socioeconomic status in kindergarten children. Dev. Sci. 8, 74–87. doi: 
10.1111/j.1467-7687.2005.00394.x

Osher, D., Kidron, Y., Brackett, M., Dymnicki, A., Jones, S., and Weissberg, R. P. (2016). 
Advancing the science and practice of social and emotional learning: looking back 
and moving forward. Rev. Res. Educ. 40, 644–681. doi: 10.3102/0091732X16673595

Pianta, R. C. (2001). Student–Teacher Relationship Scale–Short Form. Lutz, 
FL: Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc.

Raver, C. C. (2002). Emotions matter: making the case for the role of young 
children’s emotional development for early school readiness. Soc. Policy Rep. 
16, 3–19. doi: 10.1002/j.2379-3988.2002.tb00041.x

Raver, C. C., Blackburn, E. K., Bancroft, M., and Torp, N. (1999). Relations 
between effective emotional self-regulation, attentional control, and low-
income preschoolers’ social competence with peers. Early Educ. Dev. 10, 
333–350. doi: 10.1207/s15566935eed1003_6

Raver, C. C., Blair, C., and Willoughby, M.Family Life Project Key Investigators (2013). 
Poverty as a predictor of 4-year-olds’ executive function: new perspectives on 
models of differential susceptibility. Dev. Psychol. 49, 292–304. doi: 10.1037/a0028343

Raver, C. C., Jones, S. M., Li-Grining, C., Zhai, F., Bub, K., and Pressler, E. 
(2011). CSRP’s impact on low-income preschoolers’ preacademic skills: self-
regulation as a mediating mechanism. Child Dev. 82, 362–378. doi: 10.1111/j.
1467-8624.2010.01561.x

Riggs, N. R., Greenberg, M. T., Kusche, C. A., and Pentz, M. A. (2006). The 
mediational role of neurocognition in the behavioral outcomes of a social-
emotional prevention program in elementary school students: effects of the 
PATHS curriculum. Prev. Sci. 7, 91–102. doi: 10.1007/s11121-005-0022-1

Riggs, N. R., Shin, H. S., Unger, J. B., Spruijt-Metz, D., and Pentz, M. A. 
(2014). Prospective associations between bilingualism and executive function 
in Latino children: sustained effects while controlling for biculturalism. J. 
Immigr. Minor. Health 16, 914–921. doi: 10.1007/s10903-013-9838-0

Rosen, M. L., Hagen, M. P., Lurie, L. A., Miles, Z. E., Sheridan, M. A., 
Meltzoff, A. N., et al. (2020). Cognitive stimulation as a mechanism linking 
socioeconomic status with executive function: a longitudinal investigation. 
Child Dev. 91, e762–e779. doi: 10.1111/cdev.13315

Samuels, W. E., Tournaki, N., Blackman, S., and Zilinski, C. (2016). Executive 
functioning predicts academic achievement in middle school: a four-year 
longitudinal study. J. Educ. Res. 109, 478–490. doi: 10.1080/002 
20671.2014.979913

Schmitt, S. A., Korucu, I., Napoli, A. R., Bryant, L. M., and Purpura, D. J. 
(2018). Using block play to enhance preschool children’s mathematics and 
executive functioning: a randomized controlled trial. Early Child. Res. Q. 
44, 181–191. doi: 10.1016/j.ecresq.2018.04.006

Schmitt, S. A., McClelland, M. M., Tominey, S. L., and Acock, A. C. (2015). 
Strengthening school readiness for head start children: evaluation of a self-
regulation intervention. Early Child. Res. Q. 30, 20–31. doi: 10.1016/j.
ecresq.2014.08.001

Schonert-Reichl, K. A., Oberle, E., Lawlor, M. S., Abbott, D., Thomson, K., 
Oberlander, T. F., et al. (2015). Enhancing cognitive and social–emotional 
development through a simple-to-administer mindfulness-based school program 
for elementary school children: a randomized controlled trial. Dev. Psychol. 
51, 52–66. doi: 10.1037/a0038454

Shonkoff, J. P., and Garner, A. S. (2012). The lifelong effects of early child adversity 
and toxic stress. Pediatrics 129, e232–e246. doi: 10.1542/ peds.2011-2663

Smith-Donald, R., Raver, C. C., Hayes, T., and Richardson, B. (2007). Preliminary 
construct and concurrent validity of the preschool self-regulation assessment 
(PSRA) for field-based research. Early Child. Res. Q. 22, 173–187. doi: 
10.1016/j.ecresq.2007.01.002

Sokol, B., Müller, U., Carpendale, J., Young, A., and Iarocci, G. (Eds.) (2010). 
Self- and Social- Regulation: Exploring the Relations Between Social Interaction, 
Social Understanding, and the Development of Executive Functions. New York: 
Oxford University Press.

Solomon, T., Plamondon, A., O’Hara, A., Finch, H., Goco, G., Chaban, P., 
et al. (2018). A cluster randomized-controlled trial of the impact of the 
tools of the mind curriculum on self-regulation in Canadian preschoolers. 
Front. Psychol. 8:2366. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02366

Tominey, S. L., and McClelland, M. M. (2011). Red light, purple light: findings 
from a randomized trial using circle time games to improve behavioral 
self-regulation in preschool. Early Educ. Dev. 22, 489–519. doi: 
10.1080/10409289.2011.574258

Valiente, C., Eisenberg, N., Haugen, R., Spinrad, T. L., Hofer, C., Liew, J., et al. 
(2011). Children’s effortful control and academic achievement: mediation 
through social functioning. Early Educ. Dev. 22, 411–433. doi: 
10.1080/10409289.2010.505259

Werthamer-Larsson, L., Kellam, S., and Wheeler, L. (1991). Effect of first-
grade classroom environment on shy behavior, aggressive behavior, and 
concentration problems. Am. J. Community Psychol. 19, 585–602. doi: 
10.1007/BF00937993

What Works Clearinghouse (2017). Standards Handbook (Version 4.0). Washington, 
DC: Institute of Education Sciences.

White, L. J., and Greenfield, D. B. (2017). Executive functioning in Spanish-
and English-speaking head start preschoolers. Dev. Sci. 20:e12502. doi: 
10.1111/desc.12502

Yeniad, N., Malda, M., Mesman, J., van IJzendoorn, M. H., and Pieper, S. 
(2013). Shifting ability predicts math and reading performance in children: 
a meta-analytical study. Learn. Individ. Differ. 23, 1–9. doi: 10.1016/j.
lindif.2012.10.004

Zelazo, P. D. (2006). The dimensional change card sort (DCCS): a method of 
assessing executive function in children. Nat. Protoc. 1, 297–301. doi: 10.1038/
nprot.2006.46

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in 
the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be  construed 
as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the 
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, 
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may 
be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is 
not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2021 Barnes, Bailey and Jones. This is an open-access article distributed 
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The  
use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the  
original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original 
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. 
No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with 
these terms.

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12675
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00600.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2005.00394.x
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X16673595
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2379-3988.2002.tb00041.x
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15566935eed1003_6
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028343
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01561.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01561.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-005-0022-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-013-9838-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13315
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2014.979913
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2014.979913
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2018.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2014.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038454
https://doi.org/10.1542/ peds.2011-2663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2007.01.002
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02366
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2011.574258
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2010.505259
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00937993
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12502
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2012.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1038/nprot.2006.46
https://doi.org/10.1038/nprot.2006.46
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Barnes et al. Evaluation of Brain Games

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 21 October 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 655246

APPENDIX

Appendix baseline equivalence for reduced sample with non-missing classroom covariates.

Full sample Intervention group Control group Stand. 
mean dif.

N Un 
adjusted 

mean

Pooled 
SD

N Mean Adj. 
mean

SD N Mean Adj. 
mean

SD

Direct assessments of children’s EF and related self-regulation skills

Pre-K and kindergarten
Inhibitory control (Pencil Tap) 47 0.82 0.23 28 0.78 0.75 0.27 19 0.87 0.83 0.15 0.32
Grades 1–4
Global EF (Trail Making Task) 172 2.74 0.59 90 2.70 2.28 0.63 82 2.79 2.32 0.54 0.05
Short term memory (Forward 
Digit Span)

174 4.51 1.01 90 4.50 3.94 0.96 84 4.53 4.06 1.08 0.12

Working memory (Backward 
Digit Span)

174 3.93 1.10 90 3.93 3.21 0.91 84 3.93 3.35 1.28 0.12

All students
Global EF (Dimensional 
Change Card Sort)

234 2.22 0.71 127 2.21 1.87 0.72 107 2.22 1.83 0.69 0.06

Attention/Impulsivity 
(Assessor Report)

233 2.60 0.44 126 2.55 2.33 0.47 107 2.66 2.43 0.40 0.23

Teacher survey of classroom behavior

Regulation-related skills 
(CEFS)

410 2.81 0.85 250 2.80 2.64 0.82 160 2.83 2.70 0.91 0.06

Prosocial behavior (TOCA) 410 4.31 0.68 250 4.34 4.45 0.70 160 4.26 4.37 0.65 0.13
Teacher–student relationship 
(TSRS)

410 3.35 0.78 250 3.37 3.25 0.80 160 3.30 3.22 0.74 0.04

Discipline events 428 0.07 0.23 250 0.09 0.11 0.24 178 0.05 0.08 0.20 0.17

Demographic characteristics

Gender (female = 1) 428 0.50 0.50 250 0.51 0.53 0.50 178 0.48 0.50 0.50 0.08
SPED 428 0.11 0.31 250 0.10 0.08 0.30 178 0.12 0.11 0.32 0.09
ELL status 428 0.41 0.49 250 0.42 0.37 0.49 178 0.40 0.41 0.49 0.17

F-test for overall balance on the pre-K and K measure of inhibitory control (Pencil Tap) revealed no statistically significant difference between students assigned to intervention vs. 
control groups (F (3, 7) = 1.49, p = 0.2974). F-test for overall balance on direct assessments in Grades 1–4 revealed no statistically significant difference between groups assigned to 
intervention vs. control groups (F (5, 14) = 0.28, p = 0.9162). F-test for overall balance on direct assessments used in all grades revealed no statistically significant difference between 
students assigned to intervention vs. control groups (F (7, 26) = 0.79, p = 0.6011). F-test for overall balance on initial balance in the teacher survey of classroom behavior revealed no 
statistically significant difference between groups assigned to intervention vs. control groups (F (9, 25) = 0.83, p = 0.5933). F-tests included school fixed effects and clustered 
standard errors at the classroom level.
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