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Abstract

Objective: HIV infection is associated with impaired cognition, and as individuals grow older, they
may also experience age-related changes in mental abilities. Previous studies have shown that
computer-based cognitive training (CCT) and transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) may be
useful in improving cognition in older persons. This study evaluated the acceptability of CCT and
tDCSto older adults with HIV -associated neurocognitive disorder, and assessed their impact on
reaction time, attention, and psychomotor speed.

Methods: In asingle-blind randomized study, 46 individuals with HIV-associated mild
neurocognitive disorder completed neuropsychological assessments and six 20-minute training
sessions to which they had been randomly assigned to one of the following conditions: (1) CCT with
activetDCS; (2) CCT with sham tDCS, or (3) watching educational videos with sham tDCS.
Immediately after training and again one month later, participants completed follow-up assessments.
Outcomes were evaluated via repeated measures mixed effects models.

Results: Participant ratings of the intervention were positive. Effects on reaction time were not
significant, but measures of attention and psychomotor speed suggested positive effects of the
intervention.

Conclusion: Both CCT and tDCS were highly acceptable to older persons with HIV infection. CCT
and tDCS may improve cognitive in affected individuals.

Registered at Clinical Trials.gov (NCT03440840).
1 Introduction

While there has been significant progress in the treatment of HIV infection using multiple
antiretroviral medications, HIV -association neurocognitive disorders (HANDS) continue to be seen in
affected individuals, even when their viral loads are nondetectable (Heaton et al., 2010). HANDs are
clinically significant because of their impact on patients everyday functioning [1-3], medication

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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adherence[1, 4, 5], and quality of life [6-9]. In older persons, HANDs may have an additive or even
synergistic effect in older persons, combining the influences of chronic HIV infection and cognitive
aging [10, 11].

Few treatments are available for HAND. Stimulants can improve cognition in HAND but may be
abused by vulnerable individuals and have undesirable adverse effects [12]. Other medications
treatments have been studied, but none has demonstrated clear efficacy [13-18]. Other researchers
have suggested that computer-delivered cognitive training (CCT) may be useful in HAND [19-21],
but specialized CCT softwareis not always readily available or affordable. Further, many programs
created for CCT are not inherently interesting, reducing users motivationsfor continued use after
completing a study for which they were compensated. Another approach may be to use computer
gaming software that is already available as a CCT intervention [22, 23]. CCT software devel opers
have sought to increase the inherent interest in their programs through gamification [24] to enhance
their inherent interest, but many computer games are on the market now and often available at little
or no cost. In addition, existing games depend on sustained use by players for their commercial
success. Games such as these are interesting to players and include e ements that engage them. First-
person shooters (in which players use weapons to shoot at fictional enemies) can affect sustained
attention and reaction time [24], however, some players may object to this type of game’'s violent
content [24, 25].

Another established genre are games that provide players the simulated experience of car racing.
These games require attention and psychomotor speed while using content that may be less
objectionable. Use of one car racing game, created for aresearch study, was associated with better
mental functioning in older persons [26]. Other researchers have commented on the possible
usefulness of commercial computer games in addressing mental functioning in persons 50 years of
age and older [23, 27-30]. Car racing games can engage and hold players’ interest, potentially
allowing them to continue cognitive training over extended periods. Researchers have shown that an
off-the-shelf game that demanded mental speed resulted in longer use by older individuals when
compared to atypical CCT program [29, 30]. Game play has been related to long-term mental
training results, with effects evident in other cognitive domains besides those specifically trained
[31]. Gaming has been shown, for example, to have a positive impact on the ability to regulate and
direct mental processes [26]. Games may thus be effective for training and can engage usersin a
sustained fashion.

Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) in combination with CCT has been shown to improve
cognitive functioning [32-38]. tDCS is implemented by applying moistened sponge electrodesto a
person’s scalp and passing through a very small direct current (1-2 mA). tDCS research has shown
that it can have a positive impact on various mental abilities, including verbal problem solving [39],
working memory [40-42], and learning [43, 44].

How tDCS affects mental function isnot definitively established, however, it has been shown to
stimulate brain-derived neurotrophic growth factor (BDNF) in the motor cortex [45]. This may be
especially relevant in treating persons with HAND as BDNF is affected in HIV infection [46, 47],
and implicated in cognitive decline in older persons [48]. Increases in BDNF might be expected to
exert apositive effect on mental functioning in persons with HAND.

We previously completed a pilot study of game-based CCT comparing its combination with active
and sham tDCS in persons 50 years and older with HAND [49]. Results suggested that the
intervention was acceptable to participants and that it may have had positive effects on their attention
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81 and working memory. In the follow-up study reported here, we further explore the acceptability and
82 efficacy of agame-based CCT intervention combined with tDCS in older persons with HIV

83 infection. We hypothesized that CCT with tDCS would be acceptable to persons 50 years of age and
84  older with HAND. We also hypothesized that CCT would be associated with improved reaction time,
85 psychomotor speed, and attention and that the combination of active tDCSwith CCT would be

86  superior to CCT alone.

87 2 M ethods

88 2.1 Participants

89  Participants wereindividuals 50 years of age and older with HIV infection. Diagnosis of HAND was

90 established through review of recent laboratory results, clinical evaluation, and neuropsychol ogical

91 testing. All participants stated they subjectively experienced cognitive difficulties and, after

92  assessment, were found to have impairment of mental functioning in two or more cognitive domains

93  while not having dementia, thus meeting Frascati criteriafor mild neurocognitive disorder [15].

94  Potential participants were excluded if they had characteristics that might have increased risk to them

95 from tDCS, such as seizures or bipolar disorder [50, 51]. Use of many psychotropic medications was

96 asoan exclusion criterion, as the pharmacologic activity of many of these drugs can affect tDCS[52,

97  53]. Medications that were exclusions included those affecting serotonin, such as many

98 antidepressants, dopamine, such as stimulants and antipsychotics, and gamma-amino butyric acid,

99  such as benzodiazepines. Left-handed participants were excluded as our intent was to stimulate the
100  dominant dorsolateral prefrontal cortex.

101 2.2 Procedures

102 2.2.1 Recruitment and deter mination of digibility

103  Participants were first recruited from individuals who had been in a previous study. We also recruited
104  from local service providers for persons with HIV. A number of participants referred friends or

105 acquaintances. We distributed flyersin several areas of Broward County, Florida, known to have a
106  high prevalence of HIV infection, aswell as advertising in alocal newspaper and creating a

107  Facebook page.

108 Interested individuals were contacted for a telephone interview to establish that they had complaints
109  of cognitive difficulties, using questions published by the European AIDS Clinical Society [54]. In
110 thisinterview, we inquired about use of medications that might lead to exclusion, and whether the
111  person waswilling to bein astudy of CCT and tDCS. All were being treated for HIV infection and
112 had been on their current medication regimen for at least the past month. Individuals who, from this
113  telephoneinterview, appeared likely to be eigible were asked to come to our offices for individual
114  assessment.

115 At thisassessment, potential participants completed a series of cognitive assessments (marked with
116 anasterisk in Table 1). The battery was selected to allow evaluation of areas often affected in

117 HANDs[55]. Attention and working memory were evaluated with the Digit Span subtests of the
118 Wechder Adult Intelligence Scale, 4th edition, or WAIS-1V [56]. Psychomotor speed was evaluated
119  with the Coding subtest of the WAIS-1V and Grooved Pegboard Test [57]. Executive function was
120  measured with the Trail Making Test, Part B [58]. Verbal fluency was assessed with the Verbal

121  Fuency test of the Delis-Kaplan Executive Function System [59]. Verbal learning and memory were


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.22.21262416
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.22.21262416; this version posted September 24, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.o@%ﬁiﬂﬁéﬂi€6@é@j ng and tDCSfor HAND

122  assessed with the Hopkins Verbal Learning Test—Revised or HVLT-R [60], and visual learning and
123 memory with the Brief Visuospatial Memory Test, or BVMT-R [61].

124 Cognitive impairment for the purpose of establishing the diagnosis of mild neurocognitive disorder
125 wasdefined asascorein at least two ability areas that was below population norms by at least one
126  standard deviation. Participants were treated for HIV infection that included ongoing laboratory

127  measures of treatment effects (HIV-1 viral load and CD4 cell counts). Individualsin the study

128  brought recent laboratory results, allowing usto verify their HIV status and know their current

129 treatment and immune status. All medications were also brought to this visit to allow verification of
130 current medication use. Persons who met entry criteria then completed the additional assessments as
131  described in the next section.

132 2.2.2 Acceptability

133  Weused several strategiesto evaluate the feasibility and acceptability of the CCT with tDCS

134  intervention to participants. We used a questionnaire based on the Technology Acceptance Model, or
135 TAM [62, 63], the dimensions of which have received substantial support for use with digital health
136 technologies[64]. The model specifiesthat users perceptions of an application’s ease of use and

137  usefulness are related to their future intention to use the application. We hypothesized that if the

138 intervention were viewed favorably by participants, their average rating on the Usefulness and Ease
139  of Usescales of this questionnaire would be significantly different from the midpoint of the scalein a
140 positive direction.

141  Another scale was developed based on amodel balancing risks and benefits of a treatment was used
142  todevelop aquestionnaire assessing users’ perceptions of the balance between an intervention’s risks
143  and benefits[65, 66]. Participants were asked, for example, if they experienced benefits from the
144  intervention and adverse effects from it. They were then asked to provide an overall judgment as to
145  whether the benefits of the intervention outweighed its adverse effects.

146 2.2.3 Cognitive measures

147  In order to evaluate possible cognitive effects of the intervention more comprehensively, participants
148  additional assessments after determination of their digibility. Use of these measures allowed tests of
149 the study’s hypothesis that participants receiving the active interventions would display better

150  performance than control participantsin reaction time, attention, and psychomotor speed.

151  Inorder to evaluate intervention effects on participants reaction time, they completed the California
152  Computerized Assessment Package [67] (Miller, 2013). To further evaluate the effects of the

153 intervention on executive functions, participants also completed the Stroop Color Word Test [68], the
154  lowa Gambling Task [69], and the Design Fluency subtest of the Delis-Kaplan Executive Function
155 System [59](Delis et al., 2001). Finally, to assess whether the intervention had an impact on everyday
156 functional performance, participants completed the Medication Management Test—Revised, a

157 measure of the person’s ability to understand and carry out medication-related tasks [70] and the

158  University of San Diego Scales of Observed Performance [71], assessing their ability to perform

159 everyday tasks such as making a medical appointment and paying abill. Finally, in order to provide
160 an estimate of participants’ premorbid level of functioning, they completed the Wechsler Test of

161  Adult Reading [72].

162

163 Insert Table 1 about here
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164

165 2.2.4 Other self-report measures.

166  The assessment battery also included the Patient’ s Assessment of Own Functioning or PAOF [73].
167 Thismeasure askstheindividual to self-report their experience of mental problemsin several

168 domains such as language, perception, and memory. It has been used in other studies of HAND [74].
169 Wealso used the Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression scale or CESD [75] to assess

170  participants symptoms of depression. All self-report assessments were completed using computer
171  softwarethat read questions aloud and enabled participants to record their responses by tapping on
172  the computer screen.

173  2.2.5 Compensation

174  After theseinitial assessments were done, individualsin the study were asked to return to begin the
175 intervention. Participants received compensation for their involvement, US $80 for the baseline and
176  follow-up sessions, and $40 for each intervention visit.

177  2.2.6 Computer-based cognitivetraining

178  Atthefirst training visit (after completion of baseline assessments), participants were assigned to
179 intervention group using a computer-created randomization scheme. The scheme was generated via
180 random numbers in a predetermined block (n = 3) randomization scheme. Participants were enrolled
181 by the study coordinator (who was blind to treatment assignment) and assigned by the unblinded
182  principal investigator who also conducted all training sessions.

183  Firdt, procedures regarding the administration of tDCS and the use of the game controller (an Xbox
184  game controller with USB interface to a Windows computer). The participant sat in front of and to
185 theright of the researcher; the participant could not see the direct current device for tDCS or the

186 researcher taking notes during training. For all participants, the anode electrode was located over the
187  left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (10-20 system F3) and the cathode over the right supraorbital area
188 (FP2) [76]. Soterix EASY Pads, doubled sponges with dimensions of 5 cm x 5 cm (Soterix Medical:
189 New York) were used as electrodes. Approximately 7 cc of sterile saline was used to moisten them.
190 They were positioned by the researcher and then fixed in place with a head band. Current for the
191 tDCSintervention was supplied with an iontophoresis device (ActivaDose I1; Gilroy, CA: Activatek).
192  Hat rubberized carbon electrodes were inserted into the moistened sponges. Impedances were

193  assessed before each session and kept below 20K ohms prior to stimulation.

194  Wetold people in the study that they might experience minor discomfort at the beginning of the
195 session and that the experience might persist or fade away during the intervention [50]. We then
196 asked the personsin the study to pay attention to the computer while the game was set up and the
197 tDCSintervention was begun. Individuals in the active tDCS group received a current of 1.5 mA,
198 ramping up over 30 s and continuing for 20 minutes. Individuals in the sham tDCS group and the
199  control group received the ramping up current for 30 s which was then ramped down over 30 s.

200 The cognitive training intervention in this study was a commercially-available car racing game GT
201 Racing 2 (Gameloft SE: Paris, France). This game was chosen because it was easy for most persons
202  and was positively reviewed by a large number of users. We inferred from these characteristics that
203  the participantsin the study would find the content tolerable and might even enjoy playing the game.
204  Thegameincludes a severa different race courses and types of races to enhance player interest.

205 Game play required that each participant complete each course before moving on to the next.
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206  Everyonein the study randomized to CCT was able to complete at least the first four courses during
207  Six training sessions.

208  We encouraged participants to complete each gaming session at their desired pace, although the game
209 imposed some restrictions on their progress. Players had to finish each race in one of the top three
210 places, or navigate a course within a predetermined time, before moving on to the next course. We
211  required aswell that participants do each course a minimum of five times. Persons in the study

212  completed six training sessions over a two-week period. After each intervention session, participants
213  were asked to provide ratings of their thinking, their mood, and how much discomfort they had

214  experienced during the intervention.

215  Assessments and intervention sessions were completed within three weeks from the baseline

216  evaluation. After participants finished the sixth intervention session, they returned to complete

217  cognitive and self-report assessment. Cognitive evaluations were completed by staff who did not
218  know the participant’ s intervention group assignment. About 30 days after completing the

219 intervention sessions and follow-up evaluations, personsin the study were asked to return to again
220 complete assessments. All data were collected in the General Clinical Research Center at the Center
221  for Collaborative Research on the campus of Nova Southeastern University beginning in January
222 2018 and ending in November 2019. The study was concluded at the end of the period of funding
223  support.

224 2.3 Human subjectsapproval and trial registration

225  Study procedures were approved by the Institutional Review Board of Nova Southeastern University
226  (protocol number 2017-410). This study was registered on Clinical Trials.gov (NCT03440840).

227 2.4 DataAnalyses

228  Planned sample size was determined prior to beginning the study using the mixed effects model

229 simulation routinein PASS 16 [77]. The power analysis showed that afinal sample size of 90 (30 per
230 treatment group) would have a power of 0.88 to detect interactions of group membership with time
231  (number of evaluations) with asmall effect size[78, 79].

232  Dataanalyses were completed in several steps. Preliminary analyses of data and descriptive statistics
233  wereobtained using SPSS version 26 (Armonk NY: IBM). Chi-square and one-way ANOV A tests
234  evaluating the relations of participant ratings of the acceptability and feasibility of the intervention to
235  group assignment were also completed in SPSS. Analyses of treatment effects were completed using
236 Rversion 4.0.2 [80] package Ime4 [81] for mixed effects models. Significance of model effects

237  (interaction of treatment group assignment with time) was assessed using the likelihood ratio test
238 [82]. We evaluated outcomes both through tests of statistical significance aswell as approximations
239  of effect size from x2 values from likelihood ratio tests and t values obtained in tests of between-

240  group differences obtained using emmeans [83]. Effect sizes were converted to the more familiar d
241  statistic using the package esc [84]. As a post-hoc assessment not included in the original study

242 protocol the probability of finding the observed number of treatment effects in the hypothesized

243  direction was evaluated using the exact binomial test in the package stats.

244 3 Results

245  Thestudy’s CONSORT diagram [85] is presented in Figure 1. Demographic, educational and
246  baseline scores for cognitive and functional measures for participants by treatment group are
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247  presented in Table 2. We screened 155 potential participants, and included 46 in the study. Reasons
248  for excluding potential participants are listed in Figure 1. The most frequent reasons for exclusion
249  were use of psychotropic medications, and a personal or family history of bipolar disorder. We thus
250 werenot ableto include the full number of participantsin the study as originally envisioned (planned
251 N =30 per group).

252

253 Insert Figure 1 about here

254

255

256 Insert Table 2 about here

257

258 Weexplored relations of relevant covariates (age, gender, education, immune status) to mental ability
259  variables with standard measures of association (correlations). As several of these associations were
260 substantial and likely to create confounding relations, they were included as covariates in mixed

261  effects random intercept models. Outcomes assessed were changes in test scores across treatment

262  groups before and after the study intervention.

263 3.1 Acceptability to participants

264  Ashypothesized, participants rated the intervention significantly more positively than the midpoint
265  of the Usefulness subscale of the TAM scale. The mean rating for all participants was 4.33 (SD =
266 1.27; scalerange O to 6), and this rating was significantly greater than the neutral midpoint (t [40] =
267 6.71, p<0.001). We also found that they rated its ease of use positively with a mean rating of 5.04
268 (SD =0.95), ratings that were again significantly greater than the scale midpoint (t [43] =5.04, p <
269  0.001). Ratings suggested that overall, they enjoyed the intervention (mean = 4.73; SD = 1.30) and
270 would useit again if given the opportunity (mean = 4.62; SD = 1.25). Participants’ ratings did not
271  vary by treatment group (all ps> 0.35).

272 On the scale which asked participants to assess the intervention’s risks and benefits, participant

273  ratings again suggested a positive evaluation, with a mean rating of 4.53 (SD = 1.20; scalerange 0 to
274  6) ontheitem “overall the good outweighs the bad” and a rating of 4.70 (SD = 1.01) on the item

275 “overal satisfaction.” Forty-three of 46 participants (93%) indicated they were satisfied with the
276 intervention.

277 3.2 Cognitiveand functional outcomes

278 Results of evaluations of study outcomes assessed as the interactions of intervention group across
279 evauationsare availablein Table 3.

280

281 Insert Table 3 about here
282
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283  Wefound mixed evidence across cognitive domains to support the hypothesis that CCT with and

284  without tDCS might result in improvementsin cognitive functioning relative to control. For the Digit
285  Span Forward subtest, the interaction of treatment group by time approached statistical significance
286  and represented a large effect size. The difference between active tDCS and the control group (Figure
287  2) also approached statistical significance (t [61.3] = 2.19, p = 0.08; d = 0.79). Other subtests

288  hypothesized to assess attention showed similar positive but nonsignificant interactions.

289

290 Insert Figure 2 about here
291

292  Resultsdid not support the hypothesis that persons receiving CCT with or without tDCS would show
293  improved reaction time. Although the observed interactions were in the hypothesized direction, they
294  werenot significant and represented at best avery small effect size.

295 Results again provided limited support for the hypothesisthat CCT with tDCS might result in
296 improved psychomotor speed compared to control (Figure 3). Although the overall interaction of
297  group by time was not significant for Trails B, the comparison of the active treatment group to
298  control approached significance (t [67.2] = 2.37, p = 0.053; d = 0.85), adifference that became
299  gignificant at second follow-up (t [67.2] = 3.03, p=0.01; d = 1.09).

300

301 Insert Figure 3 about here

302

303

304  Wefound support for the hypothesis of improvement in psychomotor speed with a significant

305 interaction of group by time for the WAIS-IV Coding subtest, although examination of the

306 interaction plot suggests the effect was primarily due to the performance of personsin the CCT with
307 shamtDCS (Figure 4). The between group difference from CCT + sham was not significant at

308 immediate follow-up (t [45.6] = 1.02, p = 0.57; d = 0.37) but approached significance at one-month
309 follow-up (t [45.6] = 2.21, p=0.08; d = 0.79).

310

311 Insert Figure 4 about here
312

313  Thispattern was again found in results for the HVLT total score, with a significant interaction of
314  group by time resulting from differential improvement in both treatment groups, with significant
315 difference between the CCT + active tDCS group and control at immediate follow-up (t [69.6] =
316 251, p=0.04; d=0.90) and a substantial but no longer significant difference at one-month follow-
317 up(t[69.6] =2.05 p=0.11; d=0.73; Figure5).

318
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319

320 Insert Figure 5 about here

321

322  Although we did not pose specific hypotheses for the effects of CCT with or without tDCS on

323  executive function for this study, in exploratory analyses we evaluated the intervention’ s effects on
324  thisdomain with several measures. A significant interaction of group by time was found for the
325  Stroop with alarge effect size, but as with several other measures, the finding was related to

326 substantial improvement in the CCT with sham stimulation group. Other interactions were again
327  positive but nonsignificant, with effect sizes in the moderate range.

328  Aswith executive function, we did not propose specific hypotheses for the two functional measures
329 included in the assessments, but explored the intervention’s effect on them. Results suggest a
330 moderate but nonsignificant effect size for the MMT with anegligible effect size for the UPSA.

331 Given the large number of outcomes and our use of effect sizesto evaluate treatment effects, in an
332  unplanned post-hoc analysis, we evaluated the overall impact of the study intervention based on the
333  number of effect sizesfor cognitive variables that were in the hypothesized direction (showing an
334 interaction of group by time favoring one of the active treatment groups). The average effect size was
335 0.52, with 17 effects equal to or greater than 0.16, a small effect size [78]. The probability of this
336  outcome compared to chance (equal distribution of positive effects across all groups) was

337  significantly different (p = 0.04). It isthus improbable that the observed effects of the intervention
338 wereonly dueto chance. It should be acknowledged, that this analysis included positive effects for
339 either treatment group and did not support the original hypothesis that the effects of CCT with active
340 tDCSwould be superior to CCT with sham tDCS.

341 3.2.1 Self-report outcomes

342  Evaluations of treatment by time interactions of participant self-report on the PAOF subscales

343 (PAOF Memory, 2 [4] = 1.86, p=0.76, d = 0.41; Cognition subscale, y2[4] =0.37,p=0.98,d =
344  0.18) and the CESD (32 [4] = 3.38, p = 0.50, d = 0.56) did not result suggest substantial between-
345  group differences in response to the intervention. Examination of the interaction plots for the PAOF
346  subscales (not presented) showed that mean scores for all three groups improved to a similar extent
347  over the three evaluations. Participants reported similar levels of depression (CESD) across groups
348 and evaluations, except participants in the active treatment group reported better mood at the one-
349  month follow-up evaluation. Although the test of between groups differences were not significant,
350 thewithin-group change from the immediate follow-up to the one-month follow-up for the CCT with
351 activetDCS group approached significance and represented alarge effect size (t [78.2] =2.17,p =
352 0.08,d=0.78).

353  Evaluation of participant ratings of how well they could think and remember resulted in an

354 interaction that again approached statistical significance (x2 [10] = 17.47, p = 0.06, d = 1.59).
355 Examination of the interaction plot (Figure 6) suggests that persons in the active treatment group
356  reported better ability to think over the final three training sessions, although between-group
357 differences were not statitically significant (t [106.8] = 1.57, p = 0.26, d = 0.56).

358


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.22.21262416
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.22.21262416; this version posted September 24, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0@%&%1\@@5@45“ ng and tDCSfor HAND

359

360 Insert Figure 6 about here

361

362 4 Discussion

363  Thisstudy’s goals were to assess the acceptability of CCT using a racing game to persons 50 years of
364 ageand older with HAND. The impact of adding tDCSto CCT was also evaluated. Aswe had a

365 smaller than expected sample, we assessed outcomes not only through tests of statistical significance
366  but aso through calculation of effect sizes. Results showed that the majority of participants had

367 positive views of the intervention and believed its benefits outweighed any risks. Ratings of its

368  usefulness and usability were positive.

369  Our results clearly show that participants found the intervention acceptable. The majority of ratings
370 on factors such as usefulness and ease of use were positive, and nearly all participants indicated that
371 they felt the benefits of the intervention outweighed any drawbacks. Further exploration of waysto

372  make theintervention even more positive for persons with HAND appear warranted.

373  Assessment of mental abilities before and after training suggested that the intervention had a positive
374  effect on learning, memory, and motor speed compared to control. Although only afew outcomes
375 werestatistically significant or approached it, those which were significant were associated with

376 large effect sizes. Outcomes with moderate or smaller effect sizes may thus have been nons gnificant
377  dueto low power related to the sample size rather than alack of effect. A post-hoc evaluation of the
378  probability of arriving at the observed set of effect sizes by chance suggested that our findings were
379 not dueto chance. Further, effect sizes obtained in this study are similar to those reported by other
380 researchers, including in ameta-analysis of studies with older adults [86].

381 Consistent with other research, the combination of cognitive training and anodal tDCS at the | ft

382 dorsolateral prefrontal cortex was associated with improvement in attention as measured by digit

383 gpan[37, 87, 88]. Contrary to our hypothesis, however, there was no evidence of a substantial impact
384  of theintervention on reaction time. Others have reported that tDCS may have a facilitating effect on
385 reaction time with anodal stimulation over primary motor cortex, but Molero-Chamizo et a. found
386 that the effect was time dependent [89]. Others have also failed to find an effect of tDCS[90, 91] on
387  reaction time. Our hypothesis of an effect on reaction time was based primarily on the nature of the
388 training task (afast-paced computer game), but neither statistical tests nor inspection of mean plots
389 by groups (not presented) suggested an effect for either of the active treatment groups.

390 Wefound more substantial improvements in measures of psychomotor speed, including a significant
391 interaction of group by time for the WAIS-1V Coding subtest. Although the overall interaction for
392 Trails B was not significant, inspection of group mean plots was consistent with relatively greater
393  improvement on this measure for the two active treastment groups, and post-hoc between groups tests
394 showed a significant difference between the control and CCT + active tDCS group after treatment
395  while nonewas found at baseline.

396 A significant effect was also found for the Stroop Color-Word Test, a measure often interpreted as
397 assessing aperson’s ability to inhibit well-learned responses [92]. Others have observed a positive
398 effect of tDCS on the Stroop task [93-95], while Frings et al. found that cathodal stimulation of the
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399 left DLPFC disrupted Stroop performance [96], with the negative effect of cathodal vs anodal
400 stimulation expected.

401 Wefound limited support for the impact of the intervention on functional measures, with a moderate
402  effect size but nonsignificant results for the Medication Management Test but no evidence of an

403 effect onthe UPSA. Thisissimilar results reported by Vance et al. [97] who found limited effects of
404  cognitive training on various measures of everyday function.

405  Sdf-report measures of mood or subjective cognitive functioning did not differ between groups, with
406  one exception. The failure to find group differences may have been related to self-reported

407  improvements across all groups, including the control. The one exception were self-reports of how
408  well the participant perceived their thinking and memory, for which the CCT + active tDCS group
409 gave substantially more positive reports over the last several sessions of theintervention.

410 Thefinding of possible treatment effects later during the training period suggests that the

411 intervention’s effects may have continued after training ended, with continuing improvements at one-
412  month follow-up in psychomotor speed (Trail Making Test, Part B; Figure 3) and verbal learning

413  (Hopkins Verbal Learning Test; Figure 5). We also found an improvement in depression self-report
414  (Center for Epidemiological Studies— Depression) at one-month follow-up. This possibly delayed
415  effect of tDCS on mood was also reported by Li [98]. Given the evidence for improvement during the
416  second week of training, it is possible that a more intensive and longer intervention might have

417  resulted in greater effects. This possibility should be explored in future studies.

418  Strengths of the study include the single-blind sham-controlled design, which was effective in our
419 pilot study asit has been in other studies [99]. We collected all data using a staff member who did
420  not know the participant’ s intervention assignment or by way of a computer. These measures reduced
421  thelikelihood of biasin outcomes dueto experimenter effects. The characteristics of participants

422  (age, gender, education level, cognitive function) made them similar to other persons who might have
423  HAND and be able to benefit from the intervention. Another strength isthe clear characterization of
424 study participants with respect to concurrent medication use, although thisin turn limited our ability
425  torecruit participants.

426  Thisstudy’slimitationsinclude the smaller than planned sample size. In spite of intensive recruiting
427  effortsin thelocal community, including newspaper and online advertising, multiple contacts with
428  community organizations and local infectious disease practitioners, and contacts with participantsin
429  previous studies we were not able to recruit the planned number of participants for the study. As
430 shownin Figure 1, we were able to contact a number of potential participants that might have been
431  adequate for planned sample size for the study, but exclusion due to validity concerns related to

432  psychotropic medication use and safety concerns related to history of bipolar disorder, alarge

433  number of potential participants were not eigible. Thislimitation in turn may have affected the

434  ahility to test the statistical significance of outcomes, although in several cases when we found large
435  effect sizes, we also found gtatistically significant results. Generalizing our results based only on
436  observed effect sizesisalimitation. Finally, it should be acknowledged that while we found a

437  number of positive effects on cognitive measures in the two CCT groups, the original hypothesis that
438  CCT with active tDCS would be superior to CCT with sham tDCS was not supported.

439  Another limitation is that this study did not employ a double-blind controlled design, raising the
440 possibility of bias caused by the investigators.
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441  Asnoted above, we did severa things to reduce the possibility of effects related to the unblinded
442  experimenter. These included positioning the investigator and the tDCS device out of sight of the
443  participant during stimulation, providing neutral suggestions about what the participants might

444  experience during stimulation, and collecting most self-report data via computer assisted self-

445  interview with the investigators out of the room. All baseline and follow-up assessments were

446  conducted by an assessor blind to the participant’ s treatment assignment or by way of a computer
447  without the presence of aresearcher. Thus, while we took a number of steps to reduce possible bias
448  intheresearch design, they did not eliminateit.

449  HIV-related mental ability problems have implications for the functional status and quality of life for
450 older persons with HAND. Our results, though limited, demonstrate the possibility that CCT with or
451  without tDCS may have a positive impact on cognitive function. We found evidence of a moderate
452  though nonsignificant effect of the intervention on atest of medication taking, a critically important
453  skill for persons with HIV infection.

454  Future research should focus on continuing to explore the potential efficacy of CCT and tDCS with
455  thispopulation. A more detailed exploration of factors such asintensity and duration of stimulation
456  and length and frequency of training sessions as well as the optimal timing of follow-up assessments
457  may yield more effective treatment protocols with greater impacts on participants' functional status.
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722 8 Figure Captions
723  Figure 1. CONSORT diagram
724 Figure 2. WAIS-IV Digit Span Forward subtest score by Group and Time
725  Figure 3. Trail Making Test, Part B by Group and Time
726  Figure 3 footnote: Lower scores indicate better performance
727  Figure4. WAIS-IV Coding subtest scores by Group and Time
728  Figure 5. Hopkins Verbal Learning Test total score, Part B by Group and Time
729  Figure6. Participants Self-rated Thinking and Memory by Group and Training Session
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Table 1. Cognitive and Functional Measures Used

Domain Measure
Reaction Time California Computerized Assessment Package (CalCap) [66]
Attention *Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, 4™ Ed., Digit Span subtest [99]

Wechsler Memory Scale, 4" ed., Symbol Span subtest [101]

Psychomotor

Speed *Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, 4" ed., Coding subtest [100]

*Trail Making Test, Part A [78]

*Grooved Pegboard [51]

Premorbid function | Wechsler Test of Adult Reading [98]

Executive function | *Trail Making Test, Part B [78]

*Verbal and Design Fluency from D-KEFS [36]

Stroop Color Word Test [42]

lowa Gambling Task [12]

Learning and

* i . _ i
Memory Hopkins Verbal Learning Test — Revised [15]

*Brief Visuospatial Memory Test — Revised [16]

Functional Status | \jedication Management Test — Revised [2]

University of California San Diego Performance-based Skills
Assessment [74, 70]

*Note: Measures used to establish eligibility are marked with an asterisk.

731
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Table 2. Baseline characteristics of treatment groups

Acg:]vi 1+6)CT S??T IS():T Control (n = 15)
Gender 13 Men, 3 Women 13 Men, 2 Women 11 Men, 4 Women
Race 5 White, 11 Black 7 White, 8 Black 5 White, 10 Black
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Age (years) 57.06 4.9 58.80 4.13 61.07 6.28
Education (years) 11.94 3.45 14.00 3.59 13.33 3.39
WTAR VIQ? 96.75 14.56 102.40 16.10 95.93 14.84
WAIS-IV Forward® 8.31 1.66 9.67 2.13 8.27 2.22
WAIS-IV Backward 6.56 1.55 7.53 2.75 7.00 1.93
WAIS-IV Sequence 7.44 1.97 7.73 2.69 6.93 1.98
WAIS-IV Total 22.31 3.96 24.93 6.75 22.2 4.92
\Q’p'\gﬁ"v Symbol 16.13  5.10 16.07 7.42 12.53 4.05
%im'(emz;’a‘:“o” 638.31 123.37 620.87 127.66 653.84  122.89
%?T?écfmg’ac“o” 538.63 99.33 52333  90.75 54264  122.29
HVLT Total 21.69 3.16 20.40 5.90 19.53 3.83
HVLT Delayed 6.81 2.56 6.47 2.48 5.60 2.50
BVMT Total 14.50 4.66 15.13 8.63 11.80 6.93
BVMT Delayed 6.38 2.78 6.40 3.46 4.53 3.44
Trails A 42.81 16.37 43.93 20.10 46.20 11.01
Trails B 98.88 33.40 117.53 40.20 117.73 37.45
Pegs R 99.50 22.96 94.73 21.35 101.47 23.05
WAIS-IV Coding 48.94 9.28 51.67 13.70 46.07 15.52
Stroop 29.69 6.98 32.27 9.66 24.80 9.87
IGT -6.67 22.84 7.73 26.70 -4.67 29.51
MMT 11.94 2.59 13.53 3.56 11.53 4.53
UPSA 79.75 10.71 80.20 16.40 76.73 13.72

733  *WTAR VIQ = Wechsler Test of Adult Reading estimated verbal 1Q;

734 PWAIS-IV Forward = Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, 4™ Ed (WAIS-IV) Digit Span
735 Forward subtest; WAIS-IV Backward = WAIS-IV Digit Span Backward subtest; WAIS-IV
736  Sequence = WAIS-IV Sequencing subtest; WAIS-IV Total = WAIS-IV Digit Span total of
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737  three subtests; WMS-IV Symbol = Wechsler Memory Scale, 4™ ed, Symbol Span subtest;
738 Simple Reaction Time = California Computerized Assessment Package Simple Reaction
739 task; Choice Reaction Time = California Computerized Assessment Package Choice

740 Reaction task; HVLT Total = Hopkins Verbal Learning Test total score; HVLT Delayed =
741  Hopkins Verbal Learning Test delayed recall score; BVMT Total = Brief Visuospatial

742  Memory Test--Revised total score; BVMT Delayed = Brief Visuospatial Memory Test--
743 Revised delayed recall score; Trails A = Trail Making Test, Part A; Trails B = Trail Making
744  Test, Part B; Pegs R = Grooved Pegboard, right hand performance; WAIS-IV Coding =
745  WAIS-IV Coding subtest; Stroop = Stroop Color-Word test score; IGT = lowa Gambling
746  Task Net Total score; Verbal Fluency = DKEFS Category Fluency subtest; Design Fluence
747 = DKEFS Design Fluency subtest; MMT = Medication Management Test—Revised score;
748 UPSA Total = UCSD Performance-Based Skills Assessment; subtest.

749

23


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.22.21262416
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.22.21262416; this version posted September 24, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.o@%ﬁiﬂﬁéﬂi€6@é@j ng and tDCSfor HAND

Table 3. Likelihood ratio test and effect sizes for the interaction of group by time

X df p d
WAIS-IV Forward? 9.03 4 0.06 0.99
WAIS-IV Backward 2.56 4 0.82 0.38
WAIS-IV Sequence 4.06 4 0.40 0.62
WAIS-IV Total 6.55 4 0.16 0.82
WMS-IV Symbol Span 2.79 4 0.59 0.51
Simple Reaction Time 0.19 4 0.66 0.13
Choice Reaction Time 0.29 4 0.59 0.16
Trails A 1.14 4 0.89 0.32
Trails B 3.85 4 0.43 0.60
Pegs R” 4.54 4 0.34 (0.66)
WAIS-IV Coding 11.80 4 0.02 1.17
HVLT Total 4.37 4 0.36 0.65
HVLT Delayed 2.13 4 0.71 0.44
BVMT Total (note) 6.86 4 0.14 0.84
BVMT Delayed 0.81 4 0.94 0.27
Stroop 9.64 4 0.046 1.03
IGT Net Total 5.34 4 0.25 0.73
Verbal Fluency 5.84 4 0.21 0.76
Design Fluency 5.94 4 0.20 0.77
MMT 2.30 4 0.68 0.46
UPSA Total 2.40 4 0.66 0.02

750 AWAIS-IV Forward = Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, 4™ Ed (WAIS-IV) Digit Span

751 Forward subtest; WAIS-IV Backward = WAIS-IV Digit Span Backward subtest; WAIS-IV
752  Sequence = WAIS-IV Sequencing subtest; WAIS-IV Total = WAIS-IV Digit Span total of
753  three subtests; WMS-IV Symbol = Wechsler Memory Scale, 4™ ed, Symbol Span subtest;
754  Simple Reaction Time = California Computerized Assessment Package Simple Reaction
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755 task; Choice Reaction Time = California Computerized Assessment Package Choice

756 Reaction task; HVLT Total = Hopkins Verbal Learning Test total score; HVLT Delayed =
757 Hopkins Verbal Learning Test delayed recall score; BVMT Total = Brief Visuospatial

758 Memory Test--Revised total score; BVMT Delayed = Brief Visuospatial Memory Test--

759 Revised delayed recall score; Trails A = Trail Making Test, Part A; Trails B = Trail Making
760 Test, Part B; Pegs R = Grooved Pegboard, right hand performance; WAIS-IV Coding =
761  WAIS-IV Coding subtest; Stroop = Stroop Color-Word test score; IGT = lowa Gambling
762 Task Net Total score; Verbal Fluency = DKEFS Category Fluency subtest; Design Fluence
763 = DKEFS Design Fluency subtest; MMT = Medication Management Test—Revised score;
764  UPSA Total = UCSD Performance-Based Skills Assessment; subtest.
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