RE: JoVE60804R2 "The importance of initial intellectual functioning assessment in working memory training effectiveness evaluation in older adults".
Dear Editors:

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to send you a revised version of our manuscript. You can find it attached to this letter.
We would like to thank the reviewers and editor for their thoughtful comments and suggestions. We have revised the manuscript accordingly. 
Point-to-point responses to the reviewers’ and editor’s comments are provided in the following pages. 


Sincerely on behalf of all authors,

Olga Matysiak and Aneta Brzezicka 


Point-by-Point reply.
Color code: original, our reply.
Editorial comments:
Changes to be made by the author(s):
1. Please take this opportunity to thoroughly proofread the manuscript to ensure that there are no spelling or grammar issues. The JoVE editor will not copy-edit your manuscript and any errors in the submitted revision may be present in the published version.
We proofread and corrected language of the whole manuscript.

2. Please revise lines 133-135, 232-235, 252-255, 257-258, 263-269, 283-286, 328-334, 406-409, 413-416, 419-421, and 425-427 to avoid textual overlap with previously published work.
The lines were rewritten or changed. 

3. Title: Please rephrase it to reflect the content of the protocol.
The title has been changed to reflect the content of the protocol.
Old title: The importance of initial intellectual functioning assessment in working memory training effectiveness evaluation in older adults
New title: Working memory training for older participants – the importance of the control group’s training regimen and initial intellectual functioning assessment.

4. Please revise the Protocol text to avoid the use of personal pronouns (e.g., I, you, your, we, our) or colloquial phrases.
We did our best to correct language in order to avoid using personal pronouns and colloquial phrases.

5. 3.4.2: How to perform an assessment of orientation to place and time?
7. 4.1: What detailed instruction is given?
We added fragment on assessment of orientation to place and time.

Reviewers' comments:
Reviewer #2:
Manuscript Summary:
After the corrections made by the authors I have no further comments or suggestions for changes in the article.

Minor Concerns:
I still think that the results referred to as MANOVA results are the results of one-way tests which supplemented MANOVA. MANOVA statistics are given for all dependent variables at once, not separately (and we conclude that the respective effect is significanthe if overall multivariate test is significant). The most common test statistics for MANOVA are Wilks' Lambda, Pillai's Trace, Hotelling's Trace or Roy's Largest Root, but they are not referred in the article. I therefore assume that MANOVA and one-way supplementary tests were performed, but only the results of the latter were shown.
We corrected description.


Reviewer #3:

We are grateful for Reviewer #3 comments; they were very helpful in improving our manuscript.

Major Concerns:
- Introduction and discussion should be shortened regarding the discussion of the implementation of the control training. On the one hand, the authors claim that it is a major scope of the article to compare two cognitive interventions and they explain the implementation of the control group in detail. On the other hand, the choice of the specific control group appears to be a minor issue due to the missing group differences and the focus of the individual factors. That is why I suggest to include the reason of choosing a memory quiz as control regimen and its implementation in the respective section in the protocol (p. 6, line 300) but to remove or shorten it in the rest of the article (e.g., p.1 line 79-83, p. 9 line 424-439, p. 10 line 460-462) in favor of a clearer statement regarding the major aim of the study - the analysis of working memory training efficacy and the impact of the initial working memory capacity.
We introduced suggested changes to the manuscript.

- Please provide how you determined your sample size - was a power analysis conducted prior to data collection? This should be included in section 1.1. (p. 2 line 95-99) - to collect as many participants as fast as possible is not an ethically correct approach.
We provided additional information on sample size setting.

- Results regarding training-related effects: Please provide the specific statistical analyses you conducted to produce the results reported in the text and table 2 (e.g., statistical tests used, effect size reported and its interpretation); 
We added this information to the text.
Please state whether significant differences were found between the groups at baseline (the raw data provided in table 1 suggests that the performance differed in the OSPAN and the memory SPAN task); 
We added this information to the text.
Do not report results that are "close to significance"! Either the statistical significance is given or not, there is no such thing as "almost significant" or "by trend"! Please correct all your statements in the results and discussions section in consideration of this fact (e.g., p. 7 line 331: NO significant interaction was found regarding the training regimen). 
We corrected the results’ section accordingly.
The "training group effects" (independently of the time point of assessment) reflect that the training groups differed from the beginning which makes it difficult to compare their cognitive outcomes, this should be reported. 
We reported it in the manuscript.
In the end, the results section should be presented more clear:
 a) in the trained tasks only improvements in the n-back group (partly due to adaptivity), worse performance in the memory quiz group (can you provide more specific data here, eg. percent correct answers pre-post), 
b) existing pretest/group differences (if so) in the baseline measure of... , 
c) unspecific significant improvements of both training groups in the transfer measures of... ,
 d) no significant interactions.
We corrected our description of the results section.

- Results regarding WMC as predictor of training efficacy: please state more clear in the beginning that this section only refers to the analysis of the n-back training group; 
We added this information.
Why did you pick the OSPAN as criterion measure and not the other working memory tasks - or even better - a latent variable of the construct or a composite score? Do the other variable predict training efficacy as well and if not, why?
This is a very good point. In fact, we tried both suggested methods: calculating composite score and latent variable. However in case of factor analysis there were no clear latent variables found. We believe that composite score as a variable in MLM model is not the perfect choice – one of our goals was finding factors that influence learning curve. Making them as simple as possible has not only statistical benefits, but also interpretational – using simple variables makes practical implementation of the results less complicated.
Have you tried to predict the performance in the transfer tasks by individual working memory capacity (please report whether or not the prediction is restricted only to the trained tasks and if so, provide argumentations why high performers do not seem to benefit on the transfer outcomes)?
For the purpose of this article this analysis was not performed. This article is focused on protocol, so we did not perform additional analysis.


- Instead of the limitations presented (p. 10 line 451-456 regarding the selection of high performing elderly adults), please consider including the following important methodological aspects in the limitations section: no adaptivity of difficulty in the memory quiz group may have resulted in lower motivation towards the end of the training phase compared to adaptive working memory training (this may be indicated by a lower performance in the final session as in the first session, see p. 7 line 334); 
Training progress in memory quiz wasn’t measured, therefore we do not have the data regarding changes 1st vs. last session performance in the memory quiz group.

Minor Concerns:
We corrected all issues mentioned by the reviewer

Reviewer #4:
Manuscript Summary:
The present manuscript details an experiment designed to elucidate the role of individual differences in baseline WMC on training and transfer outcomes following a five week cognitive training regimen. The experimenters found that baseline indeed predicts performance on the intervention, and that those with higher OSPAN performance at baseline had a steeper learning curve than those with lower performance on the untrained measure.

Overall, there is a strong need for additional work that considers the effects of individual differences in the outcome of cognitive training, and particularly the role of baseline performance (see Rhodes & Katz, 2017, and Katz, Jones, Shah, Bushkuehl, and Jaeggi, 2016), especially among older adult populations.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The article is about the protocol and do not present new results. The results of this study were already published so we are not responding to this reviewer’s concerns. 



