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Sports performance at the highest level requires a wealth of cognitive functions such
as attention, decision making, and working memory to be functioning at optimal
levels in stressful and demanding environments. Whilst a substantial research base
exists focusing on psychological skills for performance (e.g., imagery) or therapeutic
techniques for emotion regulation (e.g., cognitive behavioral therapy), there is a scarcity
of research examining whether the enhancement of core cognitive abilities leads to
improved performance in sport. Cognitive training is a highly researched method of
enhancing cognitive skills through repetitive and targeted exercises. In this article, we
outline the potential use of cognitive training (CT) in athlete populations with a view
to supporting athletic performance. We propose how such an intervention could be
used in the future, drawing on evidence from other fields where this technique is
more fruitfully researched, and provide recommendations for both researchers and
practitioners working in the field.
Keywords: cognitive training, performance enhancement, cognition, athletes, sport

THE ROLE OF COGNITION IN SPORT
The role of cognition and neuroscience in understanding, predicting, and potentially improving
elite sports performance is an area that has received increased interest in recent years (Yarrow
et al., 2009; Walsh, 2014; Katwala, 2016). This notion is validated by studies showing that athletes
perform faster and more accurately on specific cognitive tasks (Mann et al., 2007; Voss et al., 2010).
Such findings have been supplemented by studies showing that baseline cognitive ability is able to
predict future sporting achievement (Vestberg et al., 2012, 2017; Mangine et al., 2014).
Given the above evidence, the aim of this paper is to introduce some of the considerations in
this potentially booming field of practice, incorporating knowledge of cognitive training (CT) in
other cohorts. We highlight that further research is needed before we can reliably inform coaches,
athletes, and support staff of any potential benefits from this technique. Well planned studies
which incorporate collaborative interdisciplinary knowledge are needed to progress this field most
rapidly.
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appear backed up by peer-reviewed accessible science. The early
stages of CT research more generally were once in a similar state,
however, the field now sees hundreds of publications per year
(Walton et al., 2014), progressively fine-tuning facets of design.
Nevertheless, given that CT is not a ‘one size fits all’ intervention,
our knowledge of what does, doesn’t, or could work for these
specific sporting purposes lags significantly behind other cohorts
(Harris et al., 2018). This must change before these interventions
are to be wholeheartedly endorsed and promoted.
Harris et al. (2018) reviewed the evidence for real-world
transfer of effects using commercially available CT interventions.
These authors found only one study (Romeas et al., 2016) to
have been completed within a sporting context, illustrating the
lack of evidence for CT in athletes. This study employed 3dimensional multiple object tracking (3D-MOT), a task which
challenges users to keep track of multiple moving objects in
a dynamic and changing visual field. Intuitively, this skill has
implications for sports performance where athletes must be
able to accurately process, for example, multiple teammates,
the opposition, obstacles and targets all at once. Athletes have
been shown to excel in this task, with Faubert (2013) showing
that professional athletes across multiple sports have a higher
baseline ability to perform this task, but also faster learning
curves than non-elite athletes, and non-athletes. Romeas et al.
(2016) examined the training in 19 male soccer players over three
groups (3D-MOT, passive and active control). The experimental
group trained twice weekly for 5 weeks, while the active control
watched 3D soccer videos accompanied by short interviews based
on decision making, thus reinforcing the expectation of training
benefit to the athletes. Following training, the intervention group
improved by 15% in a measure of on-field passing decisionmaking, in addition to subjective confidence levels in decisionmaking accuracy. There were not improvements in shooting or
passing accuracy, which again reflects the potential constraints
on transferring of CT benefits to related-but-different tasks.
There were limitations to this work, not least that the
intervention group only included seven athletes (two dropped
out). It must also be acknowledged that this study was conducted
by researchers who are, ostensibly, heavily invested in the
tool; providing further evidence that navigating the realm
of combining scientifically rigorous studies with financially
lucrative tools will be inherently difficult (Rabipour and Raz,
2012; Simons et al., 2016). This potential conflict-of-interest
has previously been a common criticism of CT, where some
companies who have enormous financial incentives to show
positive results have been involved in the research studies which
seek to objectively determine efficacy. While we certainly suggest
no wrongdoing whatsoever, and the author’s conflicts of interest
were clearly provided, we would like to highlight that separating
proof of efficacy research studies from those invested in the
outcomes is always preferential (Ahn et al., 2017).
Separately, and not reviewed by Harris et al. (2018), Hirao
and Masaki (2018) used the Simon Task to make those trained
more able to shoot toward the opposite direction of a goalkeepers initial lateral movement. Twenty-nine lacrosse players
were split into two groups, either conducting Stimulus-Response
Compatibility Training, or an active control. In line with

A BRIEF INTRODUCTION TO COGNITIVE
TRAINING
Computerized CT is a flourishing field of research [and
commercial business (George and Whitehouse, 2011)] within
the scope of cognitive enhancement, with applications being
studied extensively in many different cohorts. The central focus
of CT is to target specific cognitive functions, through repetitive
computerized exercises. Complexity and response time demands
change frequently during and across sessions, in accordance with
changes in individual performance as to avoid over- or understimulation.
Cognitive training has shown efficacy in terms of posttraining performance on cognitive testing, assumed to represent
an improved capacity in the specific domain (i.e., near transfer),
though relevant to this discussion, also on aspects of motor
functions such as gait (Smith-Ray et al., 2015; Walton et al.,
2018). Improvements in cognition have been shown in those
with neurodegenerative disease, along with other psychiatric and
neurological disorders (Keshavan et al., 2014; Lampit et al., 2014b;
Leung et al., 2015; Hallock et al., 2016; Hill et al., 2016; Motter
et al., 2016).
Despite many positive findings for CT on cognition, it must
be acknowledged that there is a strong and healthy debate
surrounding overall efficacy, justifiably, given the claims from
some commercial companies often outweigh the underlying
scientific evidence (e.g., see the well documented exchange
between researchers1 ) and extensive review by Simons et al.
(2016). Additionally, the CT field has struggled in general from
high levels of methodological heterogeneity amongst studies, a
poor ability to define improvement in a functional capacity, and
small sample sizes (Walton et al., 2014). In the current context,
it is also worth noting that CT has predominantly shown most
promise in populations characterized by deficits in cognition, in
that it has primarily been used to raise what may have previously
decreased, or reduce further losses. As illustrated above, elite
athletes may actually have superior functioning within specific
domains, and thus it is currently unknown whether CT can
enhance cognitive performance in this sample.

ENHANCING COGNITION FOR ELITE
PERFORMANCE
Anecdotal evidence suggests that exercises which resemble CT
are already being implemented in sports environments. Indeed,
there are many companies now selling software aimed to
deliver this very product (e.g., NeuroTracker, Axon Sports). As
researchers and advocates of CT, it is encouraging to see the
enthusiastic uptake of the technology in new settings. However,
it appears the bulk of existing evidence regarding CT’s efficacy,
on which athletes and coaches must currently rely, comes from
direct claims delivered by some of the commercial companies
themselves (or their sponsored athletes), which often do not
1

https://www.cognitivetrainingdata.org/the-controversy-does-brain-trainingwork/response-letter/
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needed is evidence that the intervention has lifted the level
of performance relevant to the sport in question and beyond
a practically meaningful threshold. Notably, however, in the
current age of ‘marginal gains’, it is difficult to constitute
what reflects meaningful improvement in the eyes of sports
organizations. Given that a noted criticism of CT is the current
lack of consistent evidence for far-transfer, extra care must be
given to how efficacy following CT is measured, as this absence
of far transfer could be a result of insensitive testing as opposed
to ineffective training. In this section we will briefly discuss this
issue.
Unfortunately, accurately determining an immediate
follow-up outcome is difficult. Sport is highly variable with
many unique and interrelated contributors to performance
(e.g., nutrition, mental state, injuries, sleep disturbance,
teammate and opposition performance, weather conditions,
and natural performance variability, etc.); meaning that using
one-off performances as a marker of change is troublesome.
Furthermore, simply finding objective indices of sporting
performance – particularly in interactive sports and team
sports – is famously problematic. Assessing changes in more
prolonged timescales, such as season performance (Vestberg
et al., 2012; Mangine et al., 2014) is perhaps the preferential end
goal, however, again, so many variables predict this performance
throughout the season, that it is very hard to determine precisely
the unique impact that CT has had.
Assessing performance in more controlled sporting
environments is one way to get around the problems posed
by measuring sporting performance [i.e., Romeas et al. (2016)
above]. In these tests, specific sporting skills – which rely on
more cognitive aspects such as decision-making, game-based
working memory, and reaction time – can be assessed by scorers
who are blinded to the condition athletes received (Smith et al.,
2007; Romeas et al., 2016). Another way of simplifying the
complex problem could be combining physical and cognitive
measures into hybrid tests, potentially using a virtual reality (VR)
environment.
This approach would allow for testing parameters to remain
constant, and furthermore be adaptive to the athlete’s abilities,
preventing potential ceiling effects. For example, to test reaction
time, current computerized neuropsychological testing may ask
the subject to press a key as quickly as possible upon seeing a
specific stimulus. An on-field measure of reaction time could be
the time it takes to initiate movement after seeing an object (e.g.,
goalkeeper reacting to a penalty kick). In a VR environment,
reaction time could be tested by asking the athlete to catch a
moving object and measuring both the initial movement and
overall time lapsed. Unlike the on-field example, here the speed,
location and trajectory of the object can be controlled, and
unlike the neuropsychological example this is sport-specific. The
stimuli can be easily adapted to the athlete’s abilities and also to
various sports. Furthermore, it can be adapted to further test an
athlete’s reaction time in specific situations, such as whilst under
physical fatigue. This illustrates the innovative potential of VR
in validly assessing post-training changes, and also the potential
for a new holistic approach of training and testing paradigms for
athletes. However, as discussed by Miles et al. (2012) there are still

the authors’ hypothesis, the intervention group shot to the
opposite side of the goalie’s movement more often than the
active control post-training, though this did not lead to more
goals being scored, potentially due to poor shooting velocity.
Additionally, though there was a significant difference between
groups at post-test, the treatment group did not show a significant
improvement from baseline. It is also worth noting that the
treatment group performed the cognitive task less accurately
at follow up, and significantly worse than the control group
following training. Therefore, while this study is interesting and
has some well-designed elements, we cannot obtain a full picture
of the training efficacy and theoretical underpinnings for the
improvements found in this work.
The work of Romeas et al. (2016) and Hirao and Masaki (2018)
are certainly exciting, and a positive step in the right direction
for investigating the potential efficacy of CT in sport via peerreviewed controlled trials. However, given the known difficulty of
achieving far transfer following CT, it is surprising that the only
known studies have both provided positive effects. Replication is
required before such results can be relied upon, and of particular
importance, publication of null results in similar studies is
encouraged so as to minimize creating a biased literature.
Of note, there are studies which have examined other
techniques of training which also incorporate some cognitiveperceptual ability (see review by Hadlow et al., 2018). By contrast,
these studies have been more focused around aspects including:
(a) video-based training that is highly specific to the outcome
(e.g., quickly predicting the direction of a batsman’s strike
from video (Hopwood et al., 2011); (b) computer-based putting
training (Fery and Ponserre, 2001); or (c) making decisions
faster than ‘real-time’ on sporting scenarios (Lorains et al., 2013;
Farahani et al., 2017). While this work is very interesting and
likely has great potential for investigating the role of cognition
in increasing performance, we do not consider this to be CT
per se, but rather an alternative method of sport-specific practice
that involves computerized tools. By definition, CT should target
specific cognitive functions that are not simply reflective of the
desired outcome. Given this, when discussing CT for sport,
we are specifically interested in the act of improving core
cognitive processes which in turn fundamentally underlie sports
performance.

HOW DO WE DETERMINE TRAINING
EFFICACY?
One of the most complex aspects in applying cognitive
enhancement to athletes is how to best determine efficacy. This
problem is not specific to the sporting context, however, and is an
issue mirrored in other cohorts. For example, though CT shows
relatively consistent improvements in cognitive performance
during testing in older adults, the effects on activities of daily
living or the likelihood of subsequent dementia development
are not well established, despite these arguably being the more
important outcomes (Jones, 2018). In athletes, an improvement
in post-CT neuropsychological testing is interesting, but not
a practically meaningful result for athlete or coach. What is
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can significantly influence post-training performance (Foroughi
et al., 2016), and thus expectations regarding any perceived
benefit of training between groups must be well accounted
for within the trial design. Given the infancy of the field as
applied to sport, we suggest the use of active control groups
is crucial. While matching the time that intervention groups
spend dedicated to CT, in addition to any expectancy effects,
sports cohorts provide an additional element. Given that athletes
dedicate significant amounts of time to structured training, it is
possible that those involved in a CT research study may spend
less time on regular physical training, and that time must also
be matched in the active control group to avoid influencing the
outcome of performance.
To promote a transfer between physical and CT, a novel
approach to CT could be to conduct it within a VR environment,
however, a high level of caution is required to be clear that any
improved performance is not simply reflective of practice effects.
In using VR environments that combine physical and CT, there is
also the potential ability to improve athletes’ ‘resilient cognition’
(Keegan, 2017): that is, their ability to maintain near-optimal
cognitive performance and thus decision making despite physical
fatigue. This reflects another novel use of CT in athletes, which
is to not just improve cognition underlying performance, but
additionally, to improve cognitive performance under specific
physical demands.
Recent changes to gamification of CT have been instrumental
to improving engagement of these training programs. Lumsden
et al. (2016) have illustrated how gamification can be effective,
including by increasing participant motivation, long-term
engagement, and to increase ecological validity. However,
methodological concerns with only a small body of work mean
any conclusions are tentative. Nevertheless, CT in athletes
could potentially be most useful when gamification principles
are employed to maximize motivation, perhaps via aspects
such as training exercises being sport-related and implementing
competitive aspects.

many fundamental concepts within VR that require further
research.

DESIGNING COGNITIVE TRAINING
STUDIES IN SPORT
As researchers with varied experience in CT across different
cohorts, in addition to working with athletes in elite settings, we
hope to be able to give some suggestion on some of the elements
CT research should strive for. Table 1 highlights some important
considerations moving forward. We note that these are in many
way personal reflections, given that we currently do not have the
evidence base to accurately determine what is appropriate in a
sports context (Harris et al., 2018).
Figure 1A illustrates an example CT design that may be of
interest to researchers hoping to undertake CT interventions
in athletes. Based on work from Lampit et al. (2014b), we
propose training of both groups should aim for three 45–60min sessions a week, for roughly 9 weeks. Training below these
recommendations may prove to be ineffective due to insufficient
time for synaptic plasticity to occur, whilst overtraining could
be ineffective due to fatigue or disengagement. Figure 1B based
on data from Lampit et al. (2014a) shows a hypothesized
timecourse of CT efficacy, illustrating the potential phases of
training. We can see that eventually (at the end of peakfinding phase) the effect will begin to plateau, perhaps due to
overtraining, and it is here where it’s opportunity cost may begin
to waver. However, these two figures are hypotheses based on
original and meta-analytical findings and cannot truly be known
in a sports-specific population until more studies have been
conducted.
There is currently an ongoing debate as to the scientific merit
of employing active control groups over passive control groups
in the wider literature. Nevertheless, evidence exists that variables
other than the CT intervention, most notably expectations bias,

TABLE 1 | Considerations for future CT studies targeting athletic performance.
CT trial design suggestions

CT intervention components to explore
further

CT intervention outcomes to explore further

− Trial design: CONSORT guidelines to be followed.
− Control groups: An active control which has
minimal negative impact on athletes and teams is
required to create equal expectancy bias.
− CT delivery: Supervised training 2–3 times a
week, for approximately 40 minutes to an hour
each session.
− Multi-domain training: Little to no evidence for
cognitive domain transfer. Multi-domain training
recommended, targeting multiple cognitive abilities
specific to the sport of interest.
− Multisite Studies: Both CT and sports science
studies are notoriously underpowered. As
recruitment is difficult, multiple sites could be used
to maximize n.
− Funding and Conflicts of Interest: If studies are
funded by CT companies, care must be taken to
ensure impartiality.

− Training environment: Is CT more beneficial
when integrated with a physical task, under
fatigue, employing sport-specific virtual reality,
or supplemented with neural stimulation?
− Opportunity costs: CT must not take away
from regular physical training/coaching. At what
dose is CT most complementary to regular
training?
− Gamification and motivation: Investigation as
to what strategies make CT more
engaging/effective such as educating athletes
on cognition, competition of results, virtual
reality etc.

− Sport performance: CT must impact more than simply
cognition to be relevant. What are the best measures of
efficacy in athletes?
− Additional outcomes: Neuropsychological, questionnaire,
and neuroimaging markers can all be useful to understand
improvements, particularly if correlated to any sport-related
gains.
− Head injury: Can CT play a role in athletes recovering
from head injuries? If undertaken prior to head injury, could
CT negate associated cognitive decline?
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FIGURE 1 | (A) Example RCT design to asses CT for athletes. Brief outline of the preferable characteristics of the training and control groups, duration and
frequency of the intervention and the types of assessments that should be administered. (B) Assumed therapeutic effect of CT overtime. Training (gray) initially
produces rapid gains during the loading phase, which then begin to plateau during the peak-fining phase. Once training is ceased (white), during the decay phase,
gains decay rapidly and then gradually over time. However, if a maintenance phase comprising of booster sessions is implemented during the decay phase, then
gains may be durable over a longer period of time. In any case, training will result in a higher level of cognition when compared to baseline. Image adapted from
Figure 3 in Lampit et al. (2014a).
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As discussed, ideal outcomes are undefined as of yet, and
we propose multiple measures may be best including athlete
and blinded-coach assessment, cognitive testing, a controlled
sports-specific assessment as discussed and neuroimaging where
resources allow. The sustainability of effects in CT is also not
well understood (Lampit et al., 2014a), but it is likely that lessfrequent ongoing training is needed for continued benefits after
a more intensive loading phase (Rebok et al., 2014). Where
feasible, follow-up testing could provide valuable information on
the maintenance of improvement.

athletes to establish high quality studies, with the ultimate aim
of better understanding how these methods could help athletes
maximize every potential for their performance.

CONCLUSION

FUNDING

We suggest that there is a significant gap in our knowledgebase regarding how CT can be implemented to improve athletes’
performance. Given the link between cognition and sporting
ability, there is a clear rationale for further investigating whether
CT could benefit athletes. However, the current evidence-base
means that we cannot know whether this tool is effective, and
given the difficulties achieving far transfer in other cohorts,
we caution around investing too heavily in such methods at
this point in time. We do, however, recognize there is merit
to investigating further, and research that would develop this
understanding will require the assistance of coaching staff and

HH is funded by a grant from the German Federal Ministry of
Education and Research (BMBF) for industry collaborations in
the field of cognitive rehabilitation for a project unrelated to this
study.

REFERENCES

Hirao, T., and Masaki, H. (2018). Modulation of spatial attentional allocation
by computer-based cognitive training during lacrosse shooting performance.
Front. Psychol. 8:2271. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02271
Hopwood, M. J., Mann, D. L., Farrow, D., and Nielsen, T. (2011). Does
visual-perceptual training augment the fielding performance of skilled
cricketers? Int. J. Sports Sci. Coach. 6, 523–535. doi: 10.1260/1747-9541.6.
4.523
Jones, R. N. (2018). Cognitive training improves cognitive performance, but what
else? J. Am. Geriatr. Soc. 66, 648–649. doi: 10.1111/jgs.15231
Katwala, A. (2016). The Athletic Brain: How Neuroscience is Revolutionising Sport
and Can Help You Perform Better. New York, NY: Simon and Schuster.
Keegan, R. (2017). Resilient cognition in soldiers. J. Sci. Med. Sport 20:S54.
doi: /10.1016/j.jsams.2017.09.494
Keshavan, M. S., Vinogradov, S., Rumsey, J., Sherrill, J., and Wagner, A. (2014).
Cognitive training in mental disorders: update and future directions. Am. J.
Psychiatry 171, 510–522. doi: 10.1176/appi.ajp.2013.13081075
Lampit, A., Hallock, H., Moss, R., Kwok, S., Rosser, M., Lukjanenko, M., et al.
(2014a). The timecourse of global cognitive gains from supervised computerassisted cognitive training: a randomised, active-controlled trial in elderly with
multiple dementia risk factors. J. Prev. Alzheimers Dis. 1, 33–39. doi: 10.14283/
jpad.2014.18
Lampit, A., Hallock, H., and Valenzuela, M. (2014b). Computerized cognitive
training in cognitively healthy older adults: a systematic review and metaanalysis of effect modifiers. PLoS Med. 11:e1001756. doi: 10.1371/journal.pmed.
1001756
Leung, I. H., Walton, C. C., Hallock, H., Lewis, S. J., Valenzuela, M., and Lampit, A.
(2015). Cognitive training in Parkinson disease: a systematic review and metaanalysis. Neurology 85, 1843–1851. doi: 10.1212/WNL.0000000000002145
Lorains, M., Ball, K., and MacMahon, C. (2013). An above real time training
intervention for sport decision making. Psychol. Sport Exerc. 14, 670–674.
doi: 10.1016/bs.pbr.2017.08.007
Lumsden, J., Edwards, E. A., Lawrence, N. S., Coyle, D., and Munafò, M. R. (2016).
Gamification of cognitive assessment and cognitive training: a systematic
review of applications and efficacy. JMIR Serious Games 4:e11. doi: 10.2196/
games.5888

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
CW and HH conceptualized the manuscript. CW prepared the
original draft. All authors edited and gave final approval for
publication and were accountable for this work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We acknowledge support from the German Research Foundation
(DFG) and the Open Access Publication Fund of Charité –
Universitätsmedizin Berlin.

Ahn, R., Woodbridge, A., Abraham, A., Saba, S., Korenstein, D., Madden, E.,
et al. (2017). Financial ties of principal investigators and randomized controlled
trial outcomes: cross sectional study. BMJ 356:i6770. doi: 10.1136/bmj.
i6770
Farahani, J. J., Javadi, A. H., O’Neill, B. V., and Walsh, V. (2017). Effectiveness of
above real-time training on decision-making in elite football: a dose-response
investigation. Prog. Brain Res. 234, 101–116. doi: 10.1016/bs.pbr.2017.08.007
Faubert, J. (2013). Professional athletes have extraordinary skills for rapidly
learning complex and neutral dynamic visual scenes. Sci. Rep. 3:1154.
doi: 10.1038/srep01154
Fery, Y. A., and Ponserre, S. (2001). Enhancing the control of force in
putting by video game training. Ergonomics 44, 1025–1037. doi: 10.1080/
00140130110084773
Foroughi, C. K., Monfort, S. S., Paczynski, M., McKnight, P. E., and Greenwood,
P. M. (2016). Placebo effects in cognitive training. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A.
113, 7470–7474. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1601243113
George, D. R., and Whitehouse, P. J. (2011). Marketplace of memory: what the
brain fitness technology industry says about us and how we can do better.
Gerontologist 51, 590–596. doi: 10.1093/geront/gnr042
Hadlow, S. M., Panchuk, D., Mann, D. L., Portus, M. R., and Abernethy, B. (2018).
Modified perceptual training in sport: a new classification framework. J. Sci.
Med. Sport doi: 10.1016/j.jsams.2018.01.011 [Epub ahead of print].
Hallock, H., Collins, D., Lampit, A., Deol, K., Fleming, J., and Valenzuela, M.
(2016). Cognitive training for post-acute traumatic brain injury: a systematic
review and meta-analysis. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 10:537. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.
2016.00537
Harris, D. J., Wilson, M. R., and Vine, S. J. (2018). A systematic review of
commercial cognitive training devices: implications for use in sport. Front.
Psychol. 9:709. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00709
Hill, N. T., Mowszowski, L., Naismith, S. L., Chadwick, V. L., Valenzuela, M., and
Lampit, A. (2016). Computerized cognitive training in older adults with mild
cognitive impairment or dementia: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Am.
J. Psychiatry 174, 329–340. doi: 10.1176/appi.ajp.2016.16030360

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org

6

July 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1121

Walton et al.

Cognitive Training in Sport

Mangine, G. T., Hoffman, J. R., Wells, A. J., Gonzalez, A. M., Rogowski, J. P.,
Townsend, J. R., et al. (2014). Visual tracking speed is related to basketballspecific measures of performance in NBA players. J. Strength Cond. Res. 28,
2406–2414. doi: 10.1519/JSC.0000000000000550
Mann, D. T., Williams, A. M., Ward, P., and Janelle, C. M. (2007). Perceptualcognitive expertise in sport: a meta-analysis. J. Sport Exerc. Psychol. 29, 457–478.
doi: 10.1123/jsep.29.4.457
Miles, H. C., Pop, S. R., Watt, S. J., Lawrence, G. P., and John, N. W. (2012).
A review of virtual environments for training in ball sports. Comput. Graph.
36, 714–726. doi: 10.1016/j.cag.2012.04.007
Motter, J. N., Pimontel, M. A., Rindskopf, D., Devanand, D. P., Doraiswamy,
P. M., and Sneed, J. R. (2016). Computerized cognitive training and functional
recovery in major depressive disorder: a meta-analysis. J. Affect. Disord. 189,
184–191. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2015.09.022
Rabipour, S., and Raz, A. (2012). Training the brain: fact and fad in cognitive and
behavioral remediation. Brain Cogn. 79, 159–179. doi: 10.1016/j.bandc.2012.
02.006
Rebok, G. W., Ball, K., Guey, L. T., Jones, R. N., Kim, H. Y., King, J. W.,
et al. (2014). Ten-year effects of the advanced cognitive training for
independent and vital elderly cognitive training trial on cognition and everyday
functioning in older adults. J. Am. Geriatr. Soc. 62, 16–24. doi: 10.1111/jgs.1
2607
Romeas, T., Guldner, A., and Faubert, J. (2016). 3D-multiple object tracking
training task improves passing decision-making accuracy in soccer players.
Psychol. Sport Exerc. 22, 1–9. doi: 10.1016/j.psychsport.2015.06.002
Simons, D. J., Boot, W. R., Charness, N., Gathercole, S. E., Chabris, C. F., Hambrick,
D. Z., et al. (2016). Do “brain-training” programs work? Psychol. Sci. Public
Interest 17, 103–186. doi: 10.1177/1529100616661983
Smith, D., Wright, C., Allsopp, A., and Westhead, H. (2007). It’s all in the mind:
PETTLEP-based imagery and sports performance. J. Appl. Sport Psychol. 19,
80–92. doi: 10.1080/10413200600944132
Smith-Ray, R. L., Hughes, S. L., Prohaska, T. R., Little, D. M., Jurivich, D. A., and
Hedeker, D. (2015). Impact of cognitive training on balance and gait in older
adults. J. Gerontol. B 70, 357–366. doi: 10.1093/geronb/gbt097

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org

Vestberg, T., Gustafson, R., Maurex, L., Ingvar, M., and Petrovic, P. (2012).
Executive functions predict the success of top-soccer players. PLoS One
7:e34731. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0034731
Vestberg, T., Reinebo, G., Maurex, L., Ingvar, M., and Petrovic, P. (2017). Core
executive functions are associated with success in young elite soccer players.
PLoS One 12:e0170845. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0170845
Voss, M. W., Kramer, A. F., Basak, C., Prakash, R. S., and Roberts, B. (2010). Are
expert athletes ‘expert’ in the cognitive laboratory? A meta-analytic review of
cognition and sport expertise. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 24, 812–826. doi: 10.1002/
acp.1588
Walsh, V. (2014). Is sport the brain’s biggest challenge? Curr. Biol. 24, R859–R860.
doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2014.08.003
Walton, C. C., Mowszowski, L., Gilat, M., Hall, J. M., O’Callaghan, C., Muller, A. J.,
et al. (2018). Cognitive training for freezing of gait in Parkinson’s disease: a
randomized controlled trial. NPJ Parkinsons Dis. 4:15. doi: 10.1038/s41531-0180052-6
Walton, C. C., Mowszowski, L., Lewis, S. J., and Naismith, S. L. (2014). Stuck in the
mud: time for change in the implementation of cognitive training research in
ageing? Front. Aging Neurosci. 6:43. doi: 10.3389/fnagi.2014.00043
Yarrow, K., Brown, P., and Krakauer, J. W. (2009). Inside the brain of an elite
athlete: the neural processes that support high achievement in sports. Nat. Rev.
Neurosci. 10, 585–596. doi: 10.1038/nrn2672
Conflict of Interest Statement: 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.
Copyright © 2018 Walton, Keegan, Martin and Hallock. 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.

7

July 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1121

