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Abstract
OBJECTIVES: The objective of this study was to evaluate the acceptability and efficacy
of an online dementia prevention intervention based on a cognitive behavioral shared
decision-making model.
DESIGN: This was an unblinded pilot study in which participants were randomly
assigned to one of two treatment groups.
SETTING: This study was carried out remotely via telephone, video conferencing and
online data collection.
PARTICIPANTS: Persons 50 years of age and older interested in developing more
brain healthy lifestyles were recruited.
INTERVENTION: Both groups received 12 weekly sessions on lifestyle factors related
to cognitive decline. The treatment as usual (TAU) group received the information and
was encouraged to make lifestyle changes. The cognitive behavioral shared decision-
making model (CBSDM) group received structured weekly sessions with support for
evidence-informed personal goal choices and behavior change strategies.
MEASUREMENTS: Primary outcome measures were the Alzheimer Disease Risk
Inventory and the Memory Self-Efficacy and Dementia Knowledge Assessment Scales.
Participants reported brain health activities during the first, sixth, and 12" weeks of the
study.
RESULTS: The intervention was viewed positively by participants who all said they
would participate in it again. Participants in the CBSDM group showed increases in

knowledge of dementia risk factors and in exercise. Other outcomes were consistent
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with moderate to large effect sizes for both groups.

CONCLUSIONS: An online intervention providing psychoeducation and behavior
change support was viewed positively by older adults. Results provides preliminary
support for the CBSDM intervention’s efficacy in promoting brain health in older adults.

(243 words)

Registered at clinicaltrials.gov: NCT04822129

Key words: Alzheimer’s disease, dementia, prevention, cognition, behavior change,

exercise, diet
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Introduction

Cognitive decline and dementing ilinesses affect a large number of older
persons, and that number is expected to increase worldwide over the next several
decades. The clinical and economic impact of these conditions makes the search for
effective treatments and preventive interventions critical. Although there have been
breakthroughs recently in the treatment of Alzheimer’s disease (1), the need for
interventions that can be broadly implemented continues to be significant. Several
studies suggest, for example, that treatments that could prevent the onset of dementing
illnesses or even delay their onset by several years would have significant economic
benefits (2, 3).

A promising target for intervention has been a number of modifiable factors that
could affect the risk for developing cognitive decline and dementia; one review
concluded that intervening on modifiable risk factors could reduce the number of new
cases of dementia by as much as 40% (4). Many of the most important risk factors are
related to lifestyle, including exercise, diet, and cognitive activity. Even risk factors that
are related to well-defined disease entities such as diabetes and hypertension have
clear relations to lifestyle. Interventions that could affect these factors might be useful in
reducing risks for cognitive decline and dementia in older adults. Further, several
studies of multifactorial interventions such as the FINGER trial (5) have shown clear
benefit in addressing multiple lifestyle factors.

While research suggests the potential benefits of lifestyle change for older adults,
it is not clear that these benefits are clearly communicated to them. Popular works

promising information on how to implement lifestyle changes in one’s own life vary in
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emphases on one or a small number of possible factors; few if any have been
empirically tested (6). Large-scale surveys show that older adults are interested in brain
health and willing to make changes to decrease their risk for cognitive decline and
developing dementia (7, 8), but are not sure how to go about doing so (8-11). Even with
this uncertainty, one study showed that even though half of participants believed they
were at high risk for developing dementia, only 5.2% of them had discussed brain health
with their physicians (12). Clearly, older persons can benefit from guidance on how to
make lifestyle changes to support and improve their brain health. While the need for
guidance is apparent, how to provide it is not.

One strategy for helping patients make health-related decisions with a substantial
evidence base is shared decision making (13). Shared decision making occurs when a
patient and provider work together to make a decision that incorporates the patient’s
preferences and the provider’s expertise to arrive at a plan of action (13). Shared
decision making has been related to greater patient satisfaction and better health
outcomes (14). Elsewhere, we outlined a model for a dementia prevention intervention
based on a shared decision model for brain health that integrates psychoeducation on
risk and protective factors with coaching based in cognitive behavioral change
techniques (15). The purpose of the current study was to evaluate the usefulness,
acceptability, and efficacy of a model-based intervention deployed online with older
adults.

Methods
This was an unblinded randomized pilot clinical trial in which all participants

completed baseline and follow-up evaluations and received a brain health intervention


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.16.23292730
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.07.16.23292730; this version posted July 17, 2023. 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 International license .

Online dementia prevention intervention, Page 6

consisting of 12 weekly 30-40 minutes sessions, including an initial introductory and a
final wrap-up and review session.
Groups

The intervention delivered as treatment as usual (TAU) was created to be a
reasonable representation of what many older persons face in finding out about the
importance of brain health and making lifestyle choices if they choose to try to improve
it. A great deal of information is available online and in popular books, and authors have
proposed a number of programs for brain health (16-18) that recommend multiple
activities or interventions with little guidance on prioritizing among them or strategies for
behavior change. The TAU intervention mirrored this situation, providing participants
with information resources from which to choose activities and methods of behavior
change but without specific guidance on activity or behavior change strategies.

The intervention based on the cognitive behavioral shared decision making model,
or CBDSM (15), included the same psychoeducational component as delivered to the
TAU group, but the individual online sessions were structured to be similar to sessions
of cognitive behavioral therapy (19), with an emphasis on collaborative goal setting,
education in self-monitoring, and problem solving. The model-based intervention aimed
to help older adults make evidence-informed choices about lifestyle factors that could
help reduce their risk for cognitive decline and dementia. Grounded in the cognitive
behavioral model of behavior change, it draws on a shared decision-making approach
to working with older adults as healthcare providers act as consultants and facilitators of
goal choice while taking individual patient needs, preferences, and circumstances into

account. The model specifies three core elements for the intervention: (a)
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psychoeducation on risk and protective factors organized according to three
hypothesized mechanisms by which they affect brain health, (b) additional education on
evidence-informed approaches to goal choice, and (c) instruction in behavior change
strategies with ongoing support.

The three mechanisms by which activities are hypothesized to affect brain health
are drawn in part from Livingston et al. (20), updated to add brain stimulation via
neurohumoral effects as a mechanism (15). This organization simplifies and facilitates
psychoeducational efforts and helps older adults understand how to make evidence-
informed choices about lifestyle changes. Education on how to evaluate medical
information, such as the interpretation of clinical vs statistical significance and common
risks indicators, such as odds ratios, gives older adults the tools they need to
understand research findings and make informed choices. Finally, synthesizing the
shared decision making and cognitive behavioral models is apt given both approach’s
emphasis on psychoeducation and collaboration in developing goals and pursuing
behavior change.

Study design

All study procedures were completed remotely, by telephone, video conferencing
or online data collection. Persons interested in the study contacted the investigators
either by telephone or e-mail and were then screened by telephone using a standard
script that assessed whether they met inclusion criteria. Those who were deemed
potentially eligible were then asked to complete an assessment of their ability to
participate in the online intervention by asking them to receive and open an e-mail with

a link to a video conference and to open a link to an online questionnaire from the
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REDCap data capture software (21).

Participants who met these criteria were sent the informed consent document for
review. In a second video conference, one of the investigators conducted the informed
consent interview. Participants who chose to be in the study were asked to affirmatively
indicate their consent for participation by opening another online questionnaire,
checking a box on a form indicating their willingness to participate, and by providing an
electronic signature. They were then asked to complete a baseline assessment
comprising self-report questionnaires delivered by REDCap and a cognitive assessment
using the CogniFit® (New York: Cognifit, Ltd.) platform. They were then scheduled for
the first intervention session. These procedures were completed under a protocol
approved by the Institutional Review Board of Nova Southeastern University.
Participants

Participants were recruited from a local lifelong learning program that provided
programming online during the pandemic. Several persons were referred by other
participants and from a local religious organization. Inclusion criteria included being 50
years of age or older, having an interest in improving their brain health, and a
willingness to participate in the 12-week study. Participants were required to have an e-
mail address at which they could receive study communications and links to video
conferences, and were required to be able to use videoconferencing software (San
Jose, CA: Zoom Media).

Measures
Measures used in this study included a variety of self-report measures assessing

risk factors for cognitive decline and dementia, current health and emotional status, and
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cognitive functioning. At the conclusion of the study, participants completed a
guestionnaire that evaluated their views of the intervention with respect to its usefulness
and usability and an interview that allowed them to provide feedback about it.
Participants completed a daily questionnaire assessing daily brain activities, the
Cogstim index described below, such as exercise, healthy eating, and cognitive activity
during weeks 1, 6, and 12 of the study. Finally, they also completed a second follow-up
interview six weeks after completing the study.

Primary Outcome Measures

The Australian National University Alzheimer’'s Disease Risk Index (22) is a
measure developed to allow an evidence-based assessment of individuals’ risk for
developing Alzheimer’s disease. It includes assessments of demographic factors such
as age and gender as well as education, medical history and status, depression, and
cognitive and social activity. It has been validated on several cohorts of older adults
(23).

The Memory Self-Efficacy Scale (24) is a brief scale distilled from a longer scale
designed to assess older persons’ self-report of memory difficulties. It correlates well
with the original scale and was independently validated in relation to list and text recall
tasks.

The Dementia Knowledge Assessment Scale (25) is a 25-item measure
developed to assess knowledge of dementia. It has been subjected to psychometric
evaluation and found to have several subscales (26). In this study, we used its seven
item Risk and Health Promotion subscale to assess participants’ knowledge of risk

factors for dementia and strategies for improving their brain health.
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Secondary Outcome Measures

In addition to the primary outcome measures, participants completed several
other self-report measures, including a measure of mood, the Center for
Epidemiological Studies--Depression scale or CES-D (27), the 10-item version of the
Perceived Stress Scale, or PSS (28), and the Cognitive Functioning and General Life
Satisfaction scales drawn from the Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement
Information System, or PROMIS (29).

Cogstim Index

Given increasing interest in using apps to track health status and behaviors (30),
as part of this pilot study we sought to test a simple questionnaire that could be used to
monitor brain health activities on a daily basis. The availability of this sort of
guestionnaire would allow interested individuals to track their ongoing efforts to develop
brain healthy lifestyles over time, potentially enhancing their motivation to change their
lifestyle and maintain those changes (31-33).

We developed a brief set of questions to enable daily tracking of cognitive
training, other mentally stimulating activities such as reading or working puzzles,
physical activity, and diet. Questions on cognitive training, mentally stimulating and
physical activity simply ask the person whether they completed any of those activities. If
so, the questionnaire was programmed to ask how many minutes were devoted to the
activity and for a rating of the activity’s intensity. Scores for each activity were calculated
as minutes multiplied by intensity. The items proposed by Sofi (34) were used to assess
level of adherence to the Mediterranean diet. They were used because of their brevity

and strong evidence base. As the questionnaire was based on a previously reported
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model emphasizing cognitive activity, brain stimulation, and reducing inflammation
referred to as the Cogstim model (15), this index is referred to here as the Cogstim
Index.
Technology Acceptance Model Questionnaire

To assess participants’ views of the intervention, after completing the study they
were asked to complete a questionnaire based on the Technology Acceptance Model
(35). This scale provided estimates of participants’ perceptions of the usefulness, ease
of use of the intervention, and likelihood of using it again. We hypothesized that if their
views were positive, their average ratings of the intervention would be significantly more
positive than the center rating point of a seven-point Likert-type rating scale.
Interviews

Semi-structured interviews were completed during the week after the 12th
session and again six weeks later. Participants’ responses to specific questions, such
as whether they enjoyed the study and found it beneficial, were recorded. Open ended
guestions included, for example, “What did you like about the study?” and “How could
we make it better?” Participant responses were recorded verbatim and entered in a
spreadsheet for tabulation.
Cognitive Training

Participants were given the opportunity to complete unlimited cognitive training
using the commercial CogniFit® online software. This software was chosen because of
substantial evidence showing that it is effective in improving cognitive function in older
adults (36, 37) and because it could be used online by participants rather than in

person. CogniFit® was also used for initial and follow-up assessments of cognitive
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functioning in several domains; the program provides an individually tailored training
program based on participants’ initial assessments and ongoing progress. The program
targets various cognitive functions, including attention, working memory, verbal and
visual memory, and eye-hand coordination.

Procedure

After obtaining informed consent, participants were e-mailed links to a series of
online questionnaires and the cognitive assessment with the request that they complete
both prior to the next scheduled visit. After completion of the baseline assessments,
participants were scheduled for the first weekly session, an introductory overview of the
program and goal setting. During this session, the Treatment as Usual (TAU) group
received a general goal setting worksheet and were encouraged to choose goals to
work on during the study. They were not otherwise encouraged to set specific goals in
order to simulate what we hypothesize is a typical situation in which older persons are
provided with information and encouraged to change their behavior without specific
shared decision-making guidance or behavior change support.

Both groups were oriented to the CogniFit® software program and advised of its
availability for use. This was to provide an estimate of the extent to which older adults,
given a choice, would engage in computer-based cognitive training.

The CBSDM group received an overview of the model and were encouraged to
choose activities from one of the three hypothesized brain health promoting
mechanisms. They also received an introduction to SMART goal setting (38) and a
structured goal setting worksheet. They were asked to develop at least one goal prior to

the next weekly session.
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In subsequent sessions, the investigator presented a 10-15-minute PowerPoint
presentation on one of several topics, including risk and protective factors, meditation,
sleep, stress management, exercise, cognitive training, Mediterranean diet, sense of
purpose, social engagement, and mentally stimulating activities. Presentations usually
included presentation of a relevant research study followed by suggestions for behavior
change based on the study’s findings. For both groups, the final session was a review of
all presentation topics and discussion of follow-up strategies.

For the TAU group, each session began with a general orientation to the topic,
proceeded to the presentation, and concluded with answering questions and any
discussion raised by the participants. For the CBSDM group, each session began with
an agenda-setting slide in which the investigator proposed to review goals and progress
and then to the topic presentation. The session concluded with a review of goals and, if
needed, problem solving about progress toward goals.

As originally envisioned, the intervention was to have been delivered in small
groups, but during the study it became clear that group scheduling would delay
completing the pilot study unacceptably. Throughout the study the intervention was
delivered one-on-one with one of the investigators (RLO).

After the 12 weekly sessions, participants again completed self-report measures
and the cognitive assessment. They completed an exit interview based on a semi-
structured format eliciting their views of the intervention, what they liked or disliked
about it, and any suggestions for improvement. They were contacted again six weeks
later again to be asked these questions and about the extent to which they had

achieved their goals and maintained gains.
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Data Analyses

Data from self-report questionnaires were downloaded from REDCap and
imported into the SPSS statistical package (IBM, Inc., Armonk, NY) for initial
processing. Cognitive testing data were downloaded from the Cognifit website and
imported into SPSS. Analyses were completed in several steps depending on the type
of data. Mixed effects models were computed in R version 4.2.1 using the Ime4
package (39). Significance of treatment effects was assessed using the likelihood ratio
test (40) comparing models with and without specific effects, including treatment group,
time, and the interaction of the two. Effect sizes from likelihood ratio tests were
converted to the more widely used d statistic using the R package esc (41). Given the
observed variability of participants’ time completing cognitive training, in unplanned
post-hoc analyses the effect of training more or less than one hour was also assessed
in mixed effect models.

To assess ratings on the Technology Assessment Model subscales for
Usefulness, Ease of Use, and Intent to Use Again, single sample t-tests were used to
test the hypothesis that participant ratings would be significantly more positive than the
scale midpoint of 3 on the 0 to 6 rating scales.

Ratings for each item in the Cogstim index completed in weeks 1, 6, and 12 were
aggregated to provide mean values for each group and day. These values were
summed to provide an overall index of daily brain health activities. Given the time
between each set of one week ratings, self-reported brain health activities were

evaluated using interrupted time series analysis in the Stata statistical software (Stata
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Corp, Inc., College Station, TX) using the itsa routine (42). Significance of observed
values over time were assessed using Newey-West standard errors to account for
autocorrelation with measurements over time.

For interviews, responses to questions with yes/no options were counted to allow
tabulation. Responses to open ended questions were reviewed for the occurrence to
similar responses to identify commonalities among them.

Results

Participants included 18 persons 50 years of age and older of whom 16
completed the study. This group included 2 Black individuals and 16 White persons,
with 6 men and 12 women, and three persons who stated their ethnic background was
Hispanic. Participants’ interventions and data recording began in May 2021 and ended
in October 2021. Descriptive data for participants in each treatment group are presented

in Table 1, and a CONSORT diagram of participant flow is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. CONSORT Figure Showing Participant Flow
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(Insert Figure 1 about here)
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Insert Table 1 about here

Table 1. Baseline Characteristics of Participants

TAU CBSDM TOTAL
Variable Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD t p d
Education (years) 18.50 151 1740 2.32 17.89 2.03 1.16 0.27 0.55
Age (years) 72.00 553 73.20 955 7267 7.83 0.31 0.76 -0.15

ADRI 3.71 1288 056 6.19 194 945 0.65 0.53 0.33
DKAS 513 113 460 135 483 125 0.88 0.39 042
MSE 47.63 8.98 54.10 559 51.22 7.79 188 0.08 -0.89
CESD 1575 9.87 13.10 8.82 1428 9.12 0.60 0.56 0.29
PSS 11.75 8.45 1240 6.60 12.11 7.25 0.18 0.86 -0.09

Life Satisfaction  24.13 6.40 23.40 5.87 23.72 594 025 0.81 0.12
Cognitive Function 28.25 10.47 35.00 3.89 32.00 8.07 1.89 0.08 -0.90

TAU = Treatment as Usual; CBSDM = Cognitive Behavioral Shared Decision Making;
ADRI = Alzheimer’s Disease Risk Inventory; DKAS = Dementia Knowledge Scale,
Risk subscale; MSE = Memory Self-Efficacy Scale; CESD = Center for
Epidemiological Studies Depression scale; PSS = Perceived Stress Scale; Life
Satisfaction = PROMIS General Life Satisfaction Scale; Cognitive Function =
PROMIS Cognitive Function Scale

Primary Outcome Measures
No effects for the model with the Alzheimer’s Disease Risk Inventory were
statistically significant, but inspection of the interaction plot suggested an increase in

risk in the TAU group with no change in the CBSDM group (x?[1] = 0.30, p = 0.59, d =
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0.27 [95th CI -0.71-1.26]) associated with a small effect size. For the Memory Self-
Efficacy Scale, the effects of time, treatment group, and their interaction were not
significant (all ps > 0.10).

For the Dementia Knowledge Assessment Scale, none of the effects were
significant, but inspection of the interaction plot suggested a greater improvement in
knowledge of risk factors in the CBSDM group (Figure 2). The effect of the interaction of
treatment group by time from the likelihood ratio test (x* [1] = 1.19, p = 0.28, d = 0.63

[95th CI: -0.51-1.77) represented a moderate effect size.
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Figure 2. Dementia Knowledge Assessment Scale, Risk Subscale
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Secondary Outcome Measures

For the PROMIS Life Satisfaction scale, effects for treatment, and the interaction
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of time with treatment group were not significant. The effect for time, however,
approached conventional levels of significance and represented a large effect size
(Figure 3; X* [1] = 3.37, p = 0.07, d = 1.03 [95th CI -0.07-2.14]). For the PROMIS self-
report of Cognitive Function scale, no effects were significant. Inspection of the
interaction plot suggested improvement in both groups during the study that

represented a large effect size (x? [1] = 1.91, p = 0.16, d = 0.83 [95th CI -0.35-2.01].

Insert Figure 3 about here

For the Center for Epidemiological Studies — Depression Scale, effects for
treatment group and the interaction of group with time were not significant, but the
decline in depressive symptoms during the study approached significance and
represented a large effect size (x? [1] = 3.39, p = 0.07, d = 1.19 [95th CI -0.08-2.45]. For
the Perceived Stress Scale, no model effects were statistically significant, although
inspection of the interaction plot suggested a decrease in both groups that represented

a medium effect size (x*> [1] = 0.79, p = 0.37, d = 0.46 [95th CI -0.55-1.46].
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Figure 3. PROMIS Life Satisfaction Scale
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study (weeks 6-12;t=3.12, p = 0.004 for the CBSDM group and t = 2.73, p = 0.01 for
the TAU group). For the physical activity score (Figure 4), the CBSDM group showed
significant increases in the second half of the study (t = 2.44, p = 0.02) but the TAU
group did not (t = 0.89, p = 0.38). The difference between the two groups, however, was

not significant (t = 0.40, p = 0.69).

Insert Figure 4 about here

Figure 4. Interrupted Time Series Analysis for Physical Activity in Weeks 1, 6, and 12
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Cognitive Assessments

Evaluation of training effects on the Cognifit® cognitive measures before and
after the study showed, in general, evidence of modest but nonsignificant improvements
in cognitive domain scores. When time spent training was included in models, however,
the effect of time approached significance and represented a large effect size (e.g., for
attention, x’[1] = 2.88, p = 0.09, d = 0.93 [95th CI -0.14-2.02]; for working memory, x? [1]
=2.46, p =0.12,d = 1.07 [95th CI -0.04-2.19]). This finding suggests that time spent in
cognitive training had a positive impact on subsequent performance on cognitive
measures.

Results of unplanned comparisons of those who completed at least one hour of
cognitive training compared to those who did not were consistent with this interpretation
of the impact of training on posttest scores, with a significant time by group effect
(trained vs. not) on the motor coordination subtest that was associated with a very large
effect size (x* [1] = 9.57, p = 0.002, d = 2.44 [95th CI 0.89-3.98]). This finding supports
the efficacy of training on this skill for those who engaged in one hour or more of
training.

Acceptability and Usability

Participants’ ratings of the intervention on all TAM subscales of the Technology
Acceptance Model scale were significantly different from the scale’s midpoints, with
ratings of Usefulness, Ease of Use, and Intent to Use subscales in the future
representing very large effect sizes (d = 3.50 [95th CI 1.94-5.04], 2.56 [95th CI 1.35-
3.74], and 1.69 [95th CI 0.78-2.58, respectively). No between-group differences were

significant.
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Interviews

In interviews completed during the week after the intervention, all participants
stated that they found the program helpful (n = 16) and that they enjoyed it (n = 16). All
but one indicated that they would do it again. One participant said, “the program was
extremely valuable,” while another stated, “I was made keenly aware of the need to
keep my mind active.” Several indicated that they found weekly sessions helpful,
especially the structure of linking discussions of topical presentations with specific
research studies ensuring that there was an empirical foundation for lifestyle
recommendations.

Although many of the participants indicated that they were aware of the
information presented in the weekly sessions, they noted that hearing the topics again
reinforced for them the importance of a brain healthy lifestyle and helped them maintain
a focus on making lifestyle changes, as in “taking concrete steps” to develop better
health habits. Finally, several of the participants in the CBSDM model group noted that
the structure of the sessions, with goal setting and follow-up was helpful to them in
initiating behavior changes.

In interviews six weeks after intervention completion, participants continued to
state that they had found the program helpful and that they enjoyed it (16 of 16). When
asked if they had continued to work on their goals, 15 of 16 stated that they were
continuing to work on changing their behavior. Four participants indicated that they had
achieved their brain health goals, two said they had not, and 10 said they had partially
achieved their goals. Fourteen of 16 stated they would do the program again.

Discussion
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The purpose of this study was to assess the acceptability, usability, and efficacy
of a cognitive behavioral shared decision-making model-based intervention in helping
older adults develop more brain healthy lifestyles. The model was developed in order to
help older adults make evidence-informed choices about activities that might benefit
them and to give them the tools they required to initiate and sustain behavior change.
Results of the study showed that the content and format of the intervention were
acceptable and useful to the participants, and that the content and format of the
CBSDM based intervention supported efforts at behavior change. Results were
consistent with greater improvement in knowledge of dementia risk factors in
participants in the CBSDM group, as well as suggesting greater change in behavior
over time in that group. It may also be noted that participants in both groups appear to
at least subjectively have benefited from participation, with both groups showing
substantial decreases in stress and depressive symptoms while showing increases in
life satisfaction and self-report of cognitive function.

The online format of the intervention as well as all study procedures was
welcome to many of our participants during a time when there were high levels of
concern about face-to-face contact due to the COVID epidemic. The study showed that
even for participants who were older than 65, the online format was acceptable. The
online format also provided a useful degree of flexibility to several participants who
traveled during the study and were able to attend sessions even when they were not at
home.

Several limitations of the study should be acknowledged. While our highly-

educated sample of participants were able to use the technology underlying online
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interactions, including regular video sessions as well as routine communication by e-
mail, it is not clear that all other older adults would be able to do so. A second important
limitation of the study was the format of the individual coaching sessions, as all
intervention sessions were delivered by a single person (RLO). Although the structure of
each session for both intervention groups was established by following previously
prepared PowerPoint slide sets, no formal monitoring strategy was employed to assess
intervention fidelity. A second drawback of the individual session format was its time-
consuming nature; the person conducting the sessions provided over 80 hours of direct
content delivery to the participants. While several participants expressed appreciation at
receiving this level of attention, it would be difficult if not impossible to deploy the
intervention more widely. In the future, we plan to explore ways to automate some
content delivery by way of an online course and to provide group online sessions to
support participants’ behavior change efforts.

In summary, results of this study show that the CBSDM model-based intervention
was positively viewed by older adults who found its content and format helpful to them
in developing more brain healthy lifestyles. While limited by the small sample size,
findings of improvements in knowledge and changes in behavior favoring the CBSDM
group as well as participants’ comments suggest that the structured format in this group
with its emphasis on goal setting and self-monitoring may be especially useful in helping
older adults change their behavior.
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