Fig. S1 Flow diagram of the methodology approach adopted for the systematic review and meta-analysis
[image: ]
Note. Adapted from López-Nicolás et al., 2024.





Fig. S2a Quality assessment of studies on Cognitive Stimulation
[image: ]

Fig. S2b Quality assessment of studies on Cognitive Training
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Fig. S2c Quality assessment of studies on Cognitive Rehabilitation
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Fig. S3 Forest plot for group Cognitive Stimulation effect on ADL[image: ]Note. ADL: activities of daily living; Chi2: heterogeneity test; CI: confidence interval; CS: cognitive stimulation; df: degrees of freedom; I2: heterogeneity index; IV: inverse variance method; Random: random effects model; SD: Standard deviation; Z: test for overall standardized mean difference.
*Data calculated by the NICE Guideline working group (NG97).

Fig. S4 Forest plot for group Cognitive Stimulation effect on quality of life
[image: ]Note. Chi2: heterogeneity test; CI: confidence interval; CS: cognitive stimulation; df: degrees of freedom; I2: heterogeneity index; IV: inverse variance method; Random: random effects model; SD: Standard deviation; Z: test for overall standardized mean difference.
*Data calculated by the NICE Guideline working group (NG97).






Fig. S5 Forest plot for group Cognitive Training effect on ADL
[image: ]Note. ADL: activities of daily living; Chi2: heterogeneity test; CI: confidence interval; CT: cognitive training; df: degrees of freedom; I2: heterogeneity index; IV: inverse variance method; Random: random effects model; SD: Standard deviation; Z: test for overall standardized mean difference.


Fig. S6 Forest plot for individual Cognitive Training effect on ADL
[image: ]Note. ADL: activities of daily living; Chi2: heterogeneity test; CI: confidence interval; CT: cognitive training; df: degrees of freedom; I2: heterogeneity index; IV: inverse variance method; Random: random effects model; SD: Standard deviation; Z: test for overall standardized mean difference.


Fig. S7 Forest plot for Cognitive Rehabilitation effect on ADL (scales with higher scores indicating better performance) 
[image: ]Note. ADL: activities of daily living; Chi2: heterogeneity test; CI: confidence interval; CR: cognitive rehabilitation; df: degrees of freedom; I2: heterogeneity index; IV: inverse variance method; Random: random effects model; SD: Standard deviation; Z: test for overall standardized mean difference.
[image: Immagine che contiene testo, schermata, linea, ricevuta

Descrizione generata automaticamente]Fig. S8 Forest plot for cognitive rehabilitation effect on ADL (scales with lower scores indicating better performance)
Note. ADL: activities of daily living; Chi2: heterogeneity test; CI: confidence interval; CR: cognitive rehabilitation; df: degrees of freedom; I2: heterogeneity index; IV: inverse variance method; Random: random effects model; SD: Standard deviation; Z: test for overall standardized mean difference.


Fig. S9 Forest plot for Cognitive Rehabilitation effect on quality of life
[image: Immagine che contiene testo, linea, ricevuta, Carattere

Descrizione generata automaticamente]
Note. Chi2: heterogeneity test; CI: confidence interval; CR: cognitive rehabilitation; df: degrees of freedom; I2: heterogeneity index; IV: inverse variance method; Random: random effects model; SD: Standard deviation; Z: test for overall standardized mean difference.
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Fig. §1 Adapted from LopezNicolss R, Lakens D, LopezLopez JA, et al.
Reproducibility of Published Meta-Analyses on Clinical-Psychological Interventions.
Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science. 2024;7(1).





