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'3 DE juegos de mesa modernos
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Disefiados para ensefiar

No suelen tener tematicas

JUEGOS
DIDACTICOS

Edad recomendada fija Rigidez en las mecanicas

Alto contenido curricular Tematicas variadas
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: wé Fillers. Juegos de mecdnica sencilla, con duracién inferior a 30 minutos, que ocupan poco espacio y ¢n los que

LASIFICACION DE LOS JUEGOS DE MESA MODERNOS
WARGAMERS

{7

Y
s

What my spouse
thinks | do.

What other gamers What | think | do. What | really do.
think | do. b 8

B T¥ay

e ey —— —— - -
e

_  CLASIFICACION DE LOS JUEGOS DE MESA MODERNOS

€n funcidn de la temdtica y de los componentes:

A . la preparacién de la partida requicere poco tiempo, lo que los bace especialmente adecuados para jugarse entre
./ otros juegos mds densos o de mayor duracidn. €j. Speed cups, Susbi go!, Ubongo.

& Party games. Juegos que buscan la socializacidn de los jugadores mediante una elevada interaccién entre
ellos con un clevado componente de diversidn y risas. Las reglas suelen ser muy sencillas, suelen permitir un
elevado niimero de jugadores y raramente incluyen eliminacidn de jugadores. €j. Time's up!l, Tokyo train, La
Resistencia: Avalon.

& Rol (0 Rol Playing Games, RPG). Juego interpretativo-narrativo en el que los jugadores asumen el
papel de uno o mas personaijes imaginarios a lo largo de una trama en la que interpretan sus didlogos y
describen sus acciones. Uno de los jugadores, denominado Master, Director o Arbitro, dirige la partida y asume
el papel de los personajes de ese mundo imaginario no interpretados por ninguno de los otros jugadores. €j.

Dungeon and Dragons, €1 Senor de los Hnillos, Star Wars.

o,

RE TRy
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1M GONNA LEARN THESE RULES AND

BECOME A SERIOUS TABLETOP GAMER/
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11 MINUTES LATER.
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- APRENDIZAJE BASADO EN JUEGOS lE.;MESA

1. La ficha puede avanzar bacia delante o bacia atrds. & o L

2. Jugar con 2 fichas. B o f
g",“ “‘,."id,' oy
3. Pucedes lanzar un d6 o un d8, pero si lanzas d8 en el siguiente ieng
o
bas de lanzar un d4. Al
$H 4 |
. ’b

4. Cada jugador anota el niimero de las casillas por las que pasa ¢l ,

contrario, Al llegar a la oca, se debe recordar el numero o imagen de las

final pero todavia no gana. €l 2° jugador le recuerda las camllas( O " A
anotadas y juega el 2° 1ugador €nd nuevo tumo del 1o )ugador &el{e

b
indicar las casillas o imdgenes correctas o se rcplte el ciclo.

Azael J. Herrero
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GAMES FOR HEALTH JOURNAL: Research, Development, and Clinical Applications i H
Volume 8, Number 2, 2019 Review Ariicle
© Mary Ann Liebert, Inc.

DOI: 10.1089/g4h.2018.0017

Board Games for Health:
A Systematic Literature Review and Meta-Analysis

Andrea Gauthier, MScBMC, PhD Candidate; Pamela M. Kato, PhD? Kim C.M. Bul, PhD?
lan Dunwell, PhD? Aimee Walker-Clarke, MSc, PhD Candidate” and Petros Lameras, PhD?

i Al
Zhy ¢ 3

The Cognitive Processes Behind Commercialized Board
Games for Intervening in Mental Health and Education:
A Committee of Experts

GAMES FOR HEALTH JOURNAL
Volume 11, Number 6, 2022

Nuria Vita-Barrull, MS]2 Jaume March-Llanes, PhD,' Nuria Guzman, MS2 Verénica Estrada-Plana, PhD,
Maria Mayoral, PhD*® Jorge Moya-Higueras, PhD"®; and the Conectar Jugando Experts Committe”
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TaBLE 1. DEFINITIONS OF THE EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS ASSESSED AND DEFICIENCIES
FOUND IN DIFFERENT MENTAL HEALTH PROBLEMS

Cognitive domain

Definition

Deficiencies in menial
healih problems

~ Basic cool EF

Verbal working memory

Visuospatial working
memory

Verbal short-term memory
Visuospatial short-term

memory
Inhibition
Cognitive flexibility
Complex cool EF
Planning

Reasoning

Problem-solving

Hot EF
Affective decision-making

Ability to maintain, manipulate, and
update linguistic information.

Ability to maintain, manipulate, and
update information from visual and
spatial stimuli.

Ability to keep linguistic information in
mind for a short time.

Ability to keep visual and spatial
information in mind for a short time.

Ability to inhibit automatic responses
‘when necessary.

Ability to shift the focus of attention
between multiple tasks, operations, or
‘mental sets.

Ability to formulate, evaluate, and select
the actions necessary to achieve a goal.

Ability to make associations between
elements so that generalizations can be
reached. It allows making logical

ions based on the

available.
The process of working through the
details of a problem to find a solution.

Selection process of one or more possible

ADHD anujsfclal dlsorder,

discase.”” PTSD," dyscalculig’”
ADHD,"™"® antisocial disorder,”
r]apmsslan," MCI™

PTSD.” dyscalculia”
ADHD™®

ADHD,™ Parkinson’s disease.”
schlzaphmnm pedlmnc
depregsion,”" addictjon

ADHD depmsﬂcm, i
Parkinson’s disease.* autism,*
schizophrenia,™ pediatric
depmmlon, Alzheimer's
disease”™

ADHD,” psychnpathyén
kinson's disease."’ autism. i
SChIZAJ renia,”™ deplﬁslon
ADHD, " psychopathy,™
Alzheimer’s disease

Schizophrenia®

Parkinson’s disease,*”

options under a particular risk in which schizophrenia®
rational and emotional processes are
used.

Other related cognitive domains

Processing speed Result of the time required to perceive mcr’®
and process the information and

repare and execute a response.

Verbal fluency Alnllty fo retrieve linguistic information Parkinson’s disease.*” pediatric
from long-term memory from depression.”” Alzheimer’s
phonological (sounds) and semantic disease ™
(categories) elements.

ADHD, attention-deficit and hypemctivity disorder; EF, executive functions: MCI, mild cognitive impairment; PTSD, post-traumatic

stress disorder.

TaBLE 2. AVERAGE MEASURE INTRACLASS
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF EACH MODERN BOARD
ok CarD GaME aND FOR EacH CoGNITIVE DOMAIN

- i i Intraclass
Step 1: Selection of modern board and card games and = P — B

Azael J. Herrero

the experts for the consensus. Coordinators of the expert |

 Bee Alert
¢ C(;mcenecl the Thoughts
~ Blurble

consensus selected 27 modern board and card _
Step 2: Expert's formation and play the game’ selec—

tion. The experts were trained in executive functions and |

associated cognitive processes so that they all started from

the same concepts before the game’s assessment. Their
| training was evaluated through tests and video activities

developed by the project coordination team (Supplementary
Material). Once the training phase was completed, the ex-
perts received the 27 selected games. They had to play at
least three times each game for 1ts correct evaluanon

Step 3 Modem board games assessment by ex—
perts.

Step 4: Agreement analysis and elaboration of the cogni-
tive profile of the games.

<azaelherrero@gmail.com>

Brain Connect

~ Chakra
~ CLACK!

Dice Academy

. Halli Galli

Piraten Kapern

- Kaleidos Junior

Layers
Look Around
Magic Mandala

- Magic fold
| Monster Match

Streams
Ohanami

Catch the Match
Le Roi Sommeil
Pickomino
Barnyard Buddies
Saboteur
Sherlock Express
Shrimp

Speed Cups
Super Taki

Alles Tomate! L

097
095
096
0.96
094
096
095
095
093
089
092
091
093
094
092
091
093
093
094
0.89
092
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i UL B 3
CocNimive DoMaINs ASSESSED IN MODERN BoarD aND Carb GAMES' SELECTION

nk

Affective
Verbal Verbal Problem-  decision-  Processing
WM,  Visuosparial STM, Visuospatial Inhibition, Flexibility, Planning, Reasoning, solving,  making, speed, Fluency, Maiching
Game M (IR) WM, M (IR} M (IR} STM.M (IR} M (IR) M (IR) M (IR) M (IR) M (IR) M (IR) M (IR} M(IR)  (¥/N)

3(1) 2(2) Y
3(0)
0(0)

Alles Tomate! 25(3) 2(1) 1(2) 2(1) 2(1) 1(2) 0(0) 0(0)
Barnyard Buddies 0 (1) 0(0) 1(2) 2(0) 1(1) 15(2)
Bee Alert 3(1) 1(1) ; 0(0)
Blurble 0(0) L5(1)
Brain Connect (1)
Catch the Match 500
Chakr 1(2)
501
5(0)

01
1(2)
5(2)
2(2)
3
01
3(3)
2(2)
2(1)
0(2)

g

pNoornooe ocochowoocos
SEVERES

SES3RERS

Y
X
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
N
N
Y
Y
Y
i
Y
N
Y
Y
Y
Y

e X A - T X % ¥
grtad it s il 2 § L

TaBLE 4. DIFFERENCES IN COGNITIVE DOMAINS BETWEEN GAMES WITH SPECIFIC MECHANISMS

Pattern Set Partern
Memory building collection recognition Real time Lose a

(N=3) (N=7) (N=3) (N=11) (N=1i2) turn (N=5)
Cognitive domain U d U d U d U d U d U d

Verbal working 44.00 65.50 0.10 2850 022 86.50 0.03 73.00  0.32 58.00

| mermory

Visuospatial working 75.50 0.12 2050 047 11000 043 12850 078 61.50
memory

' Verbal short-term 65.50 0.10 2850 022 89.00 0.02 73.00  0.32 55.50
memory

Visuospatial 66.50 0.08 1450 0.67 113.00 12750 075 7250
short-term memory

Inhibition 47.00 0.51 18.00 0.55 142.00%* 1. 106.00 030 106.00%**

Cognitive flexibility 41.50 0.64 4500 027 129.50%* i 81.00  0.17 58.00

Planning 82 9450 054 65.00% 096 56.50 87.00 0.06 21.50%

Reasoning & 5850 025 61.50% 0.82 78.50 : 8450  0.10 40.50

Problem-solving 78.00 0.17 5550 061 65.50 i 91.00  0.02 34.50

Affective decision- 58.00 026 61.50% 0.82 62.00 i 49.50%  0.82 42.00
making

Processing speed 36 7250 005 6.00% 1.00 137.50% y 144.00%* 1.18 77.50

Fluency 4 6350 0.14 27.00 027 95.00 ; 68.50 041 52.00

Azael J. Herrero
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A classroom intervention to improve executive
functions in late primary school children: Too ‘old’

fO rim proveme nts? British Journal of Educational Psychology (20 18)

Valentm Benzmg *@®, Mirko Schmidt', Katjajager Fabienne
Egger Achlm ConzelmannI and Claudla M. Roebers?

Table 2. Executive function performance before and after intervention

Cognitive games (n = 61) Control (n = 57)
M (SD) M (SD)

Pre-test
Updating (accuracy)®
Inhibition (RT)®
Shifting (RT)°
Post-test
Updating (accuracy)®
Inhibition (RT)®
Shifting (RT)®
Pre-to-post test data
A Updating (accuracy)™Memoria de trabajo 146 (3.23)
A Inhibition (RT)® Control inbibitorio —30.17 (75.12)
A Shifting (RT)>* Flexibilidad cognitiva —196.46 (158.80)

10.82 (3.09)
100.06 (83.92)
597.90 (216.24)

1118 (256)
8123 (67.75)
56549 (203.99)

1227 (272)
69.88 (64.19)
401.44 (160.47)

11.46 (3.53)
6839 (68.05)
457.00 (157.16)

028 (3.20)
— 1284 (64.31)
—108.49 (208.17)

Note. *Accuracy corresponds to the number of correct responses.
PReaction times are presented in milliseconds.
#p < .05.

4 % 3
¢ i S e ‘
A Pilot Study of the Efflcacy of a Cognltlve Tra|n|ng
Based on Board Games in Children i
with Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder: S mﬁg}ﬁﬁjﬁfﬂﬁjﬁ‘jﬁjﬂjj‘jj‘;:“ﬂi‘m'jm“:‘;m
A Randomized Controlled Trial & Kooy Tk Tuk wi aed for ha g chlen fom Tomns 431

Updating visuospatial WM The Keep Track Task was adapted for school-aged children from Tamnes et al.%° A table
3x3 was shown on the computer screen on each trial. The targets consisted of six

GAMES FOR HEALTH JOURNAL

Volume 8, Number 3, 2019

different faces in different colors (black, blue, green, red, white, and yellow). Faces
were presented on the computer screen. in a variable number of presentations (between
Verdnica Estrada-Plana, MSc, Montserrat Esquerda, MD, PhD,? Rocio Mangues, MSc?
Jaume March-| Llanes PhD,' and Jorge Moya- Hugueras PhD

one and five). The task was to recall the last position presented in each different color
Assessed for chyhhly =

face. Trials with different memory load (three, four, and five different color face%) and
presentation’s time off, and between every item were the same as Tamnes et al.

Excluded (n=24)

INot meeting inclusion criteria (n=1; no

TabLE 2. DESCRIPTION OF INSTRUMENTS TO Assiss OUTCOME MEASURES

Primary outcome measures

Working memory/updating
Visuospatial STM

total of faces’ positions to recall was 33. The total of faces™ positions recalled was ﬂne
‘measure of interest. The task ended when all the trials were i

Updating linguistic WM The Keep Track Task was adapted administered according to the guidelines presented by
Tamnes et al.*” to assess linguistic WM in school-aged children and adolescents by a
computerized task. The task consists of 18 words, 3 words from six possible categories
(animals, clothing, colors, countrics, fruit, and relatives). Words were presented on the
computer screen, in a variable number of presentations (between one and five). The
categories remained on the screen during the trial. The task was to recall the last word

sented in each of these categories (four trials with three categories, four trials with

four categories and one trial with five categories). The total words recalled was the
measure considered in the study, scoring 1 point to every hit, with a maximum of 33
words to be remembered. The task ended when all the trials were administered.

 Inhibition A Go/NoGo task was used as outcome measure. It was a response inhibition task where

a motor response has to be executed or inhibited (adapted from Bezdjian et al.).™*

Four values were calculated for each condition: (1) correct responses to the target

Go (hits), (2) misses of the target Go (omission errors), (3) incorrect responses to

the NoGo letter (commission errors). and (4) correct rejections to the NoGo letter.

The average RT were calculated by the mean of time Used to press the letter in the

iagnosis)
“IDeclined to participate (n=8)

[—>{ 1Other reasons (n=6 for no disponibilty,
=9 no contact)

Randomized (n=29)

Allocated to itervention group (n= 14)
AL i e (o 11
“1Did not receive allocated intr

| [ Pre-post analysis

Allocated to control group (n= 15)

CReceived allocated intervention (n=14)

Did not receive allocated intervention
(n=0)

Analysed (n=13)

Excluded from analysis (=1 the
participant did notassis 1o the assessment
session )

Analysed (@=14)
Excluded from analysis (n~1; medical
conditions)

Assessed in the follow-up (= 13)
Lostto follow-up (n=0)

FIG. 1.

Analysed (n=11)

- Excluded from analysis (n=3;
participants did not assis to the assessment
sesion)

Diagram flow.

Azael J. Herrero
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condition to the target Go (hits).

A and B were administered according to the guidelines presented by Andersson
and Lyxell.*® In this study, time to complete each part was recorded as dependent
variable.

Secondary ouicome measures

ADHD behaviors

General

CPRS-48 (Conners)™ was administered because it is sensible to changes by treatment. For
this study, the short parental version (48 items) was used. Subscales were as follows:
conduct problems, learning difficulties, psychosomatic, impulsive-hy peractive, anxiety,
and a hyperactivity index.

For the of symptoms of the SDQ (Goodman)® was used.

This instrument consists of a brief behavioral screening questionnaire with 25 items,
which are divided into 5 scales: emotional symptoms, conduct problems, hyperactivity/
inattention, peer relationship problems, and prosocial behavior. In this investigation, the
scale was reported by parents in a Likert scale 0 (not true) to 2 (completely true).

CPRS-48, Conners48 Parents Rating Scale; RT, reaction times; SDQ, Strengths and Difficulties Questionmaire; STM, shortterm
memory; TMT, Trail Making Test; WISC-V, Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Fourth Edition; WM, working memory.
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Printed version: Vita-Barrull. N., Guzman. N.. Estrada-Plana, V.. March-Llanes. J.. Mayoral.
M.. & Mova-Higueras. J. (2022). Impact on Executive Dysfunctions of Gamification and
Nongamification in Playing Board Games in Children at Risk of Social Exclusion. Games

for Health Journal. 11(1), 46-57. hrtps://doi.org/10.1089/g4h.2021.0034

WP

[ sroment ]

for eligibility (4 school
centers, n=339)

Excluded for missing data in pre-
assessment (n=19)

Allocated
(n = 320)

n=199)

Allocated to gamified group (2 school centers,

Allocated to non-gamified group (2 school
centers, n=121)

Analyzed (n=176)
Excluded from analysis (n=23)

e School change (n=2)

 No post-assessment (n=21)

Pre-post analysis
L (n=283)

Analyzed (n=107)
Excluded from analysis (n=14)

+ No post-assessment (n=14)
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of 2025

Type of skill
@ Problem-solving

@ Seli-management
@ Working with people

Top 1 skls

@ Technology use and development

Y

Analytical thinking and innovation
@ Active learning and learning strategies
@ Complex problem-solving

e Critical thinking and analysis

@ Creativity, originality and initiative

@ Leadership and social influence

e Technology use, monitoring and control

@ Technology design and programming

% Resilience, stress tolerance and flexibility

0 Reasoning, problem-solving and ideation

Source: Future of Uoba Report 2020, Workd Economic Forum,

FAMILY GAME N\GHT
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