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Abstract

For dementia screening and monitoring, standardized tests play
a key role in clinical routine since they aim at minimizing sub-
jectivity by measuring performance on a variety of cognitive
tasks. In this paper, we report on a study that consists of a semi-
standardized history taking followed by two standardized neu-
ropsychological tests, namely the SKT and the CERAD-NB.
The tests include basic tasks such as naming objects, learning
word lists, but also widely used tools such as the MMSE. Most
of the tasks are performed verbally and should thus be suitable
for automated scoring based on transcripts. For the first batch
of 30 patients, we analyze the correlation between expert man-
ual evaluations and automatic evaluations based on manual and
automatic transcriptions. For both SKT and CERAD-NB, we
observe high to perfect correlations using manual transcripts;
for certain tasks with lower correlation, the automatic scoring is
stricter than the human reference since it is limited to the audio.
Using automatic transcriptions, correlations drop as expected
and are related to recognition accuracy; however, we still ob-
serve high correlations of up to 0.98 (SKT) and 0.85 (CERAD-
NB). We show that using word alternatives helps to mitigate
recognition errors and subsequently improves correlation with
expert scores.

Index Terms: dementia screening, neuropsychological tests

1. Introduction

Dementia is characterized by a loss or decline of function; in
addition to memory impairments, patients exhibit one or more
of aphasia, apraxia, agnosia or impairments of executive func-
tion. These symptoms can relate to different psychological
(e.g., trauma) or neurological conditions (e.g., Alzheimer’s).
Early diagnostic clarification with the resulting possibility of a
rapid start of treatment is key to delaying the progression of de-
mentia and thus achieving a gain in quality of life for the patient
and their family caregivers. Dementia screening and monitoring
enable early detection, classification and tracking of cognitive
decline. To that end, standardized tests play a key role in clin-
ical routine since they aim at minimizing subjectivity by mea-
suring performance on a variety of cognitive tasks. Tests typi-
cally target both short- and long-term memory and cover tasks
such as naming, memorizing, counting and recalling objects,
or general situational awareness. Such tests are administered
by trained physicians or psychologists who spend about 1545
minutes with the patient. With appointment wait times of up
to 6 months and longer, automated tests could help to closely
monitor patients and prioritize urgent cases for in-person ap-
pointments.

In this paper, we report on a study conducted at the Mem-
ory Clinic of the Department of Psychiatry and Psychother-

apy, Nuremberg Hospital, Germany, that consists of a semi-
standardized history taking followed by two standardized neu-
ropsychological tests, namely the Syndrom-Kurz-Test (SKT,
translates to “Syndrome Short Test”) and the Consortium to
Establish a Register for Alzheimer’s Disease Neuropsycholog-
ical Battery (CERAD-NB). With tasks such as naming ob-
jects, learning word lists, but also widely used tools such as
the Mini-Mental State Examination (MMSE), these tests com-
prise a broad inventory for determining the cognitive state. We
recorded the conversations between patients and therapists dur-
ing the screening sessions to obtain a dataset containing sponta-
neous speech from the history taking and elicited speech from
performing the tests. Since most of the tasks are done verbally,
they should be suitable for automated scoring based on tran-
scripts. For a first batch of 30 patients, we analyze the corre-
lation between expert manual evaluations and automatic evalu-
ations based on manual and automatic transcriptions. We test
how the use of word alternatives helps to reduce recognition er-
rors and subsequently improve correlation with expert ratings.
Furthermore, we investigate the effect of eliminating outliers
that have a particularly poor recognition performance.

2. Related Work

In addition to medical examinations (e.g., brain imaging), com-
binations of medical and psychological history taking, cogni-
tive testing, and rating scales are the gold standard for dementia
screening in clinical or research settings [1]. The widely used
Mini-Mental State Examination (MMSE), the Clock Drawing
Test (CDT), the Mini-Cog test, the SKT (German) [2], and
many other cognitive scales have gained acceptance since they
are brief while still showing good sensitivity and specificity [3].
Neuropsychological test batteries such as the Boston Diagnostic
Aphasia Exam (BDAE, [4]) and the CERAD-NB [5] evaluate
various perceptual modalities (auditory, visual, gestural), pro-
cessing functions (comprehension, analysis, problem-solving)
and response modalities (writing, articulation, manipulation).
They include common sub-tests such as the Cookie Theft Pic-
ture Description (CTPD), the Boston Naming Test (BNT), and
the Verbal Fluency Test (VFT).

The automation of dementia screening based on speech
is an area of high interest; it was previously covered by the
ADReSS and ADReSSo Challenges [6, [7]. Previous work
shows strong evidence for the effectiveness of speech-based
screening in dementia patients, even at early stages, and fo-
cuses primarily on the publicly available DementiaBank [8].
[6} 9 110} 111} [12] obtained convincing results on spontaneous
speech of the CTPD from the BDAE. Free recall tasks of vi-
sual material, such as the CTPD, have the advantage that spon-
taneous speech is elicited and retrieved selectively, making it


http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.06208v1

more contained and thus easier to process. The same is true
for elicited speech based on free recall tasks from moving im-
ages, such as short films [13]. Most work uses either fluency
[[14} [15] or deep speech markers [7] for classification, as these
show high variance in distinguishing patients with cognitive im-
pairment from healthy controls.

There also is work on direct automated assessment in de-
mentia screening that focus on drawing tests such as figure
copying [16] and CDT [17], or on VFT [18| [19} 20]. How-
ever, we are not aware of any work that has performed automatic
evaluation of the entire SKT and CERAD-NB.

3. Standardized Tests
3.1. Syndrom-Kurz-Test (SKT)

The Syndrom-Kurz-Test (SKT) is a short performance test for
the detection of disorders of memory and attention [21]. It con-
sists of a total of nine sub-tests: three for recording memory per-
formance (reproducing objects immediately, reproducing ob-
jects after distraction, recognizing objects) and six for recording
attention in terms of information processing speed (naming ob-
jects, reading numbers, ordering numbers, reordering numbers,
counting symbols, interference test) [2]. In the attention sub-
tests, the time taken to complete the task is measured, while in
the memory sub-tests, the number of missing objects is counted
and confabulationd] are noted. All sub-tests have a time limit
of 60 seconds, so that the duration of the entire test is 10 to 15
minutes. To prevent a learning effect in dementia monitoring,
there are five forms of the SKT (A-E) that map the same tasks
with different content (pictures, numbers, symbols). For the
automatic evaluation based on transcripts, only those sub-tests
are considered that are done verbally; we therefore exclude the
tasks for ordering (4) and reordering numbers (5) that require
actions instead of speech. The descriptions of the sub-tests are
based on the official SKT manual [2].

SKT 1 (naming objects): Twelve pictures of everyday ob-
jects are to be named. The subject is informed that the naming
speed and memorization is important since the objects are to be
reproduced from memory immediately afterwards.

SKT 2 (reproducing objects immediately): The named
objects from sub-test 1 are to be reproduced from memory. This
is followed by a short learning phase: The template is shown to
the subject again for five seconds, with the request to memorize
the objects, since they will be asked about them again later.

SKT 3 (reading numbers): Ten two-digit numbers on to-
kens are to be read aloud as quickly as possible in the direction
of reading.

SKT 6 (counting symbols): Processing a perceptual task
quickly and as carefully as possible. The subject must recognize
and correctly count a target symbol (e.g., a square) from a series
of distractors. Whether the number is correct or not is noted,
but does not enter into the test score. The aim is to measure the
processing time for scanning the entire page.

SKT 7 (interference test): A sequence consisting of two
repeating letters (e.g., “A” and “B”) is to be read as quickly
and accurately as possible. The particular challenge is that the
subject has to read one letter but say the other (i.e., read “A” but
say “B” and vice versa); this measures “disposition rigidity”
according to Cattell [22].

IConfabulations are mentions that did not belong to the objects, and
are a typical sign of dementia, as those affected try to fill in their mem-
ory gaps. They are noted as an indication, but are not included in the
test score.

SKT 8 (reproducing objects after distraction): The sub-
ject is asked to recollect the objects shown in sub-test 1. Here,
the indirect reproduction performance is tested by the free recall
of the objects.

SKT 9 (recognizing objects): Measures the stable memory
function “recognition.” The 12 objects shown in sub-test 1 are
to be named from 48 displayed objects; speaking is required,
pointing is invalid.

3.2. CERAD Neuropsychological Battery (CERAD-NB)

The CERAD assessment instruments comprise five different
domains, one of which is the Neuropsychological Assessment
of Alzheimer’s related dementia (AD). The neuropsycholog-
ical test battery [S] developed in this context (CERAD-NB)
measures brain performance from those functional domains
in which specific cognitive deficits can be observed in AD,
namely memory, language, praxia, and orientation. The stan-
dard CERAD-NB includes a verbal fluency test (listing animals)
[23]], the BNT (confrontation naming) [24]], the MMSE [25],
word list learning, recall and recognition [26], as well as figures
drawing and recalling [27]]. Again, we exclude those tasks that
are done without speech, which in this case are figures drawing
(5) and recalling (8). The descriptions of the sub-tests are based
on the official CERAD-Plus Online Manual [28].

CERAD-NB 1 (verbal fluency test): The subject is asked
to list as many different animals as possible for one minute; the
number of correctly named animals is scored. This task is used
to examine the speed and ease of verbal production ability, se-
mantic memory, linguistic ability, executive functions, and cog-
nitive flexibility.

CERAD-NB 2 (Boston Naming Test): A confrontation
naming test, where the subject is asked to name objects, which
are represented in the form of line drawings. The names of
the objects are differentiated according to the frequency of
their occurrence in the (American) language: frequent, medium,
rare. The number of objects correctly named spontaneously is
counted. This task measures linguistic ability, visual percep-
tion, and naming, respectively word finding. The original ver-
sion of the BNT includes 60 line drawings, while the version in
the CERAD-NB is a 15-drawing short form; it is adapted to the
German language.

CERAD-NB 3 (Mini-Mental State Examination): A
widely used screening instrument to assess basic cognitive abil-
ities, focusing on temporal and spatial orientation, linguistic
performance (especially linguistic memory function), concen-
tration, memory, recall, and constructive practice; the maxi-
mum score is 30 points. In contrast to the original MMSE, the
CERAD-NB replaced the serial subtraction task “100-7” with
spelling the word “world” (resp. “Preis” in the German version)
backwards.

CERAD-NB 4 (word list learning): The subject has to
read 10 printed words aloud in succession and is then asked to
recall them freely from memory. In two subsequent runs, the
same words are shown again in a different order and are then
each to be reproduced freely again. The maximum number of
correct answers over all three runs is 30 (word list learning to-
tal). This task measures the ability to learn new, non-associated
verbal information. The “Word List Intrusions” are calculated,
which are the equivalent of confabulations in SKT and contain
words that were not included in the word list and were mis-
named during recall. The sum of the intrusions from the three
learning passes and from the delayed recall (CERAD-NB 6) is
calculated.



CERAD-NB 6 (word list recall): After a time delay and
distraction by CERAD-NB 5 (drawing figures), the subject is
asked to recall the 10 words memorized in Task 4; the maxi-
mum number of correct answers is 10. This tests verbal episodic
memory, that is, whether a person can retain newly learned ver-
bal information over a period of several minutes. As an addi-
tional variable the “Word List Savings” .S, which is a value for
verbal retentiveness, is calculated as follows [28]:

Word List Recall

= - - 100
Word List Learning Pass 3

CERAD-NB 7 (word list recognition): With the word list
recognition test (discriminability) [29] the subject is presented
with 20 words, including the 10 words from task 4, mixed with
10 distractions. For each word, the person must decide whether
or not it belongs to the previously memorized words. The dis-
criminability D (in %) is calculated according to the following
formula [29]:

D— { (10 — Hits) + (10 ;OCorrect Rejections) } « 100

This tests whether the subject can benefit from facilitated recall
conditions, and thus helps to distinguish whether deficits are
primarily in recall or in memory.

4. Data

All dementia screenings were carried out at the Memory Clinic
(“Gedichtnissprechstunde”) of the Department of Psychiatry
and Psychotherapy, Nuremberg Hospital, GerrnanyE] To date, a
total of 103 German-speaking subjects participated in the study,
of which 30 were fully transcribed and included at time of writ-
ing. The included subjects range in age from 59 to 88 years
(p = 73.5£8.4) and are balanced in sex (15f, 15m). Their med-
ical diagnoses range from mild cognitive impairment (MCI) to
mild and moderate dementia.

All participants underwent the three-part screening proce-
dure: history taking with questions on memory, attention, daily
living competence, orientation, mood, sleep, appetite, physi-
cal activity, and medication; SKT and CERAD-NB tests; two
questionnaires for self-assessment of mood (GDS-K: Geriatric
Depression Scale Short Form) and daily living competence (B-
ADL: Bayer-Activities of Daily Living Scale).

Data includes labels for SKT and CERAD-NB sub- and to-
tal scores, both as raw and normalized values, as well as coded
medical and psychological diagnoses. Metadata includes sex,
age, smoker/non-smoker, medication (antidementives, antide-
pressants, analgesics), GDS-K, B-ADL (self assessment and
external assessment), NPI (Neuropsychiatric Inventory, exter-
nal assessment), IQ-range (<90, 90-110, >110), and years of
education. Furthermore, we labeled the data with start and end
times for each of the sub-tests.

Recording was performed with a Zoom H2n Handy
Recorder in XY stereophonic mode, positioned between the pa-
tient and the therapist in such a way that level differences be-
tween the left (therapist) and right (patient) channels could be
used to separate the speakers. The audio samples were recorded
in 16-bit stereo wav format with a sampling rate of 48 kHz and
later converted to uncompressed PCM mono wav format with
a sampling rate of 16 kHz. The audio recordings include about

2Research approved by the Ethics Committee of the Klinikum
Niirnberg under File No. IRB-2021-021; each subject gave informed
consent prior to recording.

23.5 hours of speech, transcribed by a professional transcription
service according to the transcription rules of Dresing & Pehl.
Both therapists and patients reported that they were not affected
by the presence of the device. Due to the Corona pandemic,
therapists and patients wore surgical or KN95 masks that affect
the speech signal according to [30]. The speech of some sub-
jects exhibits strong forms of local dialects.

5. Experiments
5.1. Manual Test Scores

Tests were conducted in-person and manually evaluated by a
psychotherapist. In the case of the SKT, the raw test scores, that
is, the number of words not remembered or the processing time,
are converted into norm values, which are normalized accord-
ing to age and IQ (below average, average, above average); a
total score of 0—27 indicates the degree of cognitive impairment
in the case of homogeneous sub-score profiles according to [2].
The SKT test evaluation using the “old” SKT norms (c.f. Ta-
ble 11 in [2]) differentiates between the degree of no cognitive
impairment (0—4), mild cognitive impairment (5-8), as well as
mild (9-13), moderate (14-18), severe (19-23), and very severe
(24-27) dementia syndrome. SKT memory and attention sub-
scores provide a rating of no to very severe memory or attention
impairment.

In the case of CERAD-NB, z-values are calculated based
on a complex normalization formula [31], which includes the
influence of age, education level, and gender.

5.2. Automated Scoring

As described previously, we focus on the (sub-)tests that can
be evaluated from an audio recording and respective tran-
script. In addition to the manual transcripts, automatic speech
recognition (ASR) was used to obtain regular 1-best transcrip-
tions as well as transcriptions with up to 5 word alternatives
(sometimes referred to as “sausages”). We used the Mod9
ASR Engind] with the word-alternatives option and the
tuda_swc_mailabs_cv_voc683k acoustic and language
models provided by [32]. Word recognition rate (accuracy)
ranges from about 10% to 50% on 1-best, improving to about
20% to 60% using the word alternativesfl To further analyze
the impact of transcription errors on correlation, we also con-
sider a subset of 21 subjects that show an accuracy above 20%
(“Top-217).

We compute correlations between the expert and automatic
test scores based on manual and automatic transcripts. The
following sections detail the automatic scoring for each of the
(sub-)tests.

5.3. SKT

The test scoring is done for each task group separately. In the
first group, consisting of tasks 1 (naming objects), 2 (reproduc-
ing objects immediately), 8 (reproducing objects after distrac-
tion) and 9 (recognizing objects), we count the number of ob-
jects recognized and store them with their timestamps. For task
1, we then calculate the duration using the start time of the first
word and the end time of the last word, which represents the
score. For the results of tasks 2, 8, and 9, the number of missing
objects is calculated based on the number of recognized objects.

3https://mod9.io
4“Percent Correct,” using NIST SCTK,
https://github.com/usnistgov/SCTK
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Table 1: Automated SKT scoring on manual transcriptions
(Trans.) and automatic speech recognition with (ASR-5) and
without (ASR-1) the top five word alternatives. Column Top-21
refers to top 21 speakers and ASR-5.

ID| Test/Task | Trans. ASR-1 ASR-5

1 naming objects 0.89 0.70 0.81 0.89
2 | reproducing objects 1.00 058 0.71 0.83
3 reading numbers 094 085 086 | 094
6 counting symbols 090 059 058 | 054
7
8
9

Top-21

interference test 099 097 098 | 0.99
naming after distraction| 1.00 0.75  0.90 | 0.97
recognizing objects 0.89 050 055 | 0.68

- attention score 092 084 0.82 0.85
- memory score 098 062 078 | 093
- | total score | 0.97 0.81 0.89 | 0.94

Table 2: Automated CERAD scoring on manual transcriptions
(Trans.) and automatic speech recognition with (ASR-5) and
without (ASR-1) the top five word alternatives. Column Top-21
refers to top 21 speakers and ASR-5.

ID| Test

1 | verbal fluency test | 0.98 0.82 0.85 0.91
2 | Boston Naming Test | 0.70 0.14 0.24 0.47
3 MMSE 0.71 0.07 0.35 0.52
4
6

| Trans. ASR-1 ASR-5 | Top-21

word list learning 0.94 0.62 0.70 0.75
word list recall 0.99 0.68 0.81 0.78

total | 0.71 0.37 049 | 0.6l

For task 3 (reading numbers), the timestamp of the first and last
two-digit number is used. The score of task 6 (counting sym-
bols) is calculated by the individual timestamps from the end of
the task and the last two-digit number named. From the times-
tamps of the first and last letter mentioned, we calculate the
duration that gives the score for task 7 (interference test).

Table [1] shows the correlations of the expert scoring with
the automatic scoring based on manual and automatic transcrip-
tions. Since correlations for automatic scoring based on manual
transcripts are not always close to perfect, we did some error
analysis to improve our algorithms: For task 1, we encountered
the issue that the objects were named multiple times by some
patients, following further instruction by the examiner. For task
3, transcript normalization for numbers can be an issue. For
task 6, subjects typically count aloud; the examiner sometimes
assists. For task 9, some patients only pointed to the individual
objects instead of naming the objects. In addition, overall ac-
curacy was affected by manual creation of timestamps based on
forced alignment and transcription errors.

Using automatic transcripts for the automated scoring leads
to lower correlations, which is expected due to recognition er-
rors. To achieve higher word recognition, we use the top five
word alternatives generated by the ASR system. As noted in
the data description, all speakers wore face masks and partially
exhibited local dialect. Excluding those subjects with recogni-
tion accuracy below 20% restores correlations similar to those
based on human transcription.

5.4. CERAD-NB

We use several task-specific methods for the automatic scor-
ing of the CERAD-NB. To calculate the score of the CERAD-
NB task 1 (verbal fluency test) we use spaCy [33]] to normalize
all named words to their base form, and then use GermaNet
[1341135] to filter all words that have a hyponymic relationship to
“animal.” After filtering out duplicates, the word count repre-
sents the score. The CERAD-NB tasks 2 (Boston Naming Test),
4 (word list learning), 6 (word list recognition), and parts of 3
(MMSE) can be scored by counting the required words, allow-
ing for some hand-picked alternatives (e.g., dromedary instead
of camel). We use a weighted Levenshtein distance to evalu-
ate the CERAD-NB 3 subtasks that require the patient to repeat
a word and then spell it backwards. To account for filler words
and different spelling behavior (e.g., using names to spell letters
like “Alice” for “A”), we assign no cost to deletions. Since not
all subtasks of CERAD-NB 3 are suitable for automatic scoring,
we scale the scorable subtasks to account for the missing ones.
We exclude CERAD-NB task 7 (word list recognition) from
our tests because of the highly heterogeneous response patterns
of patients. When scoring based on automatic transcripts, we
perform tests and report correlations with (ASR-5) and without
(ASR-1) the top five word alternatives. We also perform tests in
which we omit the patients with the lowest ASR word recogni-
tion (i.e., the patients with whom the speech recognizer had the
most problems). We calculate the total score according to [36]]
which has been proven to also work well on the German version
of the CERAD-NB [37]].

TableRlshows the correlation between the expert scores and
the automatically scored tasks. CERAD-NB tasks 1, 4, and 6
achieve near perfect correlation on the manual transcripts. The
CERAD-NB tasks 2 and 3 show a lower but still high corre-
lation. We assume that the lower correlation is due to low
score variance (u = 14.2 £ 1.2) in CERAD-NB 2 and the
non-scorable subtasks of CERAD-NB 3. Small errors also arise
from non-perfect time labels on the manual transcripts, some-
times resulting in small overlaps between tests. This is espe-
cially a problem in CERAD-NB task 4, which requires patients
to recall a list of words immediately after reading them. Un-
surprisingly, ASR scores are lower overall, with better results
when word alternatives are included (WR-5) and patients with
low word recognition are ignored (Top-21).

6. Summary and Outlook

In a first study, we recorded 30 patients who underwent a 3-
stage dementia screening procedure. We successfully auto-
mated the speech-based parts of the neuropsychological tests
SKT and CERAD-NB. We demonstrated high to perfect cor-
relations using manual transcripts. With automated transcripts,
we also partially obtained high correlations of 0.98 (SKT) and
0.85 (CERAD-NB). By including word alternatives and exclud-
ing speakers with very low recognition accuracy, we were able
to significantly increase correlations; the low accuracy but high
correlation suggests that errors mostly affect non-critical words.
The error analysis showed that task-specific modifications of the
speech recognizer will lead to substantial improvements in scor-
ing; in particular, tasks that include numbers, counting, or enu-
merations are typically ill-formed w.r.t. general-purpose lan-
guage models. Furthermore, adapting the acoustic models to
elderly speech as well as local accent and dialect will help to
increase overall recognition accuracy.

In this paper, we showed preliminary results from an on-



going study that focused on automating two standardized tests.
The history taking interview is currently not considered in the
evaluation, but related work shows that dementia classification
based on spontaneous speech is targetable. Therefore, we plan
to predict scores and diagnoses based on acoustics and text from
the interview to become independent of strict test protocols.
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