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Abstract

In this study, a task using forced-choice lexical familiarity judgments of irregular versus archaic
words (a newly developed measure called the Lexical Orthographic Familiarity Test; LOFT) was
compared to a standardized oral word-reading measure (the Wechsler Test of Adult Reading;
WTAR) in a group of 35 aphasic adults and a comparison group of 125 community dwelling, non-
brain damaged adults. When compared to non-brain damaged adults, aphasics had significantly
lower scores on the WTAR but not the LOFT. Although both the WTAR and LOFT were
significantly correlated with education in the non-brain damaged group, only the LOFT was
correlated with education and also with the Barona full scale 1Q index in the aphasic group. Lastly,
WTAR performance showed a significantly greater relationship to the severity of language
disorder in the aphasic group than did the LOFT. These results have both theoretical and clinical
implications for the assessment of language disordered adults, as they indicate that patients with
aphasia may retain aspects of verbally mediated intelligence, and that the LOFT may provide a
better estimate of premorbid functioning in aphasia than other currently available measures.

The estimation of premorbid intelligence has long been recognized to be a vital component
of neuropsychological and speech-language evaluations. In addition to providing a
framework from which to interpret current performance on cognitive tests, knowledge of an
individual’s baseline level of functioning can have important implications for guiding
treatment plans or implementing rehabilitation strategies. For example, when considered
together with performance in other neuropsychological domains, establishing estimated
premorbid intelligence can help to more reliably diagnose particular deficits (Tremont,
Hoffman, Scott & Adams, 1998; Lezak, Howieson & Loring, 2004). Additionally, it has
even been known to influence factors such as prognosis (Kesler, Adams, Blasey & Bigler,
2003; Pavlik, Doody, Massman & Chan, 2006), (Kesler, Adams, Blasey & Bigler, 2003;
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Anson & Ponsford, 2006), response to particular interventions (Fiszdon, Choi, Bryson &
Bell, 2006), and even long-term outcome in cognitive disorders (Pavlik, Doody, Massman &
Chan, 2006).

Unfortunately, the determination of verbally-mediated premorbid intellectual abilities in
patients with language impairments presents a particularly difficult challenge because most
measures of 1Q will be affected by the patients’ instrumental linguistic deficits. For example,
one of the most common methods for estimating premorbid intelligence is based on oral
word reading. The best known of these measures are the widely used National Adult
Reading Test (NART) and its variant the American National Adult Reading Test (ANART).
These tests require the accurate pronunciation of 50 words that vary with regard to
irregularity and difficulty (Nelson & Willison, 1991). The more recently-developed
Wechsler Test of Adult Reading (WTAR) exclusively contains words that cannot be
pronounced based on grapheme to phoneme conversion, and thus requires a knowledge
base, or at the very least, familiarity of such words. Interpretation of performance is based
on the idea that prior, life-long exposure to a word, even without knowledge of the meaning
per se, is a reflection of premorbid verbal intellectual functioning (Wechsler, 2001). Reading
words aloud, particularly orthographically irregular words that comprise such tests as the
ANART and WTAR, can be difficult and sometimes impossible for patients with both fluent
and non-fluent aphasic symptoms (Goodglass, Kaplan & Barresi, 2001). Furthermore, a
number of theories of language disorders suggest that at least some aphasic symptoms are
based on an erosion or deterioration of the representational basis of word meaning, a deficit
that would undermine access to the very information needed to assess verbally mediated
intellectual abilities (Semenza, Denes, Lucchese & Bisiacchi, 1980; Warrington & Cipolotti,
1996; Chertkow, Bub, Deaudon & Whitehead, 1997; Jeffries & Lambon Ralph, 2006;
Cohen, Kelter & Woll, 1980).

However, several studies challenge the notion of a one-to-one correspondence between
language ability and verbal intelligence. In particular, past research suggests that a
dissociation may exist between actual access to aspects of linguistic information, and the
presence of the underlying representations themselves (Milberg & Blumstein, 1981).
Accordingly, impairments on tasks of verbal intellectual abilities, such as the NART or
WTAR, may be due to a deficit in the ability to activate or retrieve linguistic information, as
opposed to a breakdown in verbal intelligence, per se. If this were true, it would imply that
there are aspects of verbal intelligence that are not dependent on the processes that underlie
aphasic symptoms. Indeed, there is substantial evidence to suggest that despite profound
speech and language impairments, patients with aphasia can access certain aspects of lexical
information, albeit under implicit or indirect conditions (Friedman, 1981; Milberg &
Blumstein, 1981; Mimura, Goodglass & Milberg, 1996), suggesting that at least some of the
linguistic difficulties in patients with aphasia may be traced to impaired access to lexical
information, as opposed to disruption of lexical-semantic networks per se.

The foregoing review leads to the question of whether the processes that support lexical
priming in aphasia are related to verbal intellectual functioning, and whether such processes
can be exploited to develop new methodologies to measure premorbid intelligence in
aphasic individuals. One test that could potentially be used for this purpose is the Spot-the-
Word Test developed by Baddeley (1993) and colleagues. The Spot-the-Word is designed
for use in conjunction with the NART and is based on lexical decision as opposed actual
word production (Baddeley, Emslie & Nimmo-Smith, 1993). In the Spot-the-Word test,
patients are presented with pairs of items containing one real word and one non-word, and
are asked to identify the “real” word (Baddeley, Emslie & Nimmo-Smith, 1993). While
combined use of the Spot-the-Word and the NART has provided preliminary evidence that a
“word familiarity” method of premorbid 1Q estimation may be useful in cognitively
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impaired populations (Beardsall, 1997), the NART is problematic for use in patients with
dyslexia or in patients with phoneme production deficits who may have trouble reading
aloud. Its use of orthographically irregular words also makes it difficult to translate in
languages whose pronunciation rules are more heavily tied to orthography, and the fact that
it was developed in Britain makes it less than ideal for use with American speakers
(Baddeley, Emslie & Nimmo-Smith, 1993). In addition, the Spot-the-Word was normed on
only 50 healthy participants, thus having a fairly limited normative base and making it more
challenging for general use in patients with aphasia. To date there are no published data to
evaluate the efficacy of the Spot-the-Word with aphasics.

The current study investigated the utility of the Lexical-Orthographic Familiarity Test
(LOFT) in assessing verbally-mediated premorbid function in aphasics. The LOFT is a
forced-choice recognition task based on lexical familiarity judgments, a variation of the
lexical decision task using instructions that has been found in our clinical experience to be
easier for aphasic patients to perform than the standard lexical decision task. Similar to
lexical decision, lexical familiarity does not necessitate an overt reading response but instead
requires patients to indicate which of two words appears more familiar. In addition,
familiarity judgments have been commonly used to assess underlying cognition in a number
of other patient groups. For example, evaluating memory indirectly through familiarity has
demonstrated that despite impaired explicit recall, even severely amnesic patients can learn
new information (Buckner et al., 1995; Gabrieli, 1998; Bauer, Grande & Valenstein, 2003),
suggesting that it is a potentially powerful technique for use in patients with overt cognitive
impairment.

The current study had three main goals. Our initial goal was to determine if LOFT
performance would be similar across a heterogeneous group of patients diagnosed with
aphasia and a comparison sample of patients without language impairments. Second, we
aimed to investigate the actual utility of the LOFT in assessing verbally-mediated
intellectual ability in a group of aphasic patients with a range of expressive and receptive
language impairments. More specifically, we sought to determine whether the LOFT would
relate to standard and available markers of permorbid abilities, such as education. A final
goal was to investigate the relationship of the LOFT to markers of language functioning in
order to determine whether there are aspects of preserved verbally-mediated intellectual
abilities in patients with aphasia, and whether there are differences across aphasia subtypes
(i.e., fluent versus non-fluent). Our general predictions were that when compared to a
traditional measure of oral word reading (the WTAR), the LOFT would be more strongly
associated with our criterion variables of premorbid function, and would thus provide a
more accurate estimation of verbally-mediated 1Q in aphasia, as it does not rely on explicit
lexical retrieval and expressive output. In addition, we hypothesized that despite significant
deficits in expressive and receptive language function, patients with aphasia would
demonstrate preserved access to the aspects of lexical information that support verbal
intellectual functioning.

Aphasic Patients—Thirty-five patients with aphasia were referred to this study through
the Harold Goodglass Aphasia Research Center (HGARC) at the VA Boston Healthcare
System and Boston University School of Medicine. The HGARC provides recruitment and
clinical assessment services to Boston-area aphasia researchers. Patient referrals to the
HGARC come from hospitals and rehabilitation facilities in the surrounding areas. Patients
are screened for, and excluded on the basis of, a history of significant alcohol or drug abuse,
left handedness, significant history of prior psychiatric or neurological disorder or learning
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disability, or significantly impaired hearing or vision. At the time of testing at the HGARC,
the patients in the current study were stable medically and neurologically, were between 21
and 80 years old, were not critically ill, and were not currently receiving any treatment for
speech, language, or communication impairments. All participants grew up speaking
predominantly American English and completed high school. Thirty-three patients presented
with an aphasia resulting from vascular etiology, and two presented with primary
progressive aphasia. Mean demographic characteristics of the aphasic group are presented in
Table 1.

As part of the HGARC clinical assessment, each patient received a comprehensive speech
and language evaluation administered by an experienced speech/language pathologist
specializing in neurogenic communication disorders. Measures administered included the
Boston Diagnostic Aphasia Examination (BDAE) (Goodglass, Kaplan & Barresi, 2001) and
the Boston Naming Test (BNT) (Kaplan, Goodglass & Weintraub, 2001), both of which are
described below.

The BDAE is a comprehensive aphasia assessment tool designed to evaluate a wide range of
both expressive and receptive language performance. As part of this assessment, a severity
rating score based on objective and subjective performance during the administration of the
Boston Diagnostic Aphasia Examination is assigned to all patients. The severity rating scale
ranges from “0” (severe, no communication possible) to “5” (mild, minimal discernable
speech handicap). Six features of speech production (melodic line, phrase length,
articulatory agility, grammatical form, paraphasias in running speech, and word finding), a
measure of repetition, and a measure of auditory comprehension comprise this scale. In the
current sample, this rating was assigned to each patient by one of a team of three speech-
language pathologists; scores ranged from 0.5 to 4.5. Information from the BDAE is also
used to characterize specific aspects of aphasia. Five of the aphasic patients in the current
sample presented with a diagnosable motor speech disorder (i.e., dysarthria). In order to
assess reading ability and basic word recognition, we specifically examined scores on the
picture-word matching subtest of the BDAE (see Appendix 1). Scores on this subtest were
available for 28 of the participants. Based on normative data provided in the BDAE manual
(Goodglass, Kaplan & Barresi, 2001), we considered a score that was 1.5 standard
deviations below the mean to be indicative of potential alexia. According to these criteria,
two of the 28 participants would be classified as having a reading disorder.

The BNT is a confrontation-naming task, containing 60 black and white line drawings,
commonly used to obtain a broad assessment of expressive language ability. A correct
response is indicated by either correctly providing a name for the item spontaneously, or by
correctly providing the name following a stimulus, or semantic cue. Dysarthric responses
were not counted as errors if the name of the line drawing was provided correctly. Scores
can therefore range from 0 to 60; in the current sample, scores ranged from 0 to 58. Taken
together with the range of severity ratings, this range of BNT scores represents an aphasic
sample with a broad and varied range of language ability. Linguistic characteristics of the
aphasic group are presented in Appendix 1.

Comparison group—A group of 125 community dwelling, non-brain damaged
individuals was selected to represent an age, education, and medically-comparable sample.
This sample contained 75 individuals with one or more cerebrovascular risk factors, such as
diabetes or hypertension, but who had no history of stroke or transient ischemic attack, and
no history of neurologic disease. These individuals were chosen to be part of the comparison
sample due to the fact that in many cases, aphasia with vascular etiology is preceded by risk
factors such as the ones represented in this group. In addition, the presence of such factors is
known to have a negative effect on aspects of cognition, particularly with regard to
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executive function (Brady et al., 2001; Hachinski et al., 2006), but the risk factors
themselves do not typically result in aphasia. Thus, a sample such as this one containing a
likely similar medical and cognitive history provides an ideal comparison, particularly when
focusing on a more specific aspect of neuropsychological ability. An additional fifty
individuals in the comparison sample had no documented cerebrovascular risk factors and
no history of neurological disease or illness, thus representing a neurologically and
cerebrovascularly healthy age and education-matched sample. In order to rule out possible
dementia, all participants in the comparison group were administered the Mini-Mental State
Examination (MMSE). The MMSE is a brief cognitive screening tool that assesses basic
neuropsychological abilities such as attention, orientation, and working memory; scores
range from 0 to 30 (Folstein, Folstein & McHugh, 1975). Participants were included in the
comparison sample only if they achieved a score of 24 or above; scores below this number
are considered to be indicative of more significant cognitive impairment (Kukull et al.,
1994; Monsch et al., 1995). This comparison group was therefore thought to be
representative of a broad population spectrum containing community dwelling individuals
with comparable ranges of age, education, and risk factors to the aphasic group. Mean
demographic characteristics of the comparison group are presented in Table 1.

Stimuli Development

The LOFT was created by pairing each of the 50 items from the Wechsler Test of Adult
Reading (Wechsler, 2001) (critical items) with 50 rare, archaic English words (foil items)
(see Appendix 2). The WTAR words were chosen because they are a “culture-free” stimuli
set for use in English speakers worldwide. In addition, the WTAR has extensive normative
data from individuals with wide ranges of age and education, making it a currently popular
measure of premorbid verbal intelligence. Archaic words were chosen from a corpus of
lexical items (Barnhardt, Glisky, Polster & Elam, 1996) as foils due to the fact that they
represent real English words that are not used in current language, but nonetheless conform
to conventional spelling rules and orthographic structure, thus serving as appropriate foil
stimuli. In addition, a prior study has empirically confirmed that these words have no
associated meaning in current English language (Barnhardt, Glisky, Polster & Elam, 1996),
strengthening the postulation that the WTAR words should emerge as “more familiar” in a
testing situation. In past experimental studies, nonwords have also served as appropriate foil
stimuli in circumstances where the object is to implicitly assess past experience with a
particular lexical item. However, we chose not to use nonwords or pseudowords for a
number of reasons. First, nonwords often bear orthographic similarity to real words in
current use with known semantic associations (for example, “zat” for “cat™), and thus, in
many cases, can inadvertently activate a real lexical item. Archaic words are unlikely to
unintentionally be mistaken for real English words due to their lack of orthographic
resemblance to modern English lexical items. In addition, in our piloting of the LOFT task,
we found that in patients with aphasia, instructions for making decisions based on
familiarity were easier to understand than instructions for making for lexical decisions. Foil
items were paired individually to each of the WTAR items and were chosen to be similar in
length (number of characters) (LOFT mean letter length=7.14, SD=.1.69; WTAR mean
letter length=7.84, SD=2.32) and length in syllables (LOFT mean number of syllables =
2.34, SD=.92; WTAR mean number of syllables = 2.72, SD=1.20). Analysis of these
components revealed no significant difference between the LOFT and WTAR with regard to
letter length (t (98)=—1.73, p > .05) or number of syllables (t (98) = —1.78, p > .05).

Each item on the LOFT therefore consists of a WTAR item matched with an archaic word,

and the WTAR word always serves as the target (correct) response. Placement of target and
foil words in each pair (i.e., first versus second) was equal and randomly varied throughout
the test. The entire test consisted of 5 pages of stimuli pairs (10 pairs per page).
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Reliability, or inter-item consistency, of the LOFT was assessed in the comparison sample

using Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951). The intra-class correlation coefficient was .929,
indicating that the individual items of the LOFT have a high degree of internal consistency.
Individual LOFT items were available on a subset of the aphasic patients (n=18); the intra-
class correlation coefficient was .854, providing further support for the fact that LOFT is a

reliable measure, even in a sample of brain-damaged individuals.

LOFT Administration—The LOFT is a forced-choice recognition test in which
participants are asked to select the one word in each pair of target (WTAR) and foil
(archaic) words that is the most familiar. Specific instructions for the LOFT are as follows:
“Please underline the one word that looks the most familiar to you. If you know both of the
words then choose the one that is the most familiar.” Participants were instructed to always
make a choice, even if they were unsure, and were allowed as much time as needed to
complete the test. Raw score (total number of correctly chosen words) and d’ were recorded.

WTAR Administration—Administration of the WTAR followed standard procedures as
specified in the WTAR manual (Wechsler, 2001). The WTAR is a standardized word-
reading measure on which correct responses are dependent on accurate pronunciation of
each word. Examiners are provided with a pronunciation key so that responses can be
marked as correct or incorrect immediately during administration. Raw score was recorded
and used in subsequent analyses. Participants were always administered the LOFT prior to
the WTAR in order to reduce the potential of implicit lexical familiarity when completing
the LOFT.

Data Analyses—Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences,
version 13.0 (SPSS, 2006). We conducted three primary groups of analyses in order to
address our hypotheses. First, in order to test the hypothesis that there would be group
differences on the WTAR but not the LOFT, we conducted two one-way analyses of
variance (ANOVA’s) for the two dependent measures (WTAR and LOFT), each with one
between-subjects variable (Group: aphasic, comparison). We predicted that the aphasic
group would demonstrate significantly poorer WTAR scores, but that groups would exhibit
statistically similar scores on the LOFT. We then focused analyses on testing the hypothesis
that the LOFT is related to additional indices of premorbid functioning; this was done using
bivariate correlations within each group separately. We predicted that the LOFT would be
related to variables such as education and an additional 1Q estimate in both the aphasic and
comparison groups. In contrast, we expected the WTAR to be unrelated to these variables in
the aphasic, but not comparison groups. Finally, we specifically examined the relationship of
the LOFT to language variables in order to test the hypothesis that there are aspects of
preserved verbally-mediated intellectual abilities in patients with aphasia. This was done in
two ways. First, we conducted a series of bivariate and partial correlations. We expected that
the LOFT would be related to premorbid variables such as education, independent of
variables that directly assess language functioning, and that the WTAR would be more
directly related to the severity of the language disorder than the LOFT. As a final analysis to
confirm correlation results, we then conducted a stepwise regression using raw LOFT score,
raw WTAR score, and an index of expressive language functioning (Boston Naming Test) to
predict language severity. We expected that LOFT would not contribute significantly to this
model, as we predicted that it would not be related to language severity. Second, we
conducted a mixed factorial ANOVA in the aphasic group with one between-subjects
variable (group: “fluent” versus “non-fluent”) and one within-subjects variable (raw LOFT
and raw WTAR score). This was done to support the hypothesis that LOFT performance
would be consistent across broad aphasic subtypes.
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Table 1 presents mean demographic characteristics for both aphasic and comparison groups.
Independent sample t-tests revealed no significant differences between groups with regard to
age and education. Mean MMSE score was 27.60 (SD=2.13) for the comparison group; we
are thus fairly confident that our comparison sample is representative of a non-demented
group of individuals (Kukull et al., 1994;Monsch et al., 1995). For the aphasic group,
average BNT score was 27.24 (SD=22.30; range=0 to 58) and average severity rating based
on the BDAE was 2.49 (SD=1.37; range=0.5 to 4.5). These clinical data suggest that our
patients represent a group of individuals with varying degrees of speech and language
difficulties. Of the 35 patients, 14 were classified as “fluent,” 18 were classified as “non-
fluent,” and 3 were classified as having “mixed fluency.”

WTAR and LOFT performance across aphasic and comparison groups

All analyses were conducted using raw LOFT and WTAR scores, which have a minimum
possible score of 0 and a maximum possible score of 50. In the case of the LOFT we also
calculated d-prime (d’) in an attempt to control for the fact that LOFT scores may contain
some degree of guessing, as an individual has an estimated 50 percent chance of correctly
choosing the target word when both words appear to be equally familiar. Previous forced-
choice recognition paradigms have adopted a similar approach (e.g., Smith & Duncan,
2004). D-prime is a measure of sensitivity and discriminability commonly used in forced-
choice recognition paradigms that takes into account response bias in making decisions,
which in the current study, is based on which item on the LOFT is the most familiar. The
resulting statistic is a reflection of the sensitivity with which an individual could accurately
discriminate between the familiar (WTAR) and unfamiliar (archaic) words in the presence
of “background noise.” In the case of the LOFT, this noise refers to guessing, and thus, d’ is
a measure that corrects the total score on the LOFT for the probability on each item that an
individual would guess when making a decision. In the current study, d’ was calculated
using traditional signal detection theory methods, where hit rate (correctly identifying a
target or WTAR word as familiar) and false alarm rate (incorrectly identifying a foil or
archaic word as familiar) are transformed to standardized z-scores and then entered into the
following equation: z (proportion of Hits) — z (proportion of False Alarms)=d’; this was
calculated for each individual’s score on the LOFT. An individual’s LOFT d’ score could
range from —4.01 (highest probability of guessing) to 4.01 (lowest probability of guessing).

WTAR and LOFT raw scores and d' scores for the aphasic and comparison groups are
presented in Table 2. Two one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA’s) were conducted for
the two dependent measures, WTAR and LOFT raw scores, each with one between-subjects
factor (Group: aphasic, comparison). There was a main effect of Group indicating a
significant difference between groups for the WTAR (F (1, 161) = 87.86, p < .01) but not
the LOFT (F (1, 161) = 1.64, p > .05). These results indicate that the LOFT produced an
estimate of verbal 1Q in patients with aphasia that was similar to the estimate of I1Q in a
comparison group.

Relationship of the WTAR and LOFT to markers of premorbid functioning

Comparison group—Pearson bivariate correlations were conducted within each group
separately in order to analyze the relationship of the WTAR and the LOFT to each other, as
well as to available indices of premorbid ability. A Bonferroni correction procedure was
used to adjust for multiple correlations; this was obtained by dividing the value by the
number of correlations used to assess premorbid intelligence, which in this group of
analyses, was three (WTAR and LOFT, raw score correlated with education; WTAR and
LOFT d', score correlated with education); this resulted in a critical p value of .017 and a
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critical r value of .27. Within the comparison group, WTAR and LOFT scores (raw and d’)
were significantly correlated with each other (WTAR and LOFT raw r=.83; WTAR and
LOFT d' = .87). This indicates that in a group with no severe cognitive impairments, the
LOFT is providing a similar estimate of premorbid functioning as is the WTAR. WTAR
score was significantly correlated with education (r=.67). Importantly, LOFT scores were
also significantly related to education (LOFT raw: r=.50, LOFT d': r=.54), a demographic
variable that is considered to be a reliable index of premorbid functioning.

Aphasic Group—~Pearson bivariate correlations were conducted in the aphasic group, in
order to determine the relationships among the WTAR, LOFT, and education. Correlations
were run separately using LOFT raw score and LOFT d’ score. As with the comparison
group, a Bonferroni correction procedure adjusting for the number of correlations (three)
was used, resulting in a critical p value of .017 and a critical r-value of .44. Correlations
were significant between WTAR and LOFT raw score (r=.55) and between the WTAR and
LOFT d’ (r=.76). While both LOFT indices correlated significantly with years of education
(raw LOFT: r=.47; d": r=.54), WTAR raw score did not (r=.32). In general, more years of
education were associated with a higher LOFT score and a higher d’ score (i.e., better
discriminability and less potential guessing).

In an effort to further validate the relationship of the LOFT to premorbid functioning, we
computed an additional premorbid intelligence estimate in the aphasic group using a
validated formula that takes into account education, as well as age, occupation, sex, and
region (Barona, Reynolds & Chastain, 1984). The Barona equation is widely used as an
alternative method of estimating premorbid ability, and has been validated in several clinical
populations (McCarthy et al., 2003). The resulting average Barona full scale 1Q (FSIQ) in
our sample was 115.35 (SD=5.04), with a range of 106.50 to 121.13. An additional
correlation analysis was then conducted comparing LOFT raw score and WTAR raw score
with the Barona index, and this same analysis was repeated using LOFT d’ score. A
Bonferroni correction procedure, adjusting for two total correlations in each analysis,
resulted in a critical p value of .025 and a critical r value of .39. Not surprisingly, correlation
analyses were similar to those conducted when using education alone. We found that Barona
FSIQ was significantly correlated with LOFT d’ score (r=.39), but not with WTAR score
(r=.06). LOFT raw score was nearly significant (r=.33). These results strengthen the
argument that in a sample of patients with significant language impairments, the LOFT is
more strongly related than the WTAR to premorbid functioning than a traditional word-
reading measure.

Relationship of WTAR and LOFT to language variables in the Aphasic Group

A final set of analyses focused on examining the relationship of WTAR and LOFT
performance to specific linguistic aspects of the aphasic group; namely lexical retrieval (as
assessed with BNT), aphasia severity rating (as assessed by BDAE), and fluency (i.e., non-
fluent versus fluent). Number of correlations (LOFT raw score, LOFT d’ and WTAR score
each compared with BNT and then with severity rating) was adjusted using a Bonferroni
correction procedure; the critical significance level was set at .017 and the resulting critical r
value was .44. BNT score was significantly related to WTAR raw score (r=.73), LOFT raw
score (r=.65), and LOFT d’ (r=.68). Analyses focused on severity rating also correlated
significantly with all three scores (WTAR: r=.75; LOFT raw: r=.55; LOFT d": r=.55).

Effect of lexical retrieval—While performance on both the WTAR and the LOFT are to
some degree related to expressive language ability (evidenced by their significant

relationships with BNT score), we hypothesized that specific linguistic characteristics such
as phonological retrieval and articulation are a more critical component of the WTAR than
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they are of the LOFT. This is based on our assumption that the ability to directly retrieve
and articulate a lexical item is not an obligatory aspect of the LOFT. The Boston Naming
Test is a standard measure of word retrieval that has been used as a reliable index of
expressive language function (Kaplan, Goodglass & Weintraub, 2001). We therefore
conducted partial correlations between WTAR or LOFT scores (including raw LOFT and d’)
and education level while controlling for BNT score. A Bonferroni correction procedure,
adjusting for two total correlations in each analysis, resulted in a critical significance level
of .025 and a critical r value of .39. These analyses revealed both LOFT d’ score (r =.51)
and LOFT raw score (r=.42) to be significantly correlated with education. The correlation
between WTAR raw score and education continued to emerge as non-significant (r=.15).
This suggests that in patients with language deficits, the LOFT is a more accurate reflection
of premorbid ability, and is likely more closely related to verbal 1Q than the WTAR.

Effect of aphasia severity rating—We then conducted partial correlations, controlling
for BNT score, to examine the relationship of the LOFT and WTAR to severity rating when
removing the variance associated with speech output. The critical p value was again set at .
025 (adjusting for two total correlations in each analysis) while the critical r value was set
to .45. Both LOFT scores were no longer associated with severity rating (LOFT raw: r=.14,;
LOFT d": r=.01), while the WTAR continued to correlate significantly (r=.45). Lower
WTAR scores were associated with more severe severity rating score. This indicates that
while performance on the LOFT is related in some degree to word-finding or language
production in general, it is unrelated once variation due to these aspects of language is
removed. Performance on the WTAR, in contrast, is more strongly related to the severity of
the language disorder, even when the contribution associated with speech output is factored
out of analyses.

As a final analysis to confirm these results, a stepwise regression analysis was conducted
with LOFT raw score, WTAR raw score, and BNT score as independent variables, and with
severity rating as the dependent variable. As expected, BNT score and WTAR scores
emerged as significant predictors (BNT: t= 3.58, p <.01; WTAR: t=2.79, p< .01), while raw
LOFT score was removed from the equation. Note that the RZ was .71, indicating that this is
a highly predictive model. These regression findings strengthen our previously reported
correlation results, and support the conclusion that in contrast to the WTAR, performance on
the LOFT does not independently contribute a significant amount of variance to severity
ratings. Regression results are presented in Table 3.

Effect of fluency—Mean WTAR, LOFT and linguistic data for fluent and non-fluent
groups are presented in Appendix 1. Fluent patients tend to have fewer articulatory or
speech initiation problems than non-fluent, but often suffer from more apparent problems
with comprehension and paraphasias (Goodglass, Kaplan & Barresi, 2001). Non-fluent
patients tend to produce shorter utterances with greater articulatory difficulty than fluent
patients and are more likely to suffer from dysarthria than patients with fluent aphasias
(Goodglass, Kaplan & Barresi, 2001). Presumably, if performance on the LOFT is
independent of aspects of language that are differentially affected by fluent and non-fluent
aphasia, then there should be no differences in performance across groups. We conducted a
mixed factorial ANOVA with LOFT and WTAR raw score between the fluent (n=14) and
non-fluent (n=18) aphasics. The three “mixed fluency” cases were excluded for the purpose
of this particular analysis. Results revealed a main effect of test (F (1, 30) =93.46,p <.
001); LOFT scores were significantly higher than WTAR scores for both groups. The main
effect of group was not significant (F (1, 30) = 2.84, p > .05), nor was the interaction
between group and test (F (1, 30) = .856, p > .05). These findings support the argument that
the distinction between the LOFT and the WTAR is consistent across general classifications
of aphasia, and that performance on the LOFT is not differentially affected by
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symptomatology characteristics of either group, such as verbal agility and articulatory
deficits (commonly seen in non-fluent aphasia), or comprehension and expressive difficulty
(commonly seen in fluent aphasia).

Discussion

The primary finding from this study was the clear difference in aphasics’ ability to orally
read irregular words compared to their ability to make accurate lexical familiarity judgments
of the same words when included in a forced choice decision paradigm. This was in contrast
to the comparison group who did not show such a performance difference. Second, and
perhaps most critically, oral word reading (as indexed by the WTAR) and lexical familiarity
judgments (as indexed by the LOFT) were both related to education in the comparison
group, but only the LOFT showed this expected relationship (as well as to a statistically-
derived demographic formula) in the group of aphasics. The WTAR, but not the LOFT, also
continued to show strong relationships with severity of aphasic symptoms when partialing
out BNT score. Thus, this study has established that the LOFT is a potentially valid index of
verbal intellectual abilities in a non-brain damaged adult sample when compared to current
standards, and that its validity is maintained in the face of acquired language disorders. Not
only does this demonstrate the utility of a word-recognition paradigm in estimating
premorbid intelligence, but our results also provide evidence of implicit access to lexical
items in patients with a variety of linguistic processing difficulties.

One of the most interesting findings came from examination of the relationship of the LOFT
and WTAR to various aspects of language functioning. These analyses showed that a
significant portion of the variance of the LOFT was not related to the severity or types of
language symptoms. LOFT and WTAR scores correlated significantly with aphasia severity
rating, but only the LOFT was not significantly correlated with severity when controlling
for a measure of lexical retrieval (BNT score), indicating that when variance associated with
a naming task is removed, the residual variance of the WTAR, but not the LOFT, continues
to be related to aphasia severity, and therefore implying that the WTAR is much more
dependent on linguistic processes affected by aphasia. This conclusion is supported by the
fact that the WTAR and BNT, but not the LOFT, were predictors of severity rating in a
supplemental regression analysis. Taken together, these analyses raise the possibility that
LOFT performance is determined by both a lexical familiarity component and what can be
referred to at least heuristically as a non-familiarity component; the latter of which is more
directly related to language performance. Under this view, we would hypothesize that the
“familiarity” component is dependent on and sensitive to word exposure over the course of
an individual’s lifetime. The extent to which this exposure included increasingly low
frequency words is likely to be related in some way to premorbid verbal intelligence. In
contrast, we would speculate that the “non-familiarity” component (though not operating
totally exclusive of familiarity) is more dependent on lexical access or lexical retrieval and
therefore more affected by the presence of aphasic symptoms, thus mitigating its sensitivity
to premorbid intellectual abilities. Removing the variance associated with the BNT from raw
LOFT score therefore provided a purer assessment of the relationship between word
familiarity (and premorbid verbal abilities) and indices of general premorbid function,
demonstrating that the LOFT can be completed, though not obligatorily, without
phonological retrieval and articulation. In contrast, the WTAR cannot be performed using
lexical familiarity alone and therefore in the face of ensuing aphasic symptoms, is no longer
predictive of markers of premorbid intellectual ability. A number of psycholinguistic models
of word processing support this distinction between lexical retrieval and lexical familiarity.
For example, word recognition is hypothesized to be based on orthographic familiarity as
well as word frequency (Grainger & Jacobs, 1996), and can also be achieved without
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phonological retrieval and articulation, as suggested by connectionist models of word
reading (Seidenberg & McClelland, 1989). The LOFT capitalizes on these principles.

The fact that LOFT performance was relatively resistant to language severity in a fairly
heterogeneous sample of patients with acquired language disorders has important theoretical
implications, as it suggests that aphasic patients can access specific aspects of lexical
knowledge under certain conditions. As such, we offer several distinct yet hypothetically
related explanations. First, it is possible that expressive symptoms of aphasia that impact
WTAR performance (such as anomia, paraphasias, and non-fluency) stem from impaired
access to the underlying lexical representations, as opposed to disruptions to the lexical
networks themselves. This idea is consistent with prior studies demonstrating implicit
activation of lexical-semantic and lexical-orthographic information (Friedman, 1981;
Milberg & Blumstein, 1981; Mimura, Goodglass & Milberg, 1996). Second, it is also
possible that word familiarity judgments may be made on the basis of partial lexical
information still existing in lexical networks, and tasks that are more sensitive to the
integrity of these networks (such as word retrieval) are therefore more difficult. This idea is
rooted in connectionist theories that have explained specific cognitive deficits as a
disruption to aspects of neurocognitive networks, as opposed to the entire network per se
(McClelland & Plaut, 1993). An additional explanation for the fact that the LOFT was
relatively resistant to aphasia severity is the possibility that the system upon which
familiarity judgments depend is in a sense a low-level memory system that retains evidence
of life-long exposure and perhaps use of orthographic or lexical information.

An additional issue that these results potentially address is that of the status of verbally
mediated intelligence in patients with aphasia, an issue that has received little empirical
attention in the literature. Primarily because of patients’ expressive language difficulties,
past attempts to characterize intellectual functioning in language-disordered individuals have
focused almost exclusively on non-verbal measures with no attempt to directly measure
what may have been preserved verbal intelligence. For example, in an early discussion of
this issue, Zangwill (1964) reported that on a task of nonverbal intelligence, severe aphasic
patients performed within normal limits, despite impaired performance in several other
cognitive domains (Zangwill, 1964). Although there are reported cases of “impaired”
intelligence (Loddenkemper et al., 2004), this predominant finding has been replicated, even
across various subtypes of aphasia (Kertesz & Mccabe, 1975). Together, these findings have
led many to conclude that nonverbal aspects of intelligence may be preserved in patients
with significant language disorders (Kertesz & Mccabe, 1975), but that aphasia impairs
verbal intellectual functioning (Lafavor & Brundage, 2000). The current results raise the
possibility that some aspects of verbally-mediated intelligence may still preserved in patients
whose instrumental linguistic competence has been compromised. This in turn maybe useful
in understanding the theoretical relationship between verbal intelligence and the linguistic
functions that are commonly affected in aphasia.

The idea that we can accurately estimate premorbid 1Q in individuals with aphasia also has
clinical and practical implications, especially when considering the fact that aspects of
intelligence, such as word knowledge, are resistant to the effects of neurologic injury
(Stebbins, 1998). Over the past several years, the concept of cognitive, or neural reserve has
been the focus of many studies investigating outcome and progression in disorders such as
dementia, with the general finding that certain premorbid aspects of neuropsychological or
intellectual functioning may serve as protective factors against neurologic disease as well as
general cognitive decline (Barnett, Salmond, Jones & Sahakian, 2006; Corral et al., 2006).
In fact, several studies have reported that recently-diagnosed dementia patients with high
average baseline intellectual functioning have a delayed age of onset in addition to a more
favorable prognosis when compared to individuals with lower estimated premorbid function
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levels (Rentz et al., 2000; Rentz et al., 2004). Premorbid intelligence has also demonstrated
utility in predicting both cognitive and functional outcome in rehabilitation settings. For
example, prior studies have found that when compared with lower premorbid 1Q, higher
estimated premorbid functioning may lower susceptibility to cognitive changes after
traumatic brain injury (Kesler, Adams, Blasey & Bigler, 2003). Thus, more precise
knowledge of premorbid function can offer essential information to be used in treatment
planning, in structuring appropriate rehabilitation strategies, and in predicting outcome. In
aphasia, treatment of language difficulties is often a central component to post-stroke
regimens, and more specific knowledge of verbal premorbid functioning may prove to be a
vital factor predicting the success of a particular approach.

One potential limitation of this study relates to the primary criteria used for validation of the
LOFT. We reasoned that the WTAR, with its extensive normative data, would be able to
provide estimates of premorbid 1Q across a broad range of premorbid abilities in the healthy
comparison sample. The fact that LOFT and WTAR scores were similar in this non-brain
damaged group supports this assumption. However, due to limited psychometric information
on verbal intelligence, we did not have such a direct measure of 1Q in the patients with
aphasia, especially since we expected WTAR scores to be impaired. Thus, we made the
assumption that education level and a statistically based demographic formula would make
adequate, but not complete substitutes for premorbid 1Q estimation. We recognize that by
itself, education does not define 1Q, but is nonetheless significantly related to premorbid
function, as evidenced by its high correlations with existing intelligence measures
(Wechsler, 2001). In the current study, we also have evidence that LOFT scores are highly
correlated with both of these criterion variables in the aphasic group, strengthening the
argument that to the extent to which education and a combination of education, occupation,
age and race are related to premorbid 1Q, verbal intellectual abilities appear to be relatively
preserved in aphasia.

Additional limitations include the fact that LOFT may underestimate premorbid IQ in
patients with more severe global aphasia. For example, the fact that several of our
participants achieved low enough scores on the BDAE word recognition subtest to be
classified as alexic raises the question of whether this affected their ability to reliably
complete the LOFT. Inspection of these individual scores (see Appendix 1) reveals that
those individuals with lower word recognition scores also had moderate to severe severity
ratings and low BNT scores, raising the possibility that they are globally aphasic. As such,
their LOFT scores are also somewhat lower than what would be expected based on
education level alone. However, it is important to point out that the lower LOFT scores are
still considerably higher than the WTAR score and are thus, we would argue, still providing
a more accurate estimation of premorbid 1Q. The fact that our sample represents a wide
range of linguistic abilities is a significant strength, and suggests that the LOFT may be
appropriate even for individuals with more severe aphasic symptoms. As more data are
collected, the residual relationship to severity level may be adjusted statistically.

There was also a fairly narrow range of education in our sample. However, in this initial
study, our primary goal was to develop an instrument that was capable of estimating
premorbid verbal 1Q in patients with varying degrees of language disorders. Our intentions
were not to explore all psychometric properties of the LOFT, and the current sample was
therefore not selected in a way that would allow this. Nonetheless, the strong relationship of
the LOFT to education in both samples, and additionally to the Barona estimate in the
aphasic group, clearly demonstrates that to the extent to which demographic variables such
as education are related to premorbid 1Q, verbal intellectual abilities appear to be relatively
preserved in aphasia. Future goals therefore include examining the LOFT in populations
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with better characterization of 1Q and particularly, in patients with more severe cognitive
impairments such as those commonly seen in dementia.

In summary, we present data supporting the reliability and validity of an instrument based
on lexical and orthographic familiarity judgments as a measure of verbally-mediated 1Q in
patients with aphasia and healthy controls. Furthermore, the measure seems to provide these
estimates across a range of expressive and receptive language deficits, indicating that the
LOFT may be useful in a wide variety of cases. Based solely on our results, it is not entirely
clear whether LOFT performance reflects a residue of premorbid intellectual functioning,
current intelligence, or both. However, our data suggest that patients with language
impairments can still access aspects of lexical information that additionally may provide
insights into premorbid verbal intellectual abilities.

Acknowledgments

This research was supported by a grant from the National Institute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke
(F32NS051942), by a grant from the National Institute of Deafness and Communication Disorders
(5P30DC005207), and by Medical Research Service VA Merit Review Awards to William Milberg and Regina
McGlinchey. The authors would like to thank Martin L. Albert, MD, Ph.D. for his support of this project. We
would also like to thank Jacque Spitzer for her assistance with data collection, and Carol Cayer-Meade, Patricia
Fitzpatrick, Ph.D. and Marjorie Nicholas, Ph.D. for conducting speech and language evaluations. Finally, we would
like to thank Bruce Crosson, Ph.D. for his helpful comments on an earlier version of this manuscript, and one of the
anonymous reviewers whose detailed and thoughtful comments greater improved the final version.

References

Anson K, Ponsford J. Coping and emotional adjustment following traumatic brain injury. Journal of
Head Trauma Rehabilitation 2006;21:248-259. [PubMed: 16717502]
Baddeley A, Emslie H, Nimmo-Smith I. The Spot-the-Word test: a robust estimate of verbal
intelligence based on lexical decision. British Journal of Clinical Psychology 1993;32:55-65.
[PubMed: 8467274]
Barnett JH, Salmond CH, Jones PB, Sahakian BJ. Cognitive reserve in neuropsychiatry. Psychological
Medicine 2006;36:1053-1064. [PubMed: 16854246]
Barnhardt TM, Glisky EL, Polster MR, Elam L. Inhibition of associates and activation of synonyms in
the rare-word paradigm: Further evidence for a center-surround mechanism. Memory and Cognition
1996;24:60-69.
Barona A, Reynolds CR, Chastain R. A demographically based index of premorbid intelligence for the
WAIS-R. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 1984;52:885-887.
Bauer, RM.; Grande, L.; Valenstein, E. Amnesic disorders. In: Heilman, KM.; Valenstein, E., editors.
Clinical Neuropsychology. New York: Oxford University Press; 2003. p. 523-602.
Beardsall L. Short NART, CCRT and Spot-the-Word: Comparisons in older and demented persons.
British Journal of Clinical Psychology 1997;36:619-622. [PubMed: 9403152]
Brady CB, Spiro A, McGlinchey R, Milberg WP, Gaziano JM. Stroke risk predicts verbal fluency
decline in healthy older men: Evidence from the Normative Aging Study. Journal of Gerontology:
Psychological Sciences 2001;56B:340-346.
Buckner RL, Peterson SE, Ojemann JG, Miezin FM, Squire LR, Raichle ME. Functional anatomical
studies of explicit and implicit memory retrieval tasks. Journal of Neuroscience 1995;15:12-29.
[PubMed: 7823123]
Chertkow H, Bub D, Deaudon C, Whitehead V. On the status of object concepts in aphasia. Brain and
Language 1997;58:203-234. [PubMed: 9182748]

Cohen R, Kelter S, Woll G. Analytical competence and language impairment in aphasia. Brain and
Language 19809;10:331-347. [PubMed: 7407551]

Corral M, Rodriguez M, Amenedo E, Sanchez JL, Diaz F. Cognitive reserve, age, and
neuropsychological performance in healthy participants. Developmental Neuropsychology
2006;29:479-491. [PubMed: 16671863]

Neuropsychology. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 July 27.



1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN 1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

Leritz et al.

Page 14

Cronbach LJ. Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure of Tests. Psychological Bulletin
1951,;68:430-445.

Fiszdon JM, Choi J, Bryson GJ, Bell MD. Impact of intellectual status on response to cognitive task
training in patients with schizophrenia. Schizophrenia Research 2006;87:261-269. [PubMed:
16737798]

Folstein M, Folstein S, McHugh P. “Mini-Mental State”: A practical method for grading the cognitive
state of patients for the clinician. Journal of Psychiatric Research 1975;12:189-198. [PubMed:
1202204]

Friedman RB. Preservation of Orthographic Knowledge in Aphasia. Brain and Language
1981;14:307-314. [PubMed: 7053182]

Gabrieli JDE. Cognitive neuroscience of human memory. Annual Review of Psychology 1998;49:87—
115.

Goodglass, H.; Kaplan, E.; Barresi, B. Boston Diagnostic Aphasia Examination. Philadelphia, PA:
Lippincott Williams & Wilkins; 2001.

Grainger J, Jacobs AM. Orthographic Processing in Visual Word Recognition: A Multiple Read-Out
Model. Psychological Review 1996;103:518-565. [PubMed: 8759046]

Hachinski V, ladecola C, Petersen RC, Breteler MM, Nyenhuis DL, Black SE, Powers WJ, DeCarli C,
Merino JG, Kalaria RN, Vinters HV, Holtzman DM, Rosenberg GA, Wallin A, Dichgans M,
Marler JR, Leblanc GG. National Institute of Neurological Disorders and Stroke-Canadian Stroke
Network vascular cognitive impairment harmonization standards. Stroke 2006;37:2220-2241.
[PubMed: 16917086]

Jeffries E, Lambon Ralph MA. Semantic impairment in stroke aphasia versus semantic dementia: a
case-series comparison. Brain 2006;129:2132-2147. [PubMed: 16815878]

Kaplan, E.; Goodglass, H.; Weintraub, S. Boston Naming Test. Philadelphia, MD: Lippincott Williams
& Wilkins; 2001.

Kertesz A, Mccabe P. Intelligence and aphasia-Performance of aphasics on ravens colored progressive
matricies (RCPM). Brain and Language 1975;2:387-395. [PubMed: 1218375]

Kesler SR, Adams HF, Blasey CM, Bigler ED. Premorbid intellectual functioning, education, and
brain size in traumatic brain injury: An investigation of the cognitive reserve hypothesis. Applied
Neuropsychology 2003;10:153-162. [PubMed: 12890641]

Kukull W, Larson E, Teri L, Bowen J, McCormick W, Pfanschmidt M. The Mini-Mental State
Examination score and the clinical diagnosis of dementia. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology
1994;47:1061-1067. [PubMed: 7730909]

Lafavor JM, Brundage SB. Correlation among demographic estimates of intellectual abilities,
performance 1Q scores, and verbal 1Q scores in non-brain-damaged and aphasic adults.
Aphasiology 2000;14:1091-1103.

Lezak, MD.; Howieson, DB.; Loring, DW. The Rationale of Deficit Measurement. In: Lezak, MD.,
editor. Neuropsychological Assessment. 4. New York: Oxford University Press; 2004. p. 86-99.

Loddenkemper T, Dinner DS, Kubu C, Prayson R, Bingaman W, Dagirmanjian A, Wyllie E. Aphasia
after hemispherectomy in an adult with early onset epilepsy and hemiplegia. Journal of Neurology,
Neurosurgery, and Psychiatry 2004;75:149-151.

McCarthy FM, Sellers AH, Burns WJ, Smith G, Ivnik R, Malec JF. Prediction of 1Q in the Mayo Older
Adult Normative sample using multiple methods. Journal of Clinical Psychology 2003;59:457—
463. [PubMed: 12652637]

McClelland JL, Plaut DC. Computational approaches to cognition: top-down approaches. Current
Opinion in Neurobiology 1993;3:209-216. [PubMed: 8513234]

Milberg W, Blumstein SE. Lexical Decision and Aphasia: Evidence for Semantic Processing. Brain
and Language 1981;14:371-385. [PubMed: 7306789]

Mimura M, Goodglass H, Milberg W. Preserved semantic priming effect in alexia. Brain and
Language 1996:54.

Monsch A, Foldi N, Erminifunfschilling D, Berres M, Taylor K, Seifritz E. Improving the diagnostic
accuracy of the Mini Mental State Examination. Acta Neurologica Scandanavia 1995;92:145-150.

Nelson, H.; Willison, J. The National Adult Reading Test. 2. Windsor: NFER-Nelson; 1991.

Neuropsychology. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 July 27.



1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN 1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

Leritz et al.

Appendix

Page 15

Pavlik VN, Doody RS, Massman PJ, Chan W. Influence of premorbid 1Q and education on
progression of Alzheimer’s disease. Dementia and Geriatric Cognitive Disorders 2006;22:367—
377. [PubMed: 16954693]

Rentz DM, Calvo VL, Scinto LFM, Sperling RA, Budson Ae, Daffner KR. Detecting early cognitive
decline in high-functioning elders. Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry 2000;33:27-49.

Rentz DM, Huh TJ, Faust RR, Budson AE, Scinto LF, Sperling RA, Daffner KR. Use of 1Q-adjusted
norms to predict progressive cognitive decline in highly intelligent older individuals.
Neuropsychology 2004;18:38-49. [PubMed: 14744186]

Seidenberg MS, McClelland JL. A distributed, developmental model of word recognition and naming.
Psychological Review 1989;96:523-568. [PubMed: 2798649]

Semenza C, Denes G, Lucchese D, Bisiacchi P. Selective deficit of conceptual structures in aphasia:
class vs. thematic relations. Brain and Language 1980;10:243-248. [PubMed: 7407545]

Smith DG, Duncan MJJ. Testing theories of recognition memory by predicting performance across
paradigms. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory and Cognition 2004;30:615—
625.

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. Chicago: SPSS, Inc; 2006. Release 13.0

Stebbins, GT. Estimation of premorbid intelligence in neurologically impaired individuals. In: Snyder,
PJ.; Nussbaum, PD., editors. Estimation of premorbid intelligence in neurologically impaired
individuals. Vol. xxvii. Washington, D.C: American Psychological Association; 1998. p. 76-87.

Tremont G, Hoffman RG, Scott JG, Adams RL. Effect of intellectual level on neuropsychological test
performance: A response to Dodrill (1997). Clinical Neuropsychologist 1998;12:560-567.

Warrington EK, Cipolotti L. Word comprehension: the distinction between refractory and storage
impairments. Brain 1996;119:611-625. [PubMed: 8800952]

Wechsler, D. Wechsler Test of Adult Reading. San Antonio, TX: The Psychological Coroporation;
2001.

Zangwill OL. Neurological studies and human behavior. British Medical Bulletin 1964;20:43-48.
[PubMed: 14104096]

Appendix Item 1: Individual Data for Aphasic Patients

BDAE
BNT Reading Severity LOFT WTAR LOFT
Age Education Score Score Rating score score d-prime

NONFLUENT

1 68 16 0 3 .50 34 0 .88

2 66 12 44 8 4.00 33 0 17

3 70 12 1 9 1.00 34 0 .88

4 44 14 8 9 1.00 35 0 .99

5 55 16 46 10 2.00 48 0 3.31
6 77 12 0 8 1.00 35 0 .99

7 54 16 0 7 1.00 36 0 111
8 45 13 0 * 1.00 28 0 .25

9 53 12 0 5 .50 28 0 .25
10 70 18 0 * 1.00 31 0 .56
11 58 20 9 7 1.00 48 0 3.31
12 66 12 49 10 3.50 43 18 2.07
13 51 18 54 10 2.50 50 18 4.01

Neuropsychology. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 July 27.




1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN 1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

1duasnuey Joyiny vd-HIN

Leritz et al.

Page 16

Age
14 53
15 62
16 62
17 77
18 65
Mean (SD) 6157 (11.25)
FLUENT
1 58
2 55
3 78
4 60
5 70
6 66
7 65
8 60
9 61
10 27
11 80
12 61
13 53
14 62
Mean (SD)  61.14 (12.53)
MIXED
1 62
2 70
3 60

Education

18
16
16
18
16

15.19 (2.52)

16
16
16
12
16
14
16
12
20
17
18
12
12
13

15.00 (2.54)

12
16
20

BNT
Score

52
55
58
53
27

25.33 (24.96)

25
1
28
32
3
37
47
14
43
45
58
*
55
16

31.08 (18.67)

16
50

BDAE
Reading
Score

10
10
10
10
10
16.21 (12.94)

10
10
10
10
*

10
8

*

10

25.18 (10.09)

10
8
10

Severity
Rating

4.00
4.00
4.00
3.50
2.00

2.08 (1.37)

3.50
2.00
2.00
3.50
2.00
1.00
450
4.00
4.00
450
450
1.00
4.00
1.00

3.11(1.27)

1.00
2.00
3.00

LOFT
score

48
50
49
50
43
39.76 (7.64)

41
44
50
44
44
35
47
44
50
39
50
45
47
45
44.29 (4.45)

46
43
50

WTAR
score

30
34
43
44
25
10.90 (15.66)

o o o o o

16

34

40

42

43

48

16

34

16
20.86 (18.84)

LOFT
d-prime

331
401
3.80
4.01
2.07

1.92 (1.36)

1.76
2.26
4.01
2.26
2.26

99
2.96
2.26
4.01
1.48
401
2.46
2.96
161

2,52 (.97)

2.69
2.07
4.01

*

=Data not available

Appendix Item 2: Foil items for the LOFT. In the LOFT, each foil item is
paired with a word from the WTAR as they appear in the published WTAR

manual
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Table 3

Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis Predicting Severity Rating From Boston Naming Test and WTAR
Raw Score in the Aphasic Group (n=35)

Predictors B SEB Beta

BNT Score .003 .009 .508
WTAR raw score  .003 .011  .396

Note R2 =.71; LOFT: Beta in=.059, t = .449, p=.656.
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