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In-person versus virtual administration of
the American College of Rheumatology gold
standard cognitive battery in systemic lupus
erythematosus: Are they interchangeable?

ML Barraclough1,2,3, JP Diaz-Martinez1,4, A Knight5,6, K Bingham7,8, J Su1,5, M Kakvan1,4,
C Muñoz Grajales1,4, MC Tartaglia9, L Ruttan10, J Wither1, MY Choi11, D Bonilla1,4,
N Anderson1,4, S Appenzeller12, B Parker2,3, P Katz13, D Beaton14, R Green9,
IN Bruce2,3 and Z Touma1,4

Abstract

Objective: During the COVID-19 pandemic, many research studies were adapted, including our longitudinal study
examining cognitive impairment (CI) in systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE). Cognitive testing was switched from in-person
to virtual. This analysis aimed to determine if the administration method (in-person vs. virtual) of the ACR-
neuropsychological battery (ACR-NB) affected participant cognitive performance and classification.
Methods: Data from our multi-visit, SLE CI study included demographic, clinical, and psychiatric characteristics, and the
modified ACR-NB. Three analyses were undertaken for cognitive performance: (1) all visits, (2) non-CI group visits only
and (3) intra-individual comparisons. A retrospective preferences questionnaire was given to participants who completed
the ACR-NB both in-person and virtually.
Results:We analysed 328 SLE participants who had 801 visits (696 in-person and 105 virtual). Demographic, clinical, and
psychiatric characteristics were comparable except for ethnicity, anxiety and disease-related damage. Across all three
comparisons, six tests were consistently statistically significantly different. CI classification changed in 11/71 (15%)
participants. 45% of participants preferred the virtual administration method and 33% preferred in-person.
Conclusions:Of the 19 tests in the ACR-NB, we identified one or more problems with eight (42%) tests when moving from
in-person to virtual administration. As the use of virtual cognitive testing will likely increase, these issues need to be addressed –
potentially by validating a virtual version of the ACR-NB. Until then, caution must be taken when directly comparing virtual to
in-person test results. If future studies use a mixed administration approach, this should be accounted for during analysis.
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Introduction

One of the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic was the
suspension of many health research projects as face-to-face
contact needed to be limited. As such, researchers tried to
adapt their studies to use a virtual environment where
possible.1 Virtually testing cognitive function is possible,
and prior to the pandemic, there was already a shift to online
assessment, especially using computerised cognitive tests.2

CANTAB® and ANAM are two established systems
that provide validated normalised computerised cognitive
batteries.3 Administration of these systems requires min-
imal training, and reporting is much easier as it auto-
matically calculated. CANTAB® has an established online
version of their tasks4 and ANAM has recently released an
online version. CANTAB® studies have found many of
the tests to be comparable in both in-person and online
versions. However, caution must be used when assessing
response time measures. These can be affected by both
internet speed and hardware use, for example, mouse
versus touch screen.5

The use of ANAM and CANTAB® to test cognitive
impairment (CI) in systemic lupus erythematosus (SLE) is
increasing but the American College of Rheumatology
neuropsychological battery (ACR-NB) of tests remains the
gold standard.6 This battery is primarily a face-to-face paper
assessment. It includes 19 tests examining six different
cognitive domains. Understanding how performance may
be affected when this non-computerised assessment is ad-
ministered in a virtual manner is currently unknown.

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, we had started a
longitudinal project examining CI in SLE, with participant
data collected at 0, 6, 12 and 24 months. Our protocol
included the ACR-neuropsychological battery (ACR-NB)
and ANAM, and all study visits were conducted face-to-
face in-person. The study was suspended at the start of the
pandemic in 2020 but parts were reopened including the use
of an adapted version of the ACR-NB, which allowed
virtual administration to start in February 2021.

The purpose of this study was to assess the comparability
of the ACR-NB when administered in-person versus vir-
tually. In addition, we explored which administration
method participants preferred.

Methods

Data from participants enrolled in our longitudinal CI in
SLE study was used. This data included demographic,

clinical, and psychiatric characteristics, and the modified
American College of Rheumatology neuropsychological
battery (ACR-NB), full details are published elsewhere.3,7

Participants in this study have up to four research visits at 0,
6, 12 and 24 months. Inclusion criteria required all par-
ticipants to meet 2019 EULAR/ACR classification criteria
for SLE,8 to be aged between 18 and 65 years old and to
have an adequate level of English to enable completion of
the cognitive tasks. Consecutive participants were ap-
proached from the Toronto Lupus Clinic at the University
Health Network (UHN) Toronto Western Hospital. Patients
provided written informed consent in accordance with the
Helsinki Declaration and the study was reviewed and ap-
proved by the UHN Research Ethics Board (CAPCR ID:
15-9582).

In-person data was collected between July 2016 and 16th

March 2020. The study was then paused due to COVID-19
restrictions. Web-based virtual cognitive assessments began
8th February 2021 and are still ongoing.

Cognitive tests

In-person. The 1-h ACR-NB of tests were administered to
participants by a psychometrist (Table 1). This battery in-
cludes 19 different tests split into six cognitive domains.
One alteration to the ACR-NB was made, the Hopkins
Verbal Learning Test-Revised9 was used instead of the
California Verbal Learning Test.10

Virtual. The administration of the ACR-NB in a virtual
environment was conducted in the same way as the in-
person administration except that it was done through a
video call. This also meant changes were required to five of
the tests; two had to be completely removed and three were
changed from written to verbal tests, see Table 1.

All cognitive test scores were converted into z-scores.
After completion of the battery, participants’ level of

cognitive function was determined. Participants were cat-
egorised as cognitively impaired if they met the following
criteria (CI algorithm):

Participants must have impaired performance in two or
more domains. Domains 1–4 were considered impaired if
one or more tests within the domains had z-score ≤ �1.5.
Domains 5 and required two or more tests to have z-
score ≤ �1.5.11

Participants were further categorised into one of three
groups based on their cognitive functioning over time.
These groups were defined as follows:
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1. No CI, participant did not meet the definition for CI
at any study visit.

2. Fluctuating CI, participant was impaired at some
visits and not at others.

3. Persistent CI, participant was impaired at all study
visits.

An additional questionnaire was added retrospectively to
ask participants about their experiences of in-person versus
virtual visits. This questionnaire was given to all partici-
pants that undertook both virtual and in-person cognitive
assessments (Supplementary Figure 1).

Analysis. All data available was assessed for complete-
ness. Visits with ≥5 cognitive test results or ≥2 cog-
nitive domains missing were removed from the
analysis. Data was split into two groups, in-person
versus virtual visits. Characteristics were compared
between in-person and virtual visit data using Mann–
Whitney U or chi-square.

Three different analyses were conducted on the cognitive
data to examine differences between in-person and virtual
assessment performance, using Mann–Whitney U or Wil-
coxon Signed Ranks test:

1. Analysis of all available visit data.

2. Analysis of visit data from participants who re-
mained non-cognitively impaired over all visits.

3. Intra-individual longitudinal analysis of those who
had both an in-person and virtual visit at different
time points. An additional delta analysis was also
performed. This examined change in performance
from two in-person visits compared to change in
performance from an in-person visit and virtual visit.

The purpose of the three analyses enabled us to control
for potentially confounding factors. Analysis 1 provided an
overview of all data available. Analysis 2 allowed us to
control for participants who may have naturally fluctuating
CI levels over time. Analysis 3 enabled us to control for
other factors that may affect cognition, such as medication,
depression and disease damage, but may remain more stable
within participants.

Results

Results from 816 visits were available. After removing
visits with missing data, 801 visits were included. 328
participants contributed to these visits. In-person visits
accounted for 696 visits and virtual 105 visits. Baseline
characteristics, split by administration method can be seen
in Supplementary Table 1. No significant differences were

Table 1. Cognitive tests administered and the differences between the in-person and virtual tests.

Domain In-person tests Virtual tests

1. Manual motor speed and dexterity 1.1 dominant hand tapping Unable to do virtually
1.2 Non dominant hand tapping

2. Simple attention and processing
speed

2.1 Trails A25 2.1 Trails A – changed from written to verbal
2.2 Stroop colour naming 2.2 Stroop colour naming
2.3 Stroop word reading26 2.3 Stroop word reading

3. Visual-spatial construction 3.1 RCFT copy27 3.1 RCFT copy
4. Verbal fluency 4.1 COWAT 4.1 COWAT

4.2 ANIMALS 4.2 ANIMALS
5. Learning and memory Visuospatial memory27: Visuospatial memory:

5.1 RCFT recall 5.1 RCFT recall
5.2 RCFT delay recall 5.2 RCFT delay recall
5.3 RCFT recognition 5.3 RCFT recognition
Verbal memory9: Verbal memory:
5.4 HVLT-R delayed recall 5.4 HVLT-R delayed recall
5.5 HVLT-R recognition 5.5 HVLT-R recognition
5.6 HVLT-R total recall 5.6 HVLT-R total recall

6. Executive function 6.1 Stroop interference score26 6.1 Stroop interference score
6.2 WAIS letter number
sequencing28

6.2 WAIS letter number sequencing

6.3 WAIS-III digit symbol29 6.3 SDMT (verbal version of WAIS-III digit
symbol)

6.4 Trails B25 6.4 Trails B – changed from written to verbal
6.5 Consonant trigrams30 6.5 Consonant trigrams

BOLD indicates significant changes to tests administered. COWAT: controlled oral word association test, RCFT: Rey complex figure test, HVLT-R:
Hopkins verbal learning test-revised, WAIS: Wechsler adult intelligence scale, SDMT: symbol digit modalities test.
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seen in visit characteristics except for ethnicity, disease
damage and anxiety, where higher level of damage was
noted amongst the in-person visits and higher level of
anxiety amongst the virtual visits. In terms of ethnicity, there
were more Black and Caucasian in-person visits compared
to more Asian and Other ethnicities for the virtual visits.

Across both visit types, disease activity (as assessed by
the SLEDAI) was seen in the following systems: central
nervous n = 15 (1.8%), vascular n = 14 (1.7%), muscu-
loskeletal n = 54 (6.7%), renal n = 96 (12%), dermatologic
n = 103 (13%), serosal n = 10 (1.2%), immunologic n = 467
(58%), constitutional n = 10 (1.2%) and haematologic n =
63 (7.8%). Also, across both visits types, 300 visits had
patients with antiphospholipid syndrome and ACR criteria
categories were split as follows: malar rash n = 543 (68%),
discoid rash n = 111 (14%), photosensitivity n = 467 (58%),
oral ulcers n = 432 (54%), arthritis n = 658 (82%), serositis
n = 263 (33%), renal disorder n = 345 (43%), neurologic
disorder n = 75 (9%), haematologic disorder n = 707 (88%),
immunologic disorder n = 726 (91%) and antinuclear an-
tibody positive n = 795 (99%).

All visits

Differences were found between in-person and virtual visits
for 10/17 cognitive tests in the domains of simple attention
and processing speed, learning and memory, and executive
function. Performance at virtual visits compared to in-

person were improved for Trails A and B, Rey Complex
Figure Test (RCFT), Stroop interference score and Auditory
consonant trigrams. Performance at virtual visits compared
to in-person worsened on Stroop colour naming and word
reading and Symbol Digit Modalities Test (SDMT) com-
pared to WAIS-III digit symbol (Table 2).

Visits of those with no CI. A total of 394 visits were classified
as not cognitively impaired, comprised of 346 in-person
visits and 48 virtual visits.

Seven out of 17 tests were significantly different between
non-CI virtual and in-person visits. Similar to all visits,
improved performance was seen in Trails A and B, RCFT
and Stroop interference score for virtual versus in-person
visits. Poorer performance was seen on the Stroop colour
naming and word reading and SDMTcompared toWAIS-III
digit symbol for virtual versus in-person visits (Table 3).

Intra-individual longitudinal comparisons. 71 participants had
at least one virtual and one in-person visit completed at
different times. The mean time between visits was 2.15
(±0.98) years. Differences between these visits were seen
in 7/17 of the cognitive tasks. Scores on Trails A and B,
Stroop interference and auditory consonant trigrams were
improved at the virtual compared to in-person visit.
Stroop colour naming and word reading and SDMT
compared to WAIS-III digit symbol scores were worse at
the virtual compared to in-person visit (Table 4). The delta

Table 2. Comparisons between in-person and virtual visits cognitive test results for all visits.

In-person (n = 696) Virtual (n = 105)

p-valueMedian z-scores (LQ, UQ) Median z-scores (LQ, UQ)

2.1 Trails A 0.73 (�0.04, 1.19) 2.13 (1.86, 2.50) <0.001
2.2 Stroop colour naming 0.04 (�0.67, 0.88) �0.47 (�1.17, 0.38) 0.001
2.3 Stroop word reading �0.41 (�1.13, 0.41) �1.13 (�2.05, �0.41) <0.001
3 RCFT copy �0.59 (�2.34, 0.12) �0.95 (�2.78, �0.01) 0.122
4.1 COWAT �0.24 (�0.96, 0.47) �0.33 (�1.15, 0.47) 0.164
4.2 ANIMALS 0.20 (�0.54, 1.00) 0.20 (�0.53, 0.85) 0.926
5.1 RCFT recall �0.39 (�1.38, 0.60) �0.14 (�1.10, 1.00) 0.047
5.2 RCFT delay recall �0.28 (�1.41, 0.61) 0.20 (�1.08, 0.81) 0.046
5.3 RCFT recognition �0.28 (�0.99, 0.28) 0.08 (�0.81, 0.99) 0.004
5.4 HVLT-R delayed recall �0.61 (�1.75, 0.28) �0.18 (�1.78, 0.41) 0.224
5.5 HVLT-R recognition �0.52 (�2.05, 0.47) �0.75 (�1.67, 0.50) 0.894
5.6 HVLT-R total recall �0.81 (�1.48, 0.00) �0.65 (�1.53, 0.05) 0.696
6.1 Stroop interference score 0.61 (�0.08, 1.34) 0.88 (0.26, 1.48) 0.001
6.2 WAIS letter number sequencing 0.00 (�0.67, 0.67) 0.00 (�0.67, 0.67) 0.505
6.3 WAIS-III digit symbol/SDMT 0.33 (�0.33, 0.99) �0.80 (�1.40, �0.13) <0.001
6.4 Trails B 0.53 (�0.59, 1.30) 1.86 (0.88, 2.34) <0.001
6.5 auditory consonant trigrams test �0.80 (�1.61, 0.16) �0.35 (�1.31, 0.40) 0.008

RCFT: rey complex figure test, COWAT: controlled oral word association test, HVLT-R: Hopkins verbal learning test-revised, WAIS: Wechsler adult
intelligence scale, SDMT: symbol digit modalities test. Bold = statistically significant.
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analysis included 60 participants and found significant
differences for Trails A and B, Stroop interference, Stroop
colour naming and word reading, and SDMT compared to
WAIS-III digit symbol scores. The WAIS letter number

sequencing also had a significant change in score
(Supplementary Table 2).

The six tests that were consistently statistically different
across all three analyses were Trails A (2.1), Stroop colour

Table 4. Intra-individual participant comparisons between in-person and virtual visits cognitive test results.

In-person (n = 71) Virtual (n = 71)

p-valueMedian z-scores (LQ, UQ) Median z-scores (LQ, UQ)

2.1 Trails A 0.73 (0.16, 1.29) 2.23 (1.94, 2.54) <0.001
2.2 Stroop colour naming 0.47 (�0.67, 1.17) �0.47 (�1.17, 0.26) <0.001
2.3 Stroop word reading �0.35 (�1.10, 0.58) �1.13 (�1.88, �0.41) <0.001
3 RCFT copy �0.54 (�2.50, 0.04) �0.95 (�2.86, �0.12) 0.214
4.1 COWAT �0.34 (�1.07, 0.53) �0.25 (�1.13, 0.51) 0.295
4.2 ANIMALS 0.20 (�0.54, 0.99) 0.29 (�0.29, 1.13) 0.526
5.1 RCFT recall �0.18 (�1.48, 0.79) 0.08 (�1.11, 1.25) 0.191
5.2 RCFT delay recall �0.08 (�1.17, 0.88) 0.28 (�1.34, 0.99) 0.064
5.3 RCFT recognition �0.28 (�1.17, 0.31) 0.28 (�0.41, 1.08) 0.017
5.4 HVLT-R delayed recall �0.52 (�1.75, 0.41) �0.18 (�1.94, 0.41) 0.350
5.5 HVLT-R recognition �0.67 (�2.05, 0.47) �0.75 (�2.00, 0.50) 0.364
5.6 HVLT-R total recall �0.74 (�1.75, 0.08) �0.74 (�1.73, �0.21) 0.131
6.1 Stroop interference score 0.98 (0.22, 1.88) 0.88 (0.43, 1.85) 0.667
6.2 WAIS letter number sequencing 0.00 (�0.67, 0.67) 0.00 (�0.67, 0.67) 0.093
6.3 WAIS-III digit symbol/SDMT 0.67 (0.00, 0.99) �0.82 (�1.39, �0.01) <0.001
6.4 Trails B 0.69 (�0.45, 1.39) 2.06 (0.86, 2.40) <0.001
6.5 auditory consonant trigrams test �0.71 (�1.66, 0.40) �0.40 (�1.13, 0.40) 0.003

RCFT: Rey Complex Figure Test, COWAT: Controlled Oral Word Association Test, HVLT-R: Hopkins Verbal Learning Test-Revised, WAIS: Wechsler
Adult Intelligence Scale, SDMT: Symbol Digit Modalities Test. Bold = statistically significant.

Table 3. Comparisons between in-person and virtual visits cognitive test results for non-CI visits only.

In-person (n = 346) Virtual (n = 48)

p-valueMedian z-scores (LQ, UQ) Median z-scores (LQ, UQ)

2.1 Trails A 0.97 (0.38, 1.44) 2.13 (1.96, 2.46) <0.001
2.2 Stroop colour naming 0.61 (�0.20, 1.17) 0.08 (�0.81, 0.67) 0.003
2.3 Stroop word reading 0.00 (�0.61, 0.67) �0.61 (�1.48, 0.00) <0.001
3 RCFT copy �0.15 (�0.75, 0.43) �0.26 (�1.09, 0.44) 0.596
4.1 COWAT 0.08 (�0.60, 0.69) �0.19 (�1.04, 0.55) 0.125
4.2 ANIMALS 0.39 (�0.29, 1.13) 0.76 (0.06, 1.13) 0.391
5.1 RCFT recall 0.35 (�0.48, 1.15) 0.65 (�0.10, 1.43) 0.085
5.2 RCFT delay recall 0.41 (�0.52, 1.04) 0.44 (0.00, 1.17) 0.304
5.3 RCFT recognition �0.20 (�0.81, 0.47) 0.35 (�0.46, 1.15) 0.010
5.4 HVLT-R delayed recall 0.00 (�0.99, 0.47) 0.25 (�0.76, 0.82) 0.100
5.5 HVLT-R recognition 0.41 (�0.92, 0.47) 0.33 (�0.75, 0.50) 0.390
5.6 HVLT-R total recall �0.28 (�1.00, �0.28) �0.38 (�0.74, 0.15) 0.996
6.1 Stroop interference score 0.81 (0.08, 1.64) 1.38 (0.61, 2.33) 0.005
6.2 WAIS letter number sequencing 0.33 (�0.33, 0.67) 0.00 (�0.59, 0.99) 0.509
6.3 WAIS-III digit symbol/SDMT 0.67 (0.00, 1.34) 0.28 (�0.77, 0.30) <0.001
6.4 Trails B 1.00 (0.22, 1.65) 2.14 (1.37, 2.40) <0.001
6.5 auditory consonant trigrams test �0.30 (�1.20, 0.58) �0.09 (�0.75, 0.71) 0.099

RCFT: Rey Complex Figure Test, COWAT: Controlled Oral Word Association Test, HVLT-R: Hopkins Verbal Learning Test-Revised, WAIS: Wechsler
Adult Intelligence Scale, SDMT: Symbol Digit Modalities Test. Bold = statistically significant.
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naming (2.2) and word reading (2.3), RCFT recognition
(5.3), WAIS-III digit symbol/SDMT (6.3) and Trails B
(6.4). Table 5 shows a summary of the statistical differences
and directions of change for the cognitive tests across all
three analyses. Supplementary Figure 2 illustrates the dif-
ferences in cognitive performance between the in-person
and virtual administration methods for each cognitive test
across each analysis. For example, the all visits diagram
shows the median performance on cognitive test 2.1 (Trails
A) was better at the virtual compared to in-person visits.
Whereas the performance on test 4.2 (ANIMALS) was very
similar for both administration methods. These diagrams
show very similar patterns, across the cognitive tests, for all
three analyses and further highlight that tests 2.1, 2.2, 2.3,
5.3, 6.3 and 6.4 are the most affected by administration
method.

Changes in CI status. The intra-individual comparisons
found that performance on seven of the cognitive tests were
significantly different between virtual and in-person as-
sessments. Further examination of how these differences
may have affected participant CI status stratification, based
on our CI algorithm, found that 11/71 (15%) participants
had a change in CI status. Three participants were moved
from CI into the not cognitively impaired group and eight
from non-impaired into the impaired group. Figure 1 il-
lustrates which participants’ test scores cross the �1.5 CI
cut-off. If participant in-person and virtual scores are
separated by the cut-off, this may have changed the par-
ticipants CI status.

Preference questionnaire. Sixty-six out of 71 participants
completed the preference questionnaire. The results showed
a preference for the virtual assessment (n = 30, 45%),
compared to n = 22, 33% for in-person and n = 14, 21%who

had no preference. The main reason people preferred the
virtual visit was that they did not need to travel; this was
followed by ‘it is more convenient’ and ‘reduces in-person
contact during COVID-19’. With regards to how the test is
run, the majority of participants (n = 50, 76%) felt that there
was no difference in difficulty between virtual and in-person
testing. When asked if anything could make the virtual
experience better, of the 61 who commented, the majority
(n = 52) said they had no suggestions, five participants
expressed a wish for more technical support and two par-
ticipants suggested more information was needed regarding
what additional equipment (e.g. pencils) they would need
during the assessment.

Discussion

Of the 19 tests in the ACR-NB, we identified one or more
problems with eight (42%) tests as we moved from in-person
to virtual administration including tests that cannot be ad-
ministered virtually (n = 2), tests that required modification
(n = 3), and tests (n = 6) that showed significant and con-
sistent performance differences according to mode of ad-
ministration. The tests primarily affected were those that had
been changed from a written to verbal response and had a
timed element as well as those that required a visual pre-
sentation. Three tasks, Trails A and B and WAIS-III digit
symbol/SDMT, were changed from a written to verbal re-
sponse. This change made both Trails A and B easier. Trails
A is particularly affected when converted to verbal and other
researchers have suggested that a verbal version of Trails A is
not appropriate.12 In a similar remote study, in patients with
multiple sclerosis, the Trail Making Tests were also used but
to avoid issues with verbal versus written response, paper
copies of the tests were posted out prior to the assessment to
ensure that the test could be done in written form. The results

Table 5. A summary of which cognitive tasks were significantly different for the three analyses.

Cognitive task

Virtual visits median z-score compared to in-person median z-score

All visits n = 801 Non-CI visits only n = 394
Intra-individual participants
n = 71

2.1: Trails A* ↑ ↑ ↑
2.2: Stroop colour naming* ↓ ↓ ↓
2.3: Stroop word reading* ↓ ↓ ↓
5.1 RCFT recall ↑ ns ns
5.2 RCFT delay recall ↑ ns ns
5.3 RCFT recognition* ↑ ↑ ↑
6.1: Stroop interference score ↑ ↑ ns
6.3: WAIS-III digit symbol (replaced by SDMT)* ↓ ↓ ↓
6.4: Trails B* ↑ ↑ ↑
6.5 auditory consonant trigrams ↑ ns ↑

*Statistically significant across all three analyses ↑Better performance, ↓Worse performance RCFT: Rey Complex Figure Test, WAIS:
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, SDMT: Symbol Digit Modalities Test.
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were more comparable but participants still performed better
on Trails A when administered remotely.13 Using a written
version remotely may be a better method for ensuring
comparability to in-person testing but is not ideal for the long-
term switch to virtual assessment. If testing is to move to a
remote setting long-term, then better computerised adapta-
tions of the Trails Making Test are required.

A verbal version of the WAIS-III digit symbol test was
also required for our study. As such, the WAIS-III digit
symbol was replaced by the SDMT. These tests have been
previously shown to be comparable,14 with the exception
that the SDMT can be responded to verbally and not just in
written form.15 For these tests, the participant is scored
based on how many correct answers they can give within a
set timeframe. The WAIS-III digit symbol test is assessed
over 120 s, whereas the SDMT is shorter and assessed over
90 s, as such accounting for the speed advantage from a
verbal response. However, our cohort performed worse on
the SDMT in the virtual environment compared to the in-
person administration of the WAIS-III digit symbol. This
suggests additional adaptations are required to ensure that

these tests are comparable in an SLE cohort; however, it is
also worth noting that this task had some missing data.

The remaining three tests that were consistently signifi-
cantly different were the Stroop colour naming and word
reading and the RCFT recognition. For both Stroop results,
participants performed worse during the virtual administra-
tion of this test compared to in-person. The reasoning for this
altered performance is believed to be linked to the presen-
tation of the stimuli. As with the in-person administration, the
participant is presented with one sheet showing all the words
they are required to read. In-person, they are handed a letter
size sheet of paper. Virtually, all the words are presented
onscreen. This latter version means the words are smaller and
harder to read and therefore negatively affects performance.
Other studies adapting cognitive tests from in-person to
virtual have found similar issues due to display restrictions.13

Contrary to this, participants performed better on the RCFT
recognition, this may be due to environment. For example,
studies have shown cognitive performance is affected by
stress and anxiety,16,17 states that can be affected by envi-
ronment such as a home setting versus a laboratory setting.

Figure 1. Spider diagrams of individual participant z-scores for the seven cognitive tests affected by administration method in the intra-
individual analysis. These diagrams show results from the 71 participants who had both an in-person and virtual visit. Where only one
result (in-person or virtual) crosses the red line this may indicate a change in CI status for that individual.
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The intra-individual longitudinal comparison found that
seven tests were potentially affected by administration
method. Further exploration of performance on these tests
found that only 15% of the participants changed CI status
(based on our CI algorithm) due to performance on one or
more of these seven tests. This suggests that while there
were statistically different results from virtual versus in-
person cognitive testing, this may not result in a difference
in CI classification.

This work was needed in response to adaptations made to
our CI in SLE study because of the COVID-19 pandemic. As
such, the analysis for this study was planned retrospectively
and the ideal comparison of administering both methods
(virtual and in-person) on the same day to the same par-
ticipant in a counterbalanced way was not possible and must
be considered a limitation of this work. Instead, we under-
took three analyses to try and control for as many con-
founding factors as possible. Also, we were unable to
counterbalance the administration method. All in-person
visits were undertaken prior to the virtual visits, so we
cannot rule out learned effects. It is also worth noting that the
anxiety levels in the virtual administration method were
higher than in-person. This difference is likely connected
with the COVID-19 pandemic where global levels of anxiety
increased.18 Finally, using computer technology in a study
may have health inequality implications as it requires access
to computers and the internet as well as computer literacy19

and therefore may have biased our study cohort or affected
our results.

Assessing cognitive function virtually, especially for re-
search, is likely to become more common even as we see
COVID-19 restrictions lifted. Our research found that virtual
administration was preferred over in-person testing by par-
ticipants and there are many benefits for researchers too,
mainly regarding time and flexibility to deliver the testing. As
such, research needs to ensure that the newly adapted virtual
tests are validated in the same way the in-person versions
were. New cut-offs may need to be established to ensure
comparability between the administration methods.20–22 Our
study has shown that it is possible to adapt the ACR-NB but
that caution needs to be taken if comparing in-person to
virtual administration. Future research may find results more
comparable if established computerised cognitive batteries,
such as the CANTAB® and ANAM, are used instead.23

Ultimately, the new virtual way of working is likely to re-
main24 and future cognitive research needs to ensure accurate
testing is available and validated.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

MB reports financial support by Arthritis Society of Canada,
Canadian Institutes of Health Research, Physician’s Services In-
corporated, The Province of Ontario Early Research Award, The
Lupus Research Alliance, Lupus Canada, Lupus UK, and has

honoraria from UHN International conference on Arthritis; AK
reports grants from Lupus Research Alliance & US Department of
Defense; CIHR Long Covid study grant; KB reports financial
support from Labatt Family Network and University of Toronto
Dept of Psychiatry’s Excellence Fund; CM receives consulting
fees from MitogenDx, Mallinckrodt Pharmaceuticals, As-
traZeneca, GSK; JW reports indirect support from Lupus 21st
Century – indirect support from multiple drug companies, par-
ticipation on Astra Zeneca Advisory Board, indirect salary support
from unrestricted funds given by Pfizer for a research chair in the
Division of Rheumatology; MYC reports consulting fees from
MitogenDx, Mallinckrodt Pharmaceuticals, AstraZeneca, GSK;
BP reports consulting fees from Fresenius Kabi and Vifor Pharma,
honoraria from Astra Zeneca, UCB and Roche Chugai, meeting
attendance support from Abbvie and Eli Lilly; DB is executive
director & chair of OMERACT; zettatesla is supported by grants
from Schroeder Arthritis Institute, Lupus Ontario, Arthritis Society
of Canada, Canadian Institutes of Health Research, Physicians’
Services Incorporated, The Province of Ontario (Early Research
Award), The Lupus Research Alliance and reports a relationship
with consulting fees from AstraZeneca AB, Merck KGaA,
GlaxoSmithKline Inc, and UCB Biopharma SRL, and Sarkana
Pharma, Inc.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: This work
was supported by the This project is funded by grants from the
Arthritis Society of Canada, Canadian Institutes of Health Research,
Physician’s Services Incorporated, the Province of Ontario Early
Research Award, and the Lupus Research Alliance. Dr Michelle
Barraclough is supported by a fellowship from the Arthritis Society.
Dr Touma is supported by the Department of Medicine, University
of Toronto. Dr Touma’s laboratory is supported by Lupus ON, the
Schroeder Arthritis Institute and donations from the Kathi and Peter
Kaiser family, the Lou and Marissa Rocca family, the Bozzo family,
and the Stacey and Mark Krembil family. Dr Wither is supported by
a Pfizer Chair Research Award.

ORCID iDs

P Katz  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8146-2519
IN Bruce  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3047-500X
Z Touma  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5177-2076

Supplemental Material

Supplemental Material for this article is available online.

References

1. Waldroff K. As the US stays home, psychology moves online.
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2020/06/covid-psychology-online:
American Psychological Association; 2020 Available from:
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2020/06/covid-psychology-online

744 Lupus 32(6)

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8146-2519
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8146-2519
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3047-500X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3047-500X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5177-2076
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5177-2076
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2020/06/covid-psychology-online:AmericanPsychologicalAssociation
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2020/06/covid-psychology-online:AmericanPsychologicalAssociation
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2020/06/covid-psychology-online


2. Yuen K, Green R, Bingham K, et al. Metrics and definitions
used in the assessment of cognitive impairment in systemic
lupus erythematosus: a systematic review. Semi Arth Rheu
2021; 51(4): 819–830.

3. Yuen K, Beaton D, Bingham K, et al. Validation of the au-
tomated neuropsychological assessment metrics for assessing
cognitive impairment in systemic lupus erythematosus. Lupus
2022; 31(1): 45–54.

4. CANTAB(R). [Cognitive assessment software]. 2016 https://
www.cantab.com.CCArr

5. Backx R, Skirrow C, Dente P, et al. Comparing web-based
and lab-based cognitive assessment using the Cambridge
neuropsychological test automated battery: a within-
subjects counterbalanced study. J Medi Inter Res 2020;
22(8): e16792.

6. Nomenclature AAHCNL. The American college of rheuma-
tology nomenclature and case definitions for neuropsychiatric
lupus syndromes. Arth and rhe 1999; 42(4): 599–608.

7. He JW, Diaz Martinez JP, Bingham K, et al. Insight into
intraindividual variability across neuropsychological tests
and its association with cognitive dysfunction in patients with
lupus. Lupus Sci & Med 2021; 8(1): e000511.

8. Aringer M, Costenbader K, Daikh D, et al 2019 European
league against rheumatism/american college of rheumatology
classification criteria for systemic lupus erythematosus. An-
nals of the Rheumatic Diseases 2019; 78(9): 1151–1159.

9. Shapiro AM, Benedict RH, Schretlen D, et al. Construct and
concurrent validity of the Hopkins verbal learning test—re-
vised. The Clin Neuropsy 1999; 13(3): 348–358.

10. Reitan RM and Wolfson D. The Halstead-Reitan neuro-
psychological test battery: theory and clinical interpretation.
Tucson, AZ: Neuropsychology Press, 1985.

11. Tayer-Shifman OE, Green R, Beaton DE, et al. Validity evi-
dence for the use of automated neuropsychologic assessment
metrics as a screening tool for cognitive impairment in systemic
lupus erythematosus. Arth Care Res 2020; 72(12): 1809–1819.

12. Ruchinskas RA. Limitations of the oral trail making test in a
mixed sample of older individuals. The Clinical Neuropsy-
chologist 2003; 17(2): 137–142.

13. Rogers F, Bane E, Dwyer CP, et al. Remote administration of
BICAMS measures and the trail-making test to assess cognitive
impairment inmultiple sclerosis.Neuropsy Rehab 2022; 17: 1–24.

14. Bowler R, Sudia S, Mergler D, et al. Comparison of digit
symbol and symbol digit modalities tests for assessing neu-
rotoxic exposure. Cli Neuropsychologist 1992; 6(1): 103–104.

15. Jaeger J. Digit symbol substitution test. J Clin Psycho 2018;
38(5): 513–519.

16. Moran TP. Anxiety and working memory capacity: a meta-
analysis and narrative review. Psycholo Bulletin 2016;
142(8): 831–864.

17. Stawski RS, Sliwinski MJ and Smyth JM. Stress-related
cognitive interference predicts cognitive function in old
age. Psycho and Aging 2006; 21(3): 535–544.

18. COVID-19 Mental Disorders Collaborators. Global
prevalence and burden of depressive and anxiety disor-
ders in 204 countries and territories in 2020 due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. Lancet 2021; 398(10312):
1700–1712.

19. HoneymanMMD, Evans H and Davies A.Digital technology
and health inequalities: a scoping review. Cardiff: Public
Health Wales NHS Trust, 2020.

20. Beishon LC, Elliott E, Hietamies TM, et al. Diagnostic test
accuracy of remote, multidomain cognitive assessment
(telephone and video call) for dementia. The Coch database
syst review 2022; 4(4): Cd013724.

21. Watt JA, Lane NE, Veroniki AA, et al. Diagnostic accuracy
of virtual cognitive assessment and testing: systematic re-
view and meta-analysis. J Amer Geria Soci 2021; 69(6):
1429–1440.

22. Bauer RM, Iverson GL, Cernich AN, et al. Computerized
neuropsychological assessment devices: joint position paper
of the American academy of clinical neuropsychology and the
national academy of neuropsychology. The Clin Neuropsy
2012; 26(2): 177–196.

23. Leong V, Raheel K, Sim JY, et al. A new remote guided
method for supervised web-based cognitive testing to ensure
high-quality data: development and usability study. J Medi
Inter Res 2022; 24(1): e28368.

24. Weigel GRA, Sobel L, Salganicoff A, et al. Opportunities and
barriers for telemedicine in the U.S. During the COVID-19
emergency and beyond kaiser family foundation, 2020.
https://www.kff.org/womens-health-policy/issue-brief/
opportunities-and-barriers-for-telemedicine-in-the-u-s-
during-the-covid-19-emergency-and-beyond/

25. Tombaugh TN. Trail making test A and B: normative data
stratified by age and education. Archi Clin Neuropsy 2004;
19(2): 203–214.

26. Stroop JR. Studies of interference in serial verbal reactions.
J exp psycho 1935; 18(6): 643–662.

27. Corwin JBF and Bylsma FW. Psychological examination of
traumatic encephalopathy. Clin Neuropsy 1993; 7(1): 3–12.
DOI: 10.1080/13854049308401883.

28. Wechsler D. Wechsler adult intelligence scale. New York:
Psychological Corporation, 1955.

29. Smith A. Symbol digit modalities test. Los Angeles, CA:
Western Psychological Services Los Angeles, 1973.

30. Stuss DT, Stethem LL and Poirier CA. Comparison of three
tests of attention and rapid information processing across six
age groups. Clini Neuropsycho 1987; 1(2): 139–152. DOI:
10.1080/13854048708520046.

Barraclough et al. 745

https://www.cantab.com.CCArr
https://www.cantab.com.CCArr
https://www.kff.org/womens-health-policy/issue-brief/opportunities-and-barriers-for-telemedicine-in-the-u-s-during-the-covid-19-emergency-and-beyond/
https://www.kff.org/womens-health-policy/issue-brief/opportunities-and-barriers-for-telemedicine-in-the-u-s-during-the-covid-19-emergency-and-beyond/
https://www.kff.org/womens-health-policy/issue-brief/opportunities-and-barriers-for-telemedicine-in-the-u-s-during-the-covid-19-emergency-and-beyond/

	In-person versus virtual administration of the American College of Rheumatology gold standard cognitive battery in systemic ...
	Introduction
	Methods
	Cognitive tests
	In-person
	Virtual
	Analysis


	Results
	All visits
	Visits of those with no CI
	Intra-individual longitudinal comparisons
	Changes in CI status
	Preference questionnaire


	Discussion
	Declaration of Conflicting Interests
	Funding
	ORCID iDs
	Supplemental Material
	References




