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Abstract 12 
 
Limited time for patient encounters prevents reliable evaluation of all neurological functions in 13 
routine clinical practice. Quantifying neurological disability in a patient-autonomous manner via 14 
smartphones may remedy this problem, if such tests provide reliable, disease-relevant information.  15 

We developed a smartphone version of the cognitive processing speed test, the Symbol-Digit 16 
Modalities Test (SDMT), and assessed its clinical utility. The traditional SDMT uses identical 17 
symbol-number codes, allowing memorization after repeated trials. In the phone app, the symbol-18 
number codes are randomly generated.  19 

In 154 multiple sclerosis (MS) patients and 39 healthy volunteers (HV), traditional and smartphone 20 
SDMT have good agreement (Lin’s coefficient of concordance [CCC] = 0.84) and comparable test-21 
retest variance. In subjects with available volumetric MRI and digitalized neurological examinations 22 
(112 MS, 12 HV), the SDMT scores were highly associated with T2 lesion load and brain 23 
parenchymal fraction, when controlled for relevant clinical characteristics. The smartphone SDMT 24 
association with clinical/imaging features was stronger (R2 = 0.75, p < 0.0001) than traditional 25 
SDMT (R2 = 0.65, p < 0.0001). In the longitudinal subcohort, improvements from testing repetition 26 
(learning effects), were identifiable using non-linear regression in 14/16 subjects and, on average, 27 
peaked after 8 trials. Averaging several post-learning SDMT results significantly lowers the 28 
threshold for detecting true decline in test performance. 29 

In conclusion, smartphone, self-administered SDMT is a reliable substitute of the traditional SDMT 30 
for measuring processing speed in MS patients. Granular measurements at home increase sensitivity 31 
to detect true performance decline in comparison to sporadic assessments in the clinic. 32 
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Introduction 33 

With an increasingly aging population, the prevalence of chronic neurological diseases is projected to 34 
increase dramatically. Most countries already experience a shortage of neurologists.  In the United 35 
States, the average demand for neurologists is expected to be greater than supply by 20% or more by 36 
s2025 (1).  37 

Current solutions of shifting diagnosis and care for neurological patients to primary care providers, 38 
while simultaneously decreasing the length of individual patient-encounters for neurologists, lead to 39 
delay or mistakes in diagnoses and suboptimal patient outcomes. Indeed, a comprehensive 40 
neurological examination takes 40-60 minutes to perform and years to master. Consequently, such a 41 
demanding exam is rarely performed in contemporary clinical practice, depriving patients with 42 
chronic neurological diseases of reliable measurements of their progression slopes that would guide 43 
optimal therapeutic decisions.  44 

An alternative solution may be to develop a surrogate of neurological examination which is 45 
accessible, reliable, and sensitive to changes in disease course. To meet this need, we created a 46 
collection of smartphone-based tests, the Multiple Sclerosis (MS) Test Suite, which contains several 47 
cognitive and motoric tests that can be administered in a patient-autonomous manner (2, 3) and are 48 
expected to recreate the most important domains of a traditional neurological examination. This 49 
would allow patients to do their testing from home and have the results streamed to their clinicians. 50 
Provided that each test in the MS Test Suite validates its reproducibility and clinical relevance 51 
against the gold standard of comprehensive neurological examination, its use may speed up the 52 
identification and referrals of neurological patients from primary care providers to neurologists, help 53 
neurologists to focus their examination on affected neurological domains, and reliably track 54 
neurological disability during the disease course.  55 

In previous papers, we have optimized and validated tests from the MS Test Suite that focused on 56 
measuring motoric and cerebellar dysfunctions in MS patients (2, 3). In this paper, we will explore 57 
the reliability and validity of another test within the app, the Symbol-Digit Modalities Test (SDMT). 58 
The SDMT is a cognitive processing speed test traditionally administered in the clinic (4). 59 
Participants are given a key of nine symbol-digit pairs along with a sequence of symbols. They are 60 
then asked to use the key and match the symbols in the sequence to their corresponding numbers. 61 
Participants are allowed 90 seconds to complete as many matches as possible and can complete the 62 
test in the written or verbal format. In the written format, participants complete the matching by 63 
writing in the number associated with each symbol in the sequence. In the verbal format, participants 64 
say the number associated with each symbol in the sequence and test administrators write in 65 
participants’ responses. Because there is only one official form of the written SDMT, repeated 66 
administration of the test may lead to memorization of the matching code, leading to one form of the 67 
practice effect, a phenomenon that occurs when individuals’ performance improves due to repeated 68 
testing. In addition to memorization of the code, traditional written SDMT also allows participants to 69 
memorize single number-symbol relationship, search for identical symbol in the sequence and fill out 70 
corresponding number for all identical symbols, irrespective of their location.  71 

To minimize these possibilities, which collectively introduce “noise” in the measurement of 72 
processing speed, we introduced several adaptations of the smartphone SDMT app. The symbol-digit 73 
key pairing in the smartphone app changes randomly with each trial. While the entire symbol-digit 74 
key is always displayed on the top of the screen, participants are shown the symbol that they need to 75 
match one at a time, preventing them from inputting the numbers for the identical symbol out of 76 
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sequence. To input their number matching responses, participants touch the corresponding number on 77 
a number keypad (numpad). A verbal version of the smartphone SDMT uses voice recognition 78 
technologies for patients whose motoric disability prevents them from using the number keypad. 79 
Because none of our patients fulfilled this criterion, we focused on comparing numpad SDMT to the 80 
traditional, written SDMT.  81 

In addition to these issues, there are other learning mechanisms that the smartphone app could not 82 
address: test improvement over time can occur due to lessening of the anxiety associated with 83 
performing a new test or enhancing eye-hand coordination. Biological substrate of such learning is 84 
usually formation of new or strengthening of existing synaptic circuits and occurs over several test 85 
repetitions. Consequently, this paper also formally addressed the identification of learning effect in 86 
granular longitudinal sampling, as well as test-retest variance and thresholds for identification of true 87 
decline in test performance. We evaluated these thresholds for episodic assessment of SDMT in the 88 
clinic using either traditional written SDMT or smartphone SDMT and compared them to the 4-point 89 
decline in SDMT performance that was suggested as clinically meaningful change in previous studies 90 
(5-7). 91 

Finally, we compared the performance of the smartphone (and traditional written) SDMT to an 92 
alternative cognitive test, the Paced Auditory Serial Addition Test (PASAT-3). PASAT-3 is used in 93 
the MS functional composite (MSFC) score and is frequently administered in Phase 3 clinical trials 94 
of MS disease-modifying therapies (DMTs). In the PASAT-3, participants are told a sequence of 95 
numbers. The numbers are given at intervals of 3 seconds and participants are asked to add the most 96 
recently stated number in the sequence to the number that they heard just prior.  97 

Materials and methods 98 

App development 99 

The smartphone SDMT was written in Java and later rewritten in Kotlin, using the latest Android 100 
Studio integrated development environment. The test is delivered as a part of an Android package 101 
(APK), can be configured remotely by “prescriptions” defined and prescribed to individual subjects 102 
by the test administrator (i.e., clinician or his/her designee), and the results are stored in an online 103 
database (Google Firebase). The use of “prescriptions” allows tailoring of the Test Suite to the 104 
disability level of the test participant, which is advantageous in longitudinal applications of the Tests 105 
to limit participant’s time and frustrations with performing tests that exceed the individuals’ 106 
disability levels. The smartphone SDMT uses the latest Android operating system (Android 9 and up) 107 
and the graphics are optimized for Google Pixel XL and Google Pixel 2 XL, in colorblind-friendly 108 
visualizations. The symbols are a set of Unicode characters, with the symbol-digit key and symbol 109 
sequence shuffled randomly for every test.  110 

Participants  111 

This study was approved by the Central Institutional Review Board of the National Institutes of 112 
Health (NIH) and all participants signed informed consent. Healthy volunteers (HV) and MS 113 
participants enrolled in one of two protocols: Targeting Residual Activity by Precision, Biomarker-114 
Guided Combination Therapies of Multiple Sclerosis (TRAP-MS; clinicaltrials.gov identifier 115 
NCT03109288) or Comprehensive Multimodal Analysis of Neuroimmunological Diseases in the 116 
Central Nervous System (NCT00794352). Two HV cohorts were recruited via NCT00794352: 1) HV 117 
that undergo all study procedures (including full physical and neurological examination, PASAT-3, 118 
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traditional written SDMT, MRI of the brain) and serve as controls to all studies administered under 119 
this protocol, and 2) Smartphone app self-declared HV group recruited with the intent to collect 120 
longitudinal data from the larger cohort of HV that use the smartphone MS Test Suite remotely to 121 
mimic real-world situation. These HV participants signed digital informed consent that tested their 122 
comprehension of the testing instructions and associated risks/benefits directly via smartphone. 123 
Participant demographics are summarized in Table 1 and 2.  124 

Tests administration and data collection 125 

In cross-sectional testing, the traditional written SDMT, PASAT-3, and smartphone SDMT were 126 
administered to MS patients and HV during the same visit day (test sitting). Participants were 127 
instructed by a trained administrator on how to perform each test and completed a practice trial prior 128 
to testing. On the smartphone SDMT, if a test trial had technical errors (e.g., test interruption), 129 
participants had the option to retake the trial. The smartphone SDMT required participants to use a 130 
number keypad to input their number matching response to a given symbol (Fig. 1).  To ensure that 131 
the smartphone and written SDMT results were comparable, participants used their dominant hand 132 
for inputting the answer on the smartphone test. Initially, each test sitting required participants to 133 
complete two trials of the smartphone SDMT. This was eventually reduced to one trial in the interest 134 
of time.  135 

MS patients who expressed interests were provided with a smartphone pre-loaded with MS Test 136 
Suite. Patients were then instructed on how to navigate the app prior to home testing. They were 137 
asked to test, at minimum, once per week and at around the same time of day (morning, night, etc.). 138 
MS and HV participants who completed at least 20 sittings comprised the longitudinal testing cohort. 139 
Cross-sectional participants (Table 1B: 112 MS; 12 HV) who underwent neurological exams by MS-140 
trained clinicians had their disabilities documented in NeurEx, an iPad-based app that accurately 141 
measures disabilities in 17 different neurological domains (8). A disability score is derived for each 142 
domain, with higher score indicating more disability in that domain.  143 

Volumetric brain MRI analyses 144 

Brain MRIs were performed on 3T Signa units (General Electric, Milwaukee, WI) or 3T Skyra 145 
(Siemens, Malvern, PA). To calculate T2 Lesion Load (T2LL) as well as Brain Parenchymal Fraction 146 
(BPFr), T1 magnetization-prepared rapid gradient-echo (MPRAGE) or fast spoiled gradient-echo 147 
(FSPGR) and T2 weighted three-dimensional fluid attenuation inversion recovery (3D FLAIR) were 148 
acquired. Detailed settings on the 3TA Signa scanner for SPGR sequences, were run with two flip 149 
angles (Repetition Time (TR) 7.8 ms; Echo Time (TE) 3 ms; Flip Angle (FA) 3° and 17°; 1-mm 150 
isotropic resolution; acquisition time (TA) 4 minutes). On 3TD, Siemens, the MRI scan included 3D-151 
GRE with two flip angles for quantitative T1 (qT1) mapping (TR 7.8 ms; TE 3 ms; FA 3° and 18°; 1-152 
mm isotropic resolution, TA 3.5 minutes. These sequences were used to generate volumetric data. 153 

Raw unprocessed but locally anonymized and encrypted T1 - MPRAGE or T1 - FSPGR and T2 - 3D 154 
FLAIR DICOM files, as inputs, were analyzed by an automated segmentation algorithm called 155 
LesionTOADS (9) which is implemented into a cloud based service for medical image processing, 156 
QMENTA (www.qmenta.com). In detail, the uploaded sequences are anterior commissure-posterior 157 
commissure (ACPC) aligned, rigidly registered to each other and skull stripped (the T1 image is 158 
additionally bias-field corrected). The segmentation is performed by using an atlas-based technique 159 
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combining a topological and statistical atlas resulting in computed volumes for each segmented tissue 160 
in mm3.  161 

Data blinding protocol 162 

All patients received a random code that allows their results to be blinded for the relevant parties. 163 
Smartphone app, written SDMT, and PASAT-3 were performed by technicians who were blinded to 164 
neurological examination results. Clinicians performing neurological examinations while being 165 
blinded to MRI and smartphone results. MRI analyses were performed by investigators who were 166 
blinded to clinical examination and smartphone outcomes.  167 

Implementation of non-linear regression 168 

Non-linear regression was used for two purposes: 1) To identify the minimum amount of time needed 169 
for smartphone SDMT to achieve comparable performance to traditional written SDMT and 2) To 170 
identify practice effect (if there is any) in the longitudinal tester subgroup. An explanation of non-171 
linear regression can be found in Figure 2A. 172 

Identification of minimum testing time on the smartphone SDMT 173 

Time is an essential determinant in the utility of a clinical test: because the goal of the MS Test Suite 174 
is to recreate the neurological examination, it consists of multiple different tests. If administration of 175 
these tests takes too long, subjects will be discouraged to complete the Suite. Because we could not 176 
find published rationale for the selection of 90 seconds for the SDMT test, we used a data-driven 177 
approach during test development to determine the shortest length of the test that still provides 178 
reliable information. 179 

For this analysis, we used raw (no outliers removed) cross-sectional test-retest reliability data from 180 
individuals who completed two 90-seconds trials in the same test sitting. Spearman correlation 181 
coefficients of test results (calculated as number of correct answers at each test duration) were 182 
generated for every 5 seconds of the duration of the two trials. As expected, these correlations 183 
increased with the duration of the test, but eventually plateaued around Rho 0.9 in both HV and MS 184 
cohorts (Fig. 2B-C).  Using non-linear regression, we identified 2 major infliction points in these 185 
time-lapse data: major infliction point at 41 seconds test duration in HV and 46 seconds in MS. 186 
However, the correlation was still improving after these times, albeit at much slower pace (Fig. 2B-187 
C). Therefore, to maximize test-retest reliability we selected second infliction point at 75 seconds of 188 
test duration, when the test-retest correlation maximized. We then used the 75 seconds test duration 189 
for all subsequent testers. 190 

To formally test that shortening of app based SDMT time to 75 seconds will provide comparable 191 
results to traditional, 90 sec SDMT, we analyzed the within-subject difference in the test performance 192 
(correct answers/sec) between 75 seconds and 90 seconds. A Wilcoxon signed-rank test shows strong 193 
evidence (p < 0.001) that an improvement of 0.003 points/sec occurs between the 75 seconds and 90 194 
seconds time points within the test (Fig. 2D). This change is clinically insignificant in comparison to 195 
between participant’s variance that ranges from 0.2 to 0.9 correct answers per second.  196 

To keep the smartphone SDMT results comparable despite the change in time limit, all smartphone 197 
SDMT scores are re-calculated using the following formula: 198 
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𝑺𝒎𝒂𝒓𝒕𝒑𝒉𝒐𝒏𝒆	𝑺𝑫𝑴𝑻	𝑺𝒄𝒐𝒓𝒆 =
𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍	𝑪𝒐𝒓𝒓𝒆𝒄𝒕

𝑻𝒐𝒕𝒂𝒍	𝑻𝒆𝒔𝒕𝒊𝒏𝒈	𝑻𝒊𝒎𝒆	× 𝟗𝟎 

Pre-processing of the data: Identification and adjustment of outlier values 199 

For any test sittings that had two back-to-back trials, the trials’ score difference and mean were 200 
calculated. The results were visualized using a Bland-Altman plot (Fig. 3A).  The mean difference 201 
and the limits of agreement were calculated using the protocol described by Parker et al. (10) for data 202 
with unbalanced but repeated measurements across different subjects. The equations used for 203 
calculating these values can be found in Suppl. 1. We observed that the average difference between 204 
trial 1 and 2 in all test sittings with two trials is 0.19 correct answers recalculated per 90 seconds of 205 
test (Fig. 3A). Again, this change is clinically insignificant, indicating that on average the trials 1 and 206 
2 are comparable. However, the variance of these test-retest data greatly exceeds the 4-point 207 
difference that is currently accepted as clinically meaningful decline in SDMT performance (Fig. 208 
3A). We get back to this observation later in the results. 209 

Outliers were identified as sittings where the difference fell outside of the Bland-Altman limits of 210 
agreement. Because the participants demonstrated ability to perform the test at the higher level, we 211 
arbitrarily assigned an outlier status to the lower performing score from two back-to-back trials. 212 
However, rather than completely excluding the lower-performing outlier trial, which would introduce 213 
bias in comparison to all other subjects where the SDMT value was calculated as average of two 214 
attempts, we increased the score of the outlier test till the score difference reached the closest limit of 215 
agreement on the Bland-Altman plot (Fig. 3B – C). All data pre-processing and analyses were done 216 
in the statistical software R (11). A list of all packages used in this paper can be found in the 217 
references (12-31). All analysis scripts can be found in the Supplementary Materials.  218 

Statistics 219 

The mean comparison tests used throughout this paper are non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank test 220 
(comparing paired data) and Wilcoxon rank-sum test (comparing unpaired data). All correlation 221 
analyses are conducted using Spearman correlation coefficients and associations that control for 222 
confounding variables are conducted using elastic net regression. More information on elastic net 223 
regression can be found in Suppl. 5. A conservative significance threshold of 0.01 is used for all 224 
comparison, correlation, and association analyses.  225 

For agreement analyses between two different methods that measure the same outcome, the Lin’s 226 
coefficient of concordance (CCC) was used (32). The CCC is calculated based on the strength of 227 
correlation between the two methods and the degree in which their regression line follows a 1:1 228 
trajectory. The closer the CCC is to 1, the higher the agreement between the two methods.  229 

For reliability analyses across multiple time points, such as in the case of the longitudinal smartphone 230 
SDMT data, an intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was employed. The ICC value determines 231 
how much the variance within the overall data is due to within-individual clustering comparing to 232 
between-individual clustering (within / [between + within]). ICC values range from 0 to 1. The closer 233 
the ICC value is to 1, the more the overall variance of the data is explained by clustering within the 234 
same individual and therefore, the higher the reliability of the data within the same test taker. The 235 
sitting number was used as the fixed effect in this model and the equation used for calculating the 236 
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ICC value can be found in Suppl. 9. The ICC results using days from the first trial (time) as the 237 
dependent variable can be found in Suppl. 10-11. 238 

Training and validation cohorts for elastic net modeling 239 

In the elastic net regression analyses, the cross-sectional data was divided into training and validation 240 
cohorts. The training cohort was used to obtain the regression equation that describes the relationship 241 
between the selected SDMT outcomes and their associated smartphone, clinical, and/or MRI 242 
variables. The validation cohort was used to assess how well the trained equation can explain, or 243 
generalize, the relationship in a new group of individuals. The training cohort had 2/3 of the subjects 244 
in the cross-sectional data and the validation cohort had 1/3 of the subjects. The cohorts were divided 245 
to have similar distributions in age, smartphone SDMT, and written SDMT scores (Suppl. 6).   246 

Results 247 

Cross-sectional analyses 248 

Smartphone SDMT can differentiate HV from MS cognitive processing speed and replace the 249 
written SDMT 250 

To determine if the smartphone SDMT is a valid measurement of cognitive processing speed, we 251 
assessed its ability to differentiate between HV and MS performance – a feature which is well-252 
documented in the traditional, investigator-administered SDMT (33). While there is an overlap in the 253 
smartphone SDMT performance range for HV and MS (HV: 23.5 – 92.4 points; MS: 6.0 – 76.5), the 254 
Wilcoxon rank-sum test presents convincing evidence that the HV and MS cohorts perform 255 
differently on the smartphone SDMT (p < 0.0001, Fig. 4A). The HV cohort’s median performance is 256 
54 points and the MS cohort’s median performance is 34.8 points.  257 

Next, we asked if the smartphone SDMT is directly comparable to investigator administered, written 258 
SDMT. While the smartphone and written results show strong evidence of association (R2 = 0.71, p < 259 
0.0001), we observed a positive bias in the direction of the written scores, indicating that subjects 260 
were generally scoring higher on the written test (CCC = 0.69, Fig. 4B). Visualizing this bias on a 261 
Bland-Altman plot shows that on average, individuals across different levels of SDMT performance 262 
do better on the written version by 7.8 points (Fig. 4C).  263 

There are several possible sources of this bias, first two of which we recognized as a likely drawback 264 
of written SDMT and deliberately addressed in the smartphone SDMT design: 1. Memorization of 265 
the symbol-digit code: Because vast majority of our MS patients already experienced traditional 266 
written SDMT before, it is possible that they memorized the symbol-digit code. 2. Filling digits for a 267 
specific symbol out of sequence. 3. Written test may be easier to see and perform due to larger 268 
numbers. 4. There could have been an element of anxiety in using the new test. Irrespective of these 269 
causes, to directly compare written and smartphone SDMT results, we must add 7.8 points to all 270 
smartphone scores. This adjustment increased the CCC value between the two methods to 0.84 (34) 271 
(Fig. 4D). 272 

SDMT associates with brain atrophy and lesions volume when controlling for confounding 273 
variables, with smartphone SDMT achieving higher correlation in comparison to written SDMT 274 

Although traditional SDMT is the “state of the art” test in contemporary practice, the possible 275 
drawbacks we identified and addressed in smartphone SDMT app design leaves a possibility that app 276 
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SDMT may better reflect decline in reaction time caused by MS-mediated destruction of central 277 
nervous system (CNS) tissue. 278 

To test this hypothesis, we assessed Spearman correlations between app based SDMT, traditional 279 
SDMT results, state of the art clinical measures and brain volumetric measures previously associated 280 
with cognitive functions and CNS tissue destruction in MS (Fig. 5). Disability measures were derived 281 
from NeurEx, which is a freely-available iPad app that allows clinicians to conveniently document 282 
the entire neurological examination in a very short time using intuitive touch interface (35). This 283 
digitalization of the neurological examination streamed to a secured cloud database allows for 284 
automated computation of major disability scales used in neuroimmunology, as well as provides 285 
neurological subsystems and limb-specific disability data for research applications. Brain volumetric 286 
measures were derived from brain MRIs acquired within the same clinic visits. We focused our 287 
analysis on BPFr and T2LL, which showed correlations to traditional SDMT results in previous 288 
study (36). As a comparison to written and app based SDMT, we included PASAT-3, another 289 
cognitive test broadly used in MS. Age was included in the correlation analyses as a potential 290 
covariate.  291 

These analyses validated that written SDMT results positively correlate with BPFr and negatively 292 
correlate with T2LL and cognitive functions subsystem of NeurEx (Fig. 5). For most of these, app 293 
based SDMT exhibited stronger correlation coefficients and lower p-values in comparison to written 294 
SDMT. In contrast, PASAT-3 did not correlate with MRI volumetric measures, even though it 295 
exhibited similar negative correlation to NeurEx cognitive functions subscore as written SDMT. 296 
Additional differences between PASAT-3 and both SDMT tests resided in the differences in 297 
correlations with motoric/cerebellar dominant hand (DH) functions and vision/eye movement 298 
subscores of NeurEx, which were significant for both SDMT tests, but non-significant for PASAT-3. 299 
In contrast PASAT-3 had mild, but statistically significant correlation with brainstem/lower cranial 300 
nerve subscores of NeurEx, which was absent for 2 SDMT tests. Thus, we conclude that observed 301 
correlations with NeurEx subdomains are in full agreement with the fact that PASAT-3 utilizes only 302 
hearing and voice (i.e., captured by brainstem/lower cranial nerves subscore of NeurEx) and higher 303 
cognitive functions, while written SDMT performance relies on vision, eye/hand coordination and 304 
manual dexterity of the DH. The stronger correlation with vision and eye movement subscores of 305 
NeurEx observed for app based SDMT versus traditional written SDMT suggests that smaller screen 306 
of smartphone SDMT in comparison to paper version provides a greater challenge to visual system. 307 

The observed negative correlations of SDMT scores with dexterity and visual functions suggested 308 
that we may better isolate true cognitive disability aspect of SDMT results if we adjust for disability 309 
in the visual or motoric/cerebellar subsystems. To test this hypothesis, we used elastic net (EN) 310 
regression, a type of multiple linear regression that produces association coefficients while 311 
accounting for multicollinearity among the predictor variables. In these regression models, the 312 
smartphone or written SDMT performance was used as the response variable. Because BPFr and 313 
T2LL correlated stronger to the SDMT results than the measured cognitive functions subscores in 314 
NeurEx, we chose these MRI features as predictor variables reflecting CNS tissue destruction in the 315 
telencephalon as an anatomical substrate of the cognitive disability in MS. Any remaining NeurEx 316 
factors which showed strong evidence of correlation to these results were included as covariates in 317 
the models.  318 
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Because mathematical algorithms that use multiple variables to model the outcome are susceptible to 319 
overfitting (i.e., the algorithms may use “noise” represented by random associations of measured 320 
variables to the outcome that are not based on biological relationships and therefore may not be 321 
reproducible), the general validity of such models must be tested in an independent validation cohort. 322 
Therefore, we randomly divided our cohort to training (2/3) and validation (1/3) subcohort (See 323 
Suppl. 6). 324 

In the training cohort, the EN models showed that BPFr and T2LL were most associated with the 325 
smartphone and written SDMT results, when controlling for the influences of other disabilities and 326 
age (Fig. 6A). While DH cerebellar function, motoric strength, and age were important covariates for 327 
both tests, the EN deemed vision and eye movement dysfunctions to be important only in the 328 
smartphone SDMT results, consistent with stronger Spearman correlations observed for app-SDMT 329 
and these visual functions.  330 

When we applied resulting equations to the independent validation cohort, they were able to predict 331 
the smartphone results better than the written SDMT results (written: R2 = 0.65, p < 0.0001; 332 
smartphone: R2 = 0.75, p < 0.0001). This result indicates that adjusting for age and disabilities in the 333 
visual system and neurological functions that influence DH dexterity indeed better isolates CNS 334 
tissue damage that underlies slowing of reaction speed in MS.  335 

Influence of motoric disabilities on the smartphone SDMT results can be controlled for using 336 
smartphone tapping score 337 

The modeling introduced in previous section relied on clinician-derived disability measures which 338 
will not be broadly available. Thus, we asked whether we can use a surrogate to the relevant 339 
clinician-derived measures from our MS Test Suite. Although we implemented and are currently 340 
optimizing tests in MS Test Suite that may be used as surrogate of clinician-derived visual functions, 341 
we currently do not have sufficient data for tests analyses and validation of the app-based visual 342 
outcomes against gold standard of clinician-derived measures. We do have readily available DH 343 
tapping results, previously validated against clinician-derived disability scores in neurological 344 
subdomains that underlie DH dexterity (3). To demonstrate this relationship, we included correlations 345 
between DH tapping scores and SDMT results in Figure 5. 346 

Consequently, we asked whether adjusting the SDMT scores for the number of taps available in the 347 
MS Test Suite improves EN modeling of SDMT results using relevant volumetric MRI markers of 348 
brain tissue destruction in MS. When we replaced the NeurEx scores of DH cerebellar and upper 349 
motoric strength with tapping results in the smartphone SDMT EN model, the model validated only 350 
slightly worse than the model that included the NeurEx scores (R2 = 0.67, p < 0.0001; Fig. 7A).  351 

Even though DH tapping score has much lower weight in EN SDMT model than the two MRI 352 
features, when we eliminated tapping score from the model (Fig. 7B) we observed a substantial 353 
decrease in model performance. We conclude that the smartphone tapping score is a good proxy for 354 
clinician-derived disability scores to control for loss of DH dexterity in evaluating the relationship 355 
between SDMT results and MS-related brain tissue destruction reflected by BPFr and T2LL.  356 

Rewriting validated EN-based multiple linear model equation, adjusting the app based SDMT result 357 
using the following formula will produce results that explain 67% of the variance associated with 358 

for use under a CC0 license. 
This article is a US Government work. It is not subject to copyright under 17 USC 105 and is also made available 

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted May 20, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.03.09.20033316doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.03.09.20033316


  Smartphone Symbol Test for MS 

 

10 
 

MS-related structural damage to brain tissue, which is an anatomical substrate of MS-associated 359 
cognitive dysfunction.  360 

𝑨𝒑𝒑	𝑺𝑫𝑴𝑻	𝑺𝒄𝒐𝒓𝒆 − 	𝟎. 𝟐𝟒 × 𝑫𝑯	𝑻𝒂𝒑𝒔 − 	𝟎. 𝟏𝟔 × 𝑨𝒈𝒆 = 𝟑𝟎𝟔. 𝟓 × 𝑻𝟐𝑳𝑳 + 𝟓𝟓. 𝟓 × 𝑩𝑷𝑭𝒓 

Longitudinal analyses 361 

Individual-specific practice effects are quantifiable using non-linear regression  362 

Within our MS cohort, a subgroup of patients uses the smartphone SDMT from home on a weekly 363 
basis. This presents a unique opportunity to investigate the prevalence of practice effect in the 364 
longitudinal testing. Determining when the practice effect stops will help clinicians identify which 365 
data points from the smartphone SDMT to disregard when assessing for subsequent true decline in 366 
SDMT scores.  367 

To begin quantifying individual practice effects on the smartphone SDMT, we first plotted the 368 
individuals’ longitudinal data to look for trends that would indicate the occurrence of practice effect 369 
(Fig. 8). This trend, which involves the smartphone SDMT performance increasing then stabilizing 370 
into a plateau that fluctuates around a mean score, was discernable when the smartphone SDMT has 371 
been completed for at least 20 test sittings. Using non-linear regression, we identified the sitting at 372 
which the performance trend switches from increasing to plateauing. This sitting is deemed to be the 373 
point where the individual’s practice effect stopped. Any trial that occurred after this point can be 374 
used to assess the individual’s true cognitive changes.  375 

Out of 16 individuals (1 HV, 15 MS) who have completed at least 20 test sittings, non-linear 376 
regression identified practice effects in 14 individuals. The non-linear regression failed to identify 377 
infliction point in the remaining two subjects (Fig. 8, panels G and O). It is plausible that these 378 
individuals are still experiencing learning effect (due to positive slope of linear regression) that did 379 
not peak even after 20 test repetitions. 380 

In individuals whose practice effects were quantifiable, the effects stopped after 8 test sittings on 381 
average (ranging from 3 to 15 sittings). Spearman correlation coefficients for post-practice effect 382 
longitudinal data showed that 3 out of 16 had strong evidence of a continuous (albeit much slower) 383 
improvement of SDMT test scores over time (individuals H, I, L; p < 0.0001).  384 

Smartphone SDMT scores have good intra-individual reliability 385 

A mixed model intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) analysis showed that in all the longitudinal 386 
data, including the period where practice effect was present (learning period), 87% of the total 387 
variance in the smartphone SDMT score was accounted for by within-patient data clustering (ICC = 388 
0.87, Fig. 9A). When the learning period was removed, the ICC value increased to 0.90 (Fig. 9B), 389 
indicating very good reproducibility of within-subject results in comparison to between-subjects 390 
variance.  391 

Longitudinal smartphone SDMT results enable a data-driven approach for defining clinically 392 
meaningful decline in cognitive processing speed 393 

Already in the introduction we have alluded to the fact that currently, a 4-point decline in SDMT is 394 
considered “clinically meaningful” (5-7) . However, when testing test-retest reliability by performing 395 
two trials of app based SDMT in one sitting, we observed intra-individual variance much greater than 396 
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4 points (Fig. 3A). Likewise, in MS subjects who perform SDMT weekly at home and whose linear 397 
models demonstrated either stable or slowly (but significantly) improving performance even after 398 
eliminating initial data affected by learning effect (Fig. 8), we observed intra-individual variability 399 
greatly exceeding 4 SDMT points (Fig. 9). None of these longitudinal testers reported MS relapse or 400 
significant deterioration of their neurological functions. 401 

A plausible hypothesis to explain the discrepancy between the accepted 4-point SDMT threshold for 402 
clinically meaningful decline in traditional SDMT and our observations that the test-retest variance in 403 
app-SDMT greatly exceeds this threshold is that app based SDMT may be inherently noisier than 404 
traditional written SDMT.  405 

We formally evaluated this hypothesis, even though it was not supported by the data presented thus 406 
far (i.e., app based SDMT had stronger, reproducible correlation with clinician-derived disability 407 
scores or relevant MRI features than written SDMT). First, we plotted the intra-individual differences 408 
between two written SDMT tests collected less than 190 days apart in 112 available MS patients 409 
(Fig. 10A, Table 2) and observed Gaussian distribution of these differences with mean of -0.7 and 410 
two standard deviations of 10.3. This variance is similar to what we observed in the test-retest Bland-411 
Altman (Fig. 3A) of weekly longitudinal app SDMT sampling.  412 

Nevertheless, we formally tested if the 4-point written SDMT decline identified MS patients who 413 
progressed on disability scales capable of identifying MS progression in intervals as short as 6 414 
months, such as the Combinatorial Weight-Adjusted Disability Scale (CombiWISE; continuous scale 415 
ranging from 0 to 100) (37) and NeurEx (Continuous scale ranging from 0 to theoretical maximum of 416 
1349)(35). We also analyzed EDSS data, although the mean/median EDSS change over 6 months 417 
was expectedly zero (Fig. 10B). In contrast, both CombiWISE and NeurEx demonstrated measurable 418 
disease progression in the same group of patients (∆ CombiWISE +0.9 versus +0.8; ∆ NeurEx + 5.2 419 
versus +7.5). 420 

Thirty MS patients (26.8%) fulfilled 4-point SDMT decline criterion, but we observed no statistically 421 
significant differences in either CombiWISE or NeurEx changes between MS patients who fell below 422 
and above this threshold (Fig. 10B; ∆ CombiWISE comparison: p = 1.0; ∆ NeurEx comparison: p = 423 
0.4). When we chose a new threshold based on the distribution of differences in 6 months SDMT 424 
values (Average – 1.5 × Interquartile Range (IQR) = 13-point decline) we identified only 3 MS 425 
subjects (2.7%) who fulfilled this threshold, which uses statistically-accepted definitions of change 426 
that exceeds test-retest variance. This cohort is too small to obtain reliable statistical results, but we 427 
did observe that median CombiWISE and NeurEx changes were higher in this small group in 428 
comparison to the remaining 109 subjects with MS (∆ CombiWISE +1.3 versus +0.9; ∆ NeurEx + 429 
25.3 versus +7.5). 430 

These results do not support the tested hypothesis that app based SDMT may be inherently “noisier” 431 
than traditional written SDMT. Instead we conclude that both SDMT tests have very similar 432 
variance, requiring difference of 13 to 14 SDMT points to accurately identify decline that exceeds 433 
test-retest fluctuation in SDMT performance when comparing only two SDMT tests within the same 434 
subject.  435 

Next, we hypothesized that more frequent (granular) collection of data, permitted by the smartphone 436 
app may lower this threshold of meaningful deterioration when comparing period averages. The 437 
Gaussian distributions of test-retest data (for app based SDMT) or 6-month SDMT changes for the 438 
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written test suggests random distribution of performance noise, that could be limited by averaging 439 
multiple weekly tests within individual patients, akin to “repeated measures”. To test this hypothesis, 440 
we compared, within our n = 14 post-learning longitudinal cohort, the variance of the app SDMT test 441 
differences when we compared single adjacent tests, with average of 2, 3 or 4 adjacent tests (Fig. 11). 442 
We observed expected decline in variance, from 14.4 SDMT points for single test comparisons to 9.5 443 
points for average of 2 adjacent tests, 7.7 points for average of 3 adjacent tests and finally 6.2 points 444 
for average of 4 adjacent tests. We conclude that granular collection of SDMT data offers advantage 445 
over episodic collection of SDMT data in the clinic, as averaging multiple test repetitions lowers the 446 
threshold for identifying true decline in test performance. 447 

Discussion 448 

Neurological examination is a powerful tool to correctly identify, localize, and grade neurological 449 
deficits. However, socio-economic pressures are limiting access of neurological patients to this 450 
essential tool. The supply/demand for fully trained neurologists is critically low in many developing 451 
countries and is predicted to approach critical shortage in the USA this decade (1). The existing payer 452 
system forces neurologist to see follow-up patients in 10-15 minutes, while detailed performance of 453 
neurological examination requires 40-60 minutes. Consequently, most neurological patients are 454 
deprived of the benefit to monitor their disease using historically proven methodology.  455 

Because it is unlikely that this situation will improve, it is imperative to find alternative ways to 456 
obtain reliable measurements of neurological disability. The “digital health” revolution spurred 457 
development of many “medical apps” adapted for smartphones or tablets. Some, like ours, are 458 
intended to address the aforementioned void. However, a recent conference on digital heath (38) 459 
concluded that technical development of these apps is easy in comparison to validating their value for 460 
intended use, in accordance with FDA guidance: “General principles of software validation; Final 461 
guidance for industry and FDA staff” (39). Consequently, most of these medical apps are released to 462 
the public without either formal software verification (i.e., consistency, completeness and correctness 463 
of the software) and validation (i.e., providing objective evidence that software specifications 464 
conform to user needs and intended uses). This reality may, paradoxically, stifle needed innovation, 465 
as release of multiple apps targeting the same disease fractionates affected population of patients and, 466 
if not delivering promised value, may eventually even antagonize them against the use of digital 467 
technologies. 468 

As NIH investigators, our development and validation efforts are publicly funded and the resulting 469 
products are released free of charge to non-profit entities, and, after validation of the entire MS Test 470 
Suite, to the public. In accordance with aforementioned FDA guidance, our goal is to deliver an 471 
integrated and fully validated tool that is not only optimized from the standpoint of software 472 
verification, but also provides data-driven optimization of the outcome(s) derived from each test 473 
contained in the Suite, validation against gold-standard of neurological examination, and objective 474 
measurement of CNS tissue destruction, as is presented here for the SDMT app. Although not 475 
affecting scientific value of presented results, we do recognize that public funding and resultant free 476 
distribution of the validated tool may in fact limit its broad utility, as our research group will not be 477 
able to provide long-term maintenance of the software and needed customer support to patients and 478 
neurologists. Hopefully, private-public partnership(s) may solve this issue. 479 
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We focused our developmental efforts on smartphones instead of tablets due to the broad availability 480 
of the former, including in developing countries, where the shortage of neurologists is especially 481 
pressing. Adaptation of existing tests, like the SDMT, often developed and used in paper formats 482 
(letter or A4) to much smaller smartphone screens requires greater involvement of visual system/eye-483 
hand coordination and hand dexterity from the tester, as revealed by our side-by-side comparison of 484 
the traditional written SDMT and its smartphone adaptation. This is a shortcoming in comparison to 485 
tablet-based apps that offer much larger screens. For example, we acknowledge that our smartphone-486 
based SDMT adaptation achieved lower agreement (measured by Bland-Altman plot) with traditional 487 
SDMT than published, tablet-based, oral SDMT adaptation in the Cognitive Assessment for Multiple 488 
Sclerosis iCAMS (40). It is unclear if this stronger agreement would also be observed if iCAMS 489 
SDMT was administered in a patient-autonomous manner, without the involvement of a trained 490 
administrator, which is the ultimate goal of our MS Test Suite. 491 

Nevertheless, as illustrated in this article, if the complete neurological examination (e.g., digitalized 492 
in NeurEx) is matched to the app test, it is possible to correctly map contributions of these diverse 493 
neurological functions to the given test, measure performance of contributing neurological functions 494 
in other apps of the MS Test Suite, and mathematically adjust for measured disabilities as covariates 495 
to isolate the tested neurological domain. This then leads to stronger correlation of optimized app-496 
derived outcome(s) with the targeted neurological function or with objective measures of CNS tissue 497 
destruction that represents anatomical substrate of measured disability in comparison to the analogue 498 
version of the same test (Fig. 6). Using this methodology, the app SDMT results, when adjusted for 499 
visual disability and DH dexterity, explained a stunning 74% of the variance in the EN linear 500 
regression model against a composite of brain atrophy and T2LL in the independent validation 501 
cohort. This result is quite remarkable and validates the ability of smartphone SDMT to reliably 502 
measure MS-related brain injury. 503 

Importantly, digitalization of the test offers advances not available for traditional tests, such as 504 
randomization of the symbol-digit code, algorithmic identification of the learning effect, granular 505 
longitudinal sampling permissive to averaging temporary-adjacent results for minimizing 506 
performance noise, thus providing accurate “baseline” for sensitive identification of the future true 507 
(i.e., disease-related) decline in test performance.  508 

Indeed, our use of non-linear regressions on the level of individual subjects yielded identical result 509 
(i.e., stabilization of the learning effect after 8 trials) that was previously measured on a group level 510 
in natalizumab-treated MS patients (41). Identification of the peak of learning effect in individual 511 
subjects will likely lead to more accurate data, especially when the MS Test Suite is applied in 512 
clinical practice rather than in drug development. 513 

Unexpectedly, we observed that test-retest within-subject variance in both app based and traditional 514 
SDMT greatly exceeded previously suggested threshold of 4 SDMT points indicative of “clinically 515 
meaningful change”. Unfortunately, papers that proposed 4 SDMT points threshold did not measure 516 
test-retest variance (5-7). When using this proposed threshold, 24% of MS patients in our cohort 517 
would be labeled as having “clinically-meaningful progression on SDMT test” over a short 6-month 518 
interval, which is unrealistic. Applying the same logic, even greater proportion of MS patients would 519 
have clinically meaningful improvements of cognitive functions over identical short interval. Indeed, 520 
we did not observe any differences on highly sensitive composite clinical scores (CombiWISE and 521 
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NeurEx) between patients who fell below this threshold and those who did not over the course of 6 522 
months. 523 

Instead, our results show that a decline of 13-14 points on a single SDMT test is necessary to 524 
differentiate true cognitive decline from the noise in test performance. This data-driven threshold 525 
identified progression only in 2.7% of patients over identical 6-month interval and these patients also 526 
progressed on global measures of neurological disability. The 13-14 point threshold is quite 527 
insensitive but can be significantly decreased in granular sampling by averaging multiple temporally-528 
related test results, which, akin to repeated measures, limits performance noise and leads to more 529 
reliable estimate of subject’s reaction time in comparison to the single measurement. For example, 530 
averaging 4 temporally-adjacent app SDMT results decreases the limit of clinically-meaningful 531 
decline to 6 SDMT points. 532 

In conclusion, smartphone adaptation of the SDMT test allows for accurate measurement of reaction 533 
time in a patient-autonomous manner. Adjusting app SDMT results for relevant clinical covariates – 534 
some of which can be reliably measured by another smartphone test – leads to optimized outcome 535 
that correlates strongly with MS-related brain injury, measured by volumetric MRI. 536 
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Table 1: Demographics table with baseline information for cross-sectional data. 633 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A. Demographics                                                    All Cross-Sectional Smartphone Participants (N = 193) 
  PPMS (n = 54) SPMS (n = 42) RRMS (n = 58) HV (n = 39) 
Age (year)     
Mean ± SD 58.7 ± 11.1 58.3 ± 10.3 47.3 ± 9.6 41.1 ± 14.0 
Range 18.5 - 72.8 33.0 - 75.5 30.2 - 77.2 21.5 - 67.9 

     
Gender (% of cohort)     
Female 56 57 60 59 
Male 44 43 40 41 

     
B. Demographics                                                             Cross-Sectional Smartphone Participants  
                                                                                                     with Clinical Data (N = 112) 

  PPMS (n = 46) SPMS (n = 26) RRMS (n = 40) HV (n = 12) 
Age (year)     
Mean ± SD 58.5 ± 10.8 56.7 ± 10.8 45.6 ± 8.3 48.9 ± 6.8 
Range 18.5 - 72.8 33.0 - 75.5 30.2 - 66.4 40.1 - 60.8 

     
Gender (% of cohort)     
Female 61 58 62 75 
Male 39 42 38 25 

     
NeurEx     
Mean ± SD 162.0 ± 61.0 164.0 ± 60.1 68.5 ± 48.3 18.4 ± 15.1 
Range 34.2 - 312.0 67.1 - 334.0 0.0 - 216.0 0 - 54.2 

     
EDSS     
Mean ± SD 5.6 ± 1.0 5.7 ± 1.0 3.6 ± 1.5 1.9 ± 0.8 
Range 3.0 - 7.0 4.0 - 6.5 0.0 - 6.5 0.0 - 3.0 
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Table 2. Demographic table with information for individuals used in written SDMT change threshold 634 
determination and app SDMT longitudinal analyses. Demographics in table A come from the second 635 
visit of the 6-months span. Demographics in table B come from the first visit (baseline) values.  636 

 

 

 

 

A. Demographics                                  Participants Included in Written  
                                                                    Threshold Analysis (N = 112) 
  PPMS (n = 47) SPMS (n = 33) RRMS (n = 32)   
Age (year)     
Mean ± SD 57.3 ± 11.5 57.0 ± 8.2 47.2 ± 10.8  
Range 19.0 - 70.8 38.1 - 71.2 29.8 -77.7  
     
Gender (% of cohort)     
Female 60 67 62  
Male 40 33 38  
     
NeurEx     
Mean ± SD 159.0 ± 69.9 178.0 ± 48.2 64.8 ± 44.5  
Range 54.3 - 328.0 74.4 - 288.0 4.2 - 165.0  
     
EDSS     
Mean ± SD 5.7 ± 1.1 6.1 ± 0.8 3.5 ± 1.5  
Range 2.5 - 7.5 4.0 - 7.5 1.0 - 6.5  
     
B. Demographics                                           Longitudinal Smartphone Participants (N = 16) 
  PPMS (n = 8) SPMS (n = 5) RRMS (n = 2) HV (n = 1) 
Age (year)     
Mean ± SD 59.0 ± 12.9 59.5 ± 4.9 54.1 ± 1.3 63.1 
Range 28.2 - 69.3 54.2 - 64.9 53.2 - 55.0 na 

     
Gender (% of cohort)     
Female 38 40 0 100 
Male 62 60 100 0 

     
NeurEx     
Mean ± SD 197.0 ± 112.0 164.0 ± 103.0 46.1 ± 18.2 na 
Range 88.9 - 436.0 67.1 - 334.0 33.2 - 59.0 na 

     
EDSS     
Mean ± SD 6.1 ± 1.2 5.4 ± 1.0 3.0 ± 0.7 na 
Range 4.5 - 8.0 4.0 - 6.5 2.5 - 3.5 na 
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Figure legends 637 

Figure 1. The interface for the app based SDMT. The symbol-digit key changes with every trial. 638 
During the test, participants are only seeing one symbol at a time and use a number keypad (orange 639 
buttons) to input the matching number to the symbol being shown.  640 

Figure 2. Minimum time needed for reliable app based SDMT performance. (A) Demonstration of 641 
how the non-linear regression model works to find the inflection/change points. (B-C) Plots of 642 
correlation in the scores between two trials (in the same test sitting) as the testing time progresses for 643 
HV and MS. Orange lines represent the underlying non-linear regression models fitted to the data. 644 
Dotted lines indicate the minimum time needed for reliable performance based on the non-linear 645 
regression algorithm. Dashed lines point to the correlation coefficients at 75 seconds, or the time 646 
constraint that was eventually implemented. Blue lines indicate that after 75 seconds, the correlation 647 
continues to slightly improve. (D) Comparison of testing speed, in points per seconds, within the 648 
same trial at 75 and 90 seconds. Individuals show strong evidence of increasing their speed towards 649 
the end of the test (p < 0.001) but the change of 0.003 points/sec is clinically insignificant.   650 

Figure 3. Outlier removal procedure for test sittings with two trials. (A) Score differences and means 651 
for test sittings with two trials are shown on a mixed-effects Bland-Altman plot. The limits of 652 
agreement are -11.24 and 10.85 and the mean difference is -0.19. Sittings with differences that fall 653 
outside of the limits of agreement, indicated by blue and orange points, are considered to have one 654 
trial that is an outlier. (B) In the sittings with outlier trials, the lower performing trial’s score is 655 
increased to reach the limits of agreement thresholds. (C) The original mixed-effects Bland-Altman 656 
plot, now shown with the outlying differences after score adjustment.  657 

Figure 4. Analysis of app based SDMT validity. (A) HV generally perform better than MS on the 658 
app SDMT (p < 0.0001). The number of participants for each cohort are shown below the plot. (B) 659 
Assessment of agreement between the raw app based score and the written score. The black solid line 660 
is the 1:1 concordance line. The orange dashed line is the regression line. (C) Bland-Altman plot for 661 
the written and the app scores. The limits of agreement are -5.29 and 20.84. On average, individuals 662 
perform 7.8 points higher on the written test. (D) The plot of concordance between the written and 663 
app scores, after adjusting for the 7.8 points difference.  664 

Figure 5. Spearman correlation coefficients between cognitive tests and outcomes from brain MRI, 665 
NeurEx features, smartphone tapping test, and age. p-values in the matrix are indicated as followed: 666 
*p < 0.01, **p < 0.001, ***p < 0.0001. Smartphone and written SDMT show evidence of correlation 667 
to the same set of features. PASAT-3 correlates with NeurEx cognitive and brainstem functions but 668 
does not correlate with volumetric MRI features.  669 

Figure 6. Clinical associations for traditional/written and app SDMT. (A) Elastic net regression 670 
shows that when controlling for relevant motoric factors and age, brain parenchymal fraction and T2 671 
lesions load are highly associated with the written results. These factors predict a traditional SDMT 672 
score that agrees with the actual score at a CCC of 0.75. (B) For the app SDMT, vision and eye 673 
movement also influenced the results. Controlling for these factors, brain parenchymal fraction and 674 
T2 lesions load are most associated with the app results. This model produces a predicted app SDMT 675 
value that agrees to the actual value at a CCC of 0.78.  676 
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Figure 7. App tapping score serving as a covariate in the elastic net model. (A) Elastic net regression 677 
results with NeurEx cerebellar functions and upper motor strength being replaced by the app tapping 678 
score as a covariate. This model produces scores that agree with the actual scores at a CCC of 0.68. 679 
(B) Removing the tapping scores reduces the CCC to 0.54, showing that while tapping scores, like 680 
cerebellar and upper motor functions, have small influences on the app SDMT comparing to the MRI 681 
variables, it is important to include this covariate in the model.  682 

Figure 8. Nonlinear regression can be used to identify the inflection point in longitudinal data where 683 
learning stops occurring. Out of 16 participants with longitudinal data (≥ 20 test sittings), nonlinear 684 
regression was able to identify the inflection point in 14 individuals. The solid orange line indicates 685 
the period where the individual is still learning. The dotted black line signifies the point learning 686 
inflection point that the algorithm identified. The dashed orange line denotes the algorithm’s 687 
assumption of the data’s regression line after the learning period. The solid blue line represents the 688 
actual regression line of the data after the learning period. On average, learning stops occurring after 689 
8 sittings.  690 

Figure 9. Longitudinal data exhibits good reliability. (A) With the learning period included, all 691 
longitudinal data has an intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) of 0.87, which means that data for the 692 
same individual tend to cluster highly with each other and therefore, the data has good intra-693 
individual reliability. (B) Without the learning period included, the ICC value increases to 0.90. In 694 
both panel A and B, the written SDMT scores (converted by adding 7.8 points to all app SDMT 695 
scores) have differences that span much larger than the current clinically significant change threshold 696 
of 4 points.  697 

Figure 10. Proposing a new clinically significant change threshold for the written SDMT. (A) 698 
Distribution of written score differences for participants who completed the written SDMT in the 699 
course of 6 months. Using the current clinically significant score decrease of 4 points, approximately 700 
24% of participants would have been falsely classified as having meaningful decline in their 701 
cognitive processing speed. We propose that this threshold should be increased to 13 points, or 702 
(average difference) – (1.5 × IQR of the differences). (B) Comparison of changes in disability scores 703 
for individuals who are above or below the defined clinically significant threshold. At the 4-points 704 
threshold, there is no significant difference in disability score changes between individuals who are 705 
below and above the threshold. At the 13-points threshold, while there is also no significant 706 
difference in disability changes between individuals who fall above or below the threshold, the 707 
disability changes are much larger in CombiWISE and NeurEx. The lack of statistical significance 708 
may be due to the low number of individuals who fall below the 13-points threshold. 709 

Figure 11. Determining the clinically significant change threshold for the app based SDMT. (A) A 710 
demonstration of how the significant thresholds are calculated in the app SDMT. For each individual, 711 
the score differences between one sitting, two sittings averaged, three sittings averaged, and four 712 
sittings averaged were calculated. (B) Plotting these differences allows for identification of the 713 
clinically significant change thresholds that should be used when the participant’s score changes are 714 
based on single test sittings or multiple sittings averaged together.  715 
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