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ABSTRACT

Background: Cognitive declineis common in multiple sclerosis (M S), but existing metrics of
patient-reported cognitive difficulties are lengthy, lack psychometric rigor, and/or fail to query

expressive language deficits prevalent in M S.

Objective: To develop the Multiple Sclerosis Cognitive Scale (MSCS) as a brief
psychometrically-robust metric of patient-reported cognitive deficits.

Method: Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on 20 items of the Perceived Deficits
Questionnaire (PDQ) plus five newly developed language questions in alarge sample of patients
with M S and matched respondents without neurologic disease. Confirmatory principal
components analysis (PCA) in an independent sample assessed the EFA factor structure.
Reliability of the new scale and subscales was assessed, and we evaluated the relationship

between the new scale and objective cognitive impairment.

Results: EFA in patients (n=502) and controls (n=350), item analyses, and confirmatory PCA in
an independent sample of patients (n=361) and controls (n=150) supported construction of an
eight-item scale with four 2-item subscales assessing Executive / Speed, Working Memory,
Expressive Language, and Episodic Memory. Internal consistency was excellent for the total
MSCS (¢=0.93) and good for each subscale (Executive / Speed, 0=0.85; Working Memory,
a=0.83, Expressive Language, a=0.87; Episodic Memory, a=0.85). There was a medium-sized
rel ationship between objective cognitive impairment and M SCS scores (3% [95%ClI] = 0.06 [0.01,
0.13], but cognitive impairment was not related to the traditional PDQ (0.01 [0.00, 0.06]).

Conclusion: The MSCS s supported as a brief, psychometrically-robust, reliable, and valid
metric of patient-reported cognitive deficitsin MS. The M SCS holds promise for improving

assessment of M'S cognitive dysfunction in clinical and research settings.
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INTRODUCTION

Cognitive decline is common in multiple sclerosis (MS); (1) it is therefore important to have
psychometrically validated, clinically-feasible patient-report tools to screen for cognitive
deficits. One option is the Perceived Deficits Questionnaire (PDQ),(2) which isa 20-item scale
developed in 1990 with four a priori subscales (attention/concentration, planning/organization,
retrospective memory, prospective memory). The PDQ has limitations: subscales were not
validated by factor analytic studies, there are no questions about expressive language deficits
although word-finding difficulty is frequently reported by patients,(3) and the relatively long
length of the PDQ reduces clinical feasibility due to patient burden, especially when included
within awider collection of questionnaires (e.g., fatigue, mood, physical disability). Another
option isthe M S Neuropsychological Questionnaire (MSNQ),(4) which isa 15-item scale
devel oped in 2003 without cognitive subscales; items focus heavily on attention / executive
function and memory without assessment of word-finding difficulty. It is aso notable that the
MSNQ and PDQ were developed over two and three decades ago, respectively. Others have
more recently recommended Neuro-QoL short forms including a brief questionnaire assessing
communication difficulties;(5) however, even these lack questions on word-finding difficulty.
The current study aims to develop a brief, reliable, clinically-useful measure of patient-reported
cognitive difficulties with cognitive subscales validated with factor analytic techniques.

METHODS

Sample. The Corinne Goldsmith Dickinson Center for Multiple Sclerosis at Mount Sinai
Hospital isatertiary care center with a catchment area encompassing the racially/ethnically
diverse New Y ork Metropolitan Area. In 2018, we established a clinic aming to perform
cognitive screenings for all patients at our center; the 20-item PDQ plus five language questions
was completed by patients from August 2018 through August 2021. We performed an IRB
approved retrospective chart review of clinical and patient-reported cognitive data from all
patients aged 18 to 65 years and diagnosed with relapse-onset M S from 1995 onward who
completed cognitive screenings. Self-reported cognitive difficulty was also collected from
demographically-matched persons without neurologic conditions through an IRB-exempt

anonymous electronic capture questionnaire.
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PDQ plus Language Questions. The PDQ is a 20-item self-report inventory assessing
frequency of cognitive difficulties as never (0), rarely (1), sometimes (2), fairly often (3), or very
often (4). The PDQ hasfour a priori subscales (with five items each) assessing
attention/concentration, planning/organi zation, retrospective memory, and prospective memory,
but there is no assessment of language difficulty. Our development of five language questionsto
add to the PDQ was informed by clinical experience with patients and confirmed by
retrospective chart review of self-report remote el ectronic capture (REDCap) questionnairein
consecutive patients (meeting aforementioned inclusion criteria) during a 12-month period.
Patients were asked “Do you have any concerns about your current cognition?’ If yes, an open
field question displayed: “In afew words, please describe the cognitive problem(s) that you
experience.” These questions were completed prior to completion of the PDQ to avoid biasing
results. Three independent raters (see acknowledgements) reviewed all free text responses to
identify presence or absence of sdlf-reported language difficulty, and then to categorize

difficultiesinto like categories.

Statistical Approach. Exploratory factor analysis was performed on responses to the 25
guestions by patients and controls using R version 4.2.1 and the psych package.(6) The goal was
to develop an empirically-derived brief cognitive screener; as such, we identified the two items
with the highest factor loadings and highest internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) for each
factor, which were selected for the new brief screener. Next, confirmatory principal components

analysis was performed for selected items in an independent sample of patients and controls.

RESULTS

Sample. Data on the 25-item self-report cognitive questionnaire were captured from 502 persons
with M S and 350 demographically-matched control respondents for the exploratory factor
analysis (Table 1).

L anguage Questions. Data were captured from a subset of 319 consecutive patients with M S for
validation of language questions. Of 319 patients, about half (51%, n=163) endorsed “yes’ to
having concerns about cognition; free text responses were reviewed by three independent raters
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to identify presence or absence of self-reported language difficulty (interrater agreement was
excellent, Kappa [95%CIl] of 0.85[0.76, 0.93]). Language deficits were considered present if all
three raters (n=54) or two of three raters (n=10) coded it present; language difficulty was
reported by 39% of patients endorsing concerns about cognition (n=64 of 163), and 20% of all
patients regardless of endorsement of cognitive concerns (n=64 of 319). Analysis of the 64
responses identified (a) word-finding difficulty (n=46) with descriptions of trouble retrieving
known words (i.e., “tip of the tongue’” phenomenon), (b) difficulty clearly expressing thoughts
(n=13), (c) using the wrong word or misspeaking (n=10), (d) difficulties comprehending text or
discourse (n=6), and (e) other and/or vague responses (n=6; e.g., “speech problems,”

misspelling). Analyses support use of the five language questions (last fiveitemsin Table 2).

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). Responses to the 25 questions by 852 consecutive
respondents (502 patients, 350 controls) were analyzed with EFA using R version 4.2.1 and the
psych package. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .98 suggesting
excellent factorability. Results from the parallel analysis, in concordance with the scree plot,
suggested that a five-factor solution with oblimin rotation has excellent fit (RMSEA = .05, TLI =
.962; Table 2, Figure 1). Of the four items with highest loadings for each factor, we identified the
two with the highest internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha). For factor A, internal consistency
was good for “get started when lotsto do” and “take long time to finish things” («=0.88). For
factor B, internal consistency was acceptable for “forget to take medication, etc.” and “forget
meetings, appointments’ («=0.79). For factor C, internal consistency was good for “word on ‘tip
of tongue’” and “clearly expressing thoughts’ (¢4=0.85). Factor D consisted of two items with
good internal consistency (¢4=0.85). For factor E, internal consistency was good for “forget why
entered room” and “losing train of thought” (0=0.85). Internal consistency was good for all two-
item pairs across factors except factor B. Further inspection revealed possible floor effects for all
four items with highest loadings for factor B, with <10% of all respondents endorsing “fairly
often” or “very often.” These items are four of the five items of the PDQ prospective memory
subscale; means for this scale were much lower than all other PDQ subscalesin the original
publication.(2) Only one of the other 21 questions showed a possible floor effect (“follow
complex conversations’). To derive a brief scale with the best reliability and clinical relevance,
we excluded factor B. EFA with the remaining eight items yielded four factors (Table 3, Figure
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2), which are best characterized as Executive / Speed, Episodic Memory, Working Memory, and

Expressive Language.

Confirmatory Principal Components Analyses (PCA). Confirmatory PCAs (four components,
oblimin rotation) with the eight selected items were performed in an independent sample
combining a research sample of 167 persons with relapsing-remitting MS who completed the full
25-item survey, aclinical sample of 194 patients with MS who completed the brief scale, and a
sample of 150 respondents without neurologic conditions who completed the brief scale. As
shown (Table 4), confirmatory PCA in this independent sample supported the factor structure of
the eight-item M SCS, which was also shown when performing separate PCAs for all patients
(n=863) and all controls (n=500; Table5).

Reliability. Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of the eight-item scale among patients who
completed the brief form (n=194) was excellent for the total M SCS (0=0.93) and good for each
subscale (Executive / Speed, a=0.85; Episodic Memory, a=0.85; Working Memory, a=0.83,
Expressive Language, 0=0.87). Test-retest reliability was assessed with intraclass correlation
coefficients (ICC; two-way mixed ANOV A; absolute agreement(7)) for the brief form completed
twice by 62 patients with MS, with a one-year interval between assessments; reliability was good
for the total MSCS (ICC [95% Cl], 0.82[0.72, 0.89]) and for each subscale (ICCs 0.74 t0 0.81,
Table 6). Thisis likely an underestimate of the actual test-retest reliability given the long one-

year interval between assessments.

Link to Objective Cognitive Performance. A brief screening battery adopted for MS
(BICAMS)(8) consists of a high-sensitivity information processing task (Symbol Digit
Modalities Test, SDMT)(9) and measures of word-list learning and object-location memory. Our
modified version of this battery includes SDMT, word-list total learning on the Hopkins Verbal
Learning Test, Revised (HVLT-R),(10) and object-location memory on CANTAB Paired
Associate Learning (PAL).(11) Task performance data were available for 502 patients who
completed the full 20-item PDQ and 194 patients who completed the M SCS. Raw scores were
converted to age-adjusted norm-referenced z-scores relative to each test’ s healthy standardization

sample, which was then used to characterize impairment for each task as performance <1.5
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standard deviations below normal (z-score < -1.5). Patients were categorized as having
impairment on 0, 1, or 2+ tests. We then matched patients from the larger PDQ sample to the
smaller MSCS sample for age, sex, race/ethnicity, education, MS phenotype, time since
diagnosis, and mood (MHI-5), resulting in extremely well-matched samples of (a) 194 patients
who completed the full 20-item PDQ and (b) 194 patients who completed the MSCS (Table 7).
One-way ANOV As tested differencesin the PDQ (mean of 20 items) and the M SCS (mean of
eight items) across patients with impairment on O, 1, or 2+ tests. As shown (Figure 3), MSCS
differed across levels of cognitive impairment (F[2, 193]=5.85, p=0.003; ° [95%ClI] = 0.06
[0.01, 0.13]) whereby patient-reported difficulty was worse among patients with 2+ impaired
tests than those with <1 impaired test. In contrast, there was no difference in PDQ across levels
of cognitive impairment (F[2, 193]=1.34, p=0.265; 1 [95%ClI] = 0.01 [0.00, 0.06]). One-way
ANOV As were repeated after adjusting MSCS and PDQ for mood (MHI-5, using GLM). Again,
as shown (Figure 3), there were differences in MSCS across levels of cognitive impairment F[ 2,
193]= 3.83, p=0.023; n* [95%CI] = 0.04 [0.00, 0.10]), but PDQ did not differ across levels of
impairment (F[2, 193]=0.15, p=0.864; 1> [95%ClI] = 0.00 [0.00, 0.02]).

DISCUSSION

We report good reliability and validity for the Multiple Sclerosis Cognitive Scale (MSCS; see
Appendix), anew eight-item patient-report cognitive questionnaire with four factor analytically
derived subscales (executive / speed, working memory, expressive language, episodic memory).
M SCS showed a medium-sized relationship to objective cognitive impairment, and remained
reliably different even when adjusting for mood. In contrast, the traditional PDQ was unrelated
to objective impairment with and without adjusting for mood, despite having 2.5 times as many
items as the MSCS. It may be that patients respond more thoughtfully when there are fewer
items, and that M SCS items better represent the cognitive problems experienced by persons
living with M'S, especially given assessment of expressive language difficulty (which is missing
from existing patient-report cognitive scales). The M SCS holds promise as a brief, reliable,
psychometrically-robust self-report scale with good links to objective cognitive impairment.
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics

EFA Sample (n=852) Confirmatory PCA Samples (n=511)
MS Controls Research | Clinical MS| Controls
(n=502) (n=350) MS (n=167) (n=194) (n=150)
Age (years), mean [SD] 43.6[11.5] 44.3[12.5] 36.2[7.5] 42.9[10.8] 43.5[14.0]
Sex, N [%0]
Women 357[71.1] 252[72.0] 111 [66.5] 147 [75.8] 108[72.0]
Men 145[28.9] 98[28.0] 56[33.5] 47[24.2] 42[28.0]
Bachelor’s degree, N [%)] 373[74.3] 275[78.6] 130[77.8] 128[66.0] 85[56.7]
MHI-5, mean [SD] 70.5[15.8] 76.5[13.0] 72.4[15.8] 69.9[15.1] 73.5[13.2]
Race and Ethnicity, N [%]
Black, (not Hispanic or Latino/a) 82[16.3] 24[14.4] 53[27.3]
Hispanic or Latino/a 87[17.3] 38[22.9] 45[23.2]
White (not Hispanic or Latino/a) 318[63.3] 98 [58.7] 92 [47.4]
Other (not Hispanic or Latino/a) 15[3.0] 7[4.2] 4[2.1]
Yearssince MS dx, median [IQR] 71[2,13] 4[3, 6] 5.5]1, 12]
Disease Course, N [%]
RRMS 419[83.5] 167 [100] 175[90.2]
SPME 83[16.5] 0[0] 19[9.8]
Disease Modifying Therapy, N [%]
None 73[14.5] 13[7.9] 23[11.9]
Platform injectables, teriflunomide 97[19.3] 24[14.4] 30[15.5]
Slp modulators, fumarates 142[28.3] 62 [37.1] 48[24.7
Monaoclonal antibodies 190[37.8] 68[40.7] 93[47.9]
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Table 2. Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis of 25 Self-Reported Cognitive Deficits
The 25 items are from the 20-item PDQ plus five new language items (in italics below).

Factors

Per ceived Deficits Questionnaire I tem plus L anguage Questions A B C D E

losing your train of thought 013| 001| 029| 0.18| 0.46
trouble remembering peopl€'s names, even familiar people -009| 025| 028| 011| 0.35
forgetting what you came into the room for 0.07| 0.17| 030| 0.06| 0.47
troubl e getting things organized 0.62| 0.10| -0.03| -0.01| 0.28
trouble concentrating on what people are saying, or on what you are reading or watching on TV 041| -005| 0.05| 041| 0.25
forgetting if you had aready done something 0.15| 030| 0a5| 0.a3| 0.33
forgetting appointments or meetings you had planned 0.16| 058| 000| 0.04| 0.22
difficulty planning what to do in the day 0.66| 0.23| -0.05| 0.03| 0.03
difficulty doing more than one thing at atime 054 | 023| 0.07| 006 0.01
trouble remembering where you put something, like your keys or where you parked your car 0.14| 054 | 0.06| -0.06 | 0.25
forgetting what day of the week it is 010| 059| 005| 0.05| -0.02
trouble getting started, even if you had lotsto do 0.84| -0.01| 0.06 | -0.03 | -0.03
taking along time to finish things 0.81| 001| 011| -003| -0.01
forgetting details of arecent conversation 013| 018| 0.23| 0.37| 015
forgetting to do things like turning on your alarm clock, or charging your smartphone or computer 0.04| 0.79| 0.03| -0.04 | -0.06
finding your mind drifting, or your mind going blank 037| 0.09| 011| 032| 0.09
trouble holding a string of numbersin your head, even for afew seconds 004| 034| 009| 031| 0.18
trouble recalling what happened during the last week -0.07 | 043| 014 | 044 | 0.07
forgetting to do routine things without reminders, like taking your medication, or picking someone up 0.06| 0.72| 007| 0.05| -0.07
trouble making decisions 058 0.10| 005| 0.23| -0.17
having a word "on the tip of your tongue” but with difficulty getting it out 003| 000| 0.81| -0.05| 0.14
having to read something several times to understand it 026 | -0.02| 035| 032| 0.04
having a sense of what you want to say, but you have trouble clearly expressing your thoughts 007| 000| 0.78| 004 0.01
accidentally saying the wrong word / misspeaking -0.01| 007| 0.80| -0.01| -0.09
having difficulty following a conversation, especially a conversation with multiple people or parts 015| 0.415| 039| 036 | -0.16
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Table 3. Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis of Eight MS Cognitive Scale (M SCS) Items

Current Samplew/ PDQ (n=852; 502 M S, 350 HC)

MSCS [tem Executive/ Working Expressive Episodic
Speed (ES) Memory (WM) | Language (EL) | Memory (EM)
trouble getting started 0.88 0.04 -0.02 -0.04
take along time to finish things 0.88 -0.04 0.03 0.05
losing your train of thought 0.01 0.79 0.02 0.05
forgetting why you entered aroom 0.01 0.84 0.01 0.00
word on the tip of your tongue 0.00 0.13 0.79 -0.05
trouble clearly expressing your thoughts 0.02 -0.08 0.85 0.06
forgetting details of conversations 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.84
trouble recalling what happened during last week -0.03 0.01 0.01 0.83
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Table 4. Results of Confirmatory Principal Component Analysesin Independent Sample

Confirmatory PCA Sample (n=511; 361 MS, 150 HC)

MSCS |tem Executive/ Working Expressive Episodic
Speed (ES) Memory (WM) | Language (EL) | Memory (EM)
trouble getting started 0.93 0.07 -0.02 0.04
take along time to finish things 0.86 -0.03 0.08 -0.06
losing your train of thought 0.06 0.95 -0.06 -0.01
forgetting why you entered aroom -0.02 0.74 0.18 -0.08
word on the tip of your tongue 0.00 0.12 0.89 0.05
trouble clearly expressing your thoughts 0.15 -0.05 0.78 -0.15
forgetting details of conversations -0.07 0.07 0.16 -0.83
trouble recalling what happened during last week 0.08 0.01 -0.09 -0.94
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Table5. Results of Confirmatory Principal Component Analyses Separ ately for All Patientsand All Controls

M S (n=863) Controls (n=500)

MSCSItem E/S |WM | EL | EM | E/S | WM EL EM

trouble getting started 097| 0.07|-0.03| 005| 093| 001| 0.00| -0.02
take along time to finish things 0.87|-0.05| 0.07| -0.08| 092| 000| 0.01| 0.02
losing your train of thought 0.02| 0.88| 0.02| -0.04, 0.04| 0.90 0.08 | 0.06
forgetting why you entered aroom 001| 092| 001| 000 -001| 079, -015| o0.01
word on the tip of your tongue -0.04| 009| 092| 004, 002| 022| -0.80| -0.07
trouble clearly expressing your thoughts 0.07 | -0.07| 090| -0.06| 004| -010| -087| 0.14
forgetting details of conversations -0.02| 0.11| 0.10| -0.79, 0.09| 002| -018| 0.72
trouble recalling what happened during last week 0.03|-0.03 | -0.04| -0.99| -0.03| 0.04 0.06 | 0.96
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Table6. Test-Retest Reliabilitiesof M SCS Subscalesin Patients completing the brief form
at two time points (n=62)

ICC [95%CI] with two-way mixed analysis of variance mode with interaction for the absolute
agreement between single scores. ICC for the total M SCS score was 0.82 [0.72, 0.89].

TIME 1
E/S WM EL EM
E/S 0.81 0.55 0.59 0.67
[0.70, 0.88] [0.34, 0.70] [0.38,0.74] | [0.50,0.78]
Y 0.58 0.74 0.64 0.66
L [0.40, 0.73] [0.60, 0.83] [0.47,0.77] | [0.48,0.78]
= £l 0.67 0.62 0.74 0.72
= [0.51, 0.79] [0.45, 0.75] [0.59, 0.83] | [0.57,0.82]
EM 0.68 0.55 0.54 0.80
[0.53, 0.80] [0.32, 0.70] [0.31,0.70] | [0.69, 0.87]
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Table 7. Matched samples of patientswith M Swho completed the PDQ or the MSCS

PDQ MSCS
Sample Sample
Age (years), mean [SD] 42.3[11.6] 42.9[10.8]
Sex, N [%]
Women 147 [75.8] 147 [75.8]
Men 47 [24.2] 47 [24.2]
Bachelor’s degree, N [%] 128[66.0] 128[66.0]
MHI-5, mean [SD] 68.3[16.8] 69.9[15.1]
Race and Ethnicity, N [%]
Black, (not Hispanic or Latino/a) 53[27.3] 53[27.3]
Hispanic or Latino/a 45[23.2] 45[23.2]
White (not Hispanic or Latino/a) 92[47.4] 92 [47.4]
Other (not Hispanic or Latino/a) 412.1] 4[2.1]
Yearssince MS dx, mean [SD] 8.3[6.3] 7.3[6.6]
Disease Course, N [%0]
RRMS 175[90.2] 175[90.2]
SPMS 19[9.8] 19[9.8]
Disease Modifying Therapy, N [%0]
None 32[16.5] 23[11.9]
Platform injectables, teriflunomide 31[16.0] 30[15.5]
Slp modulators, fumarates 54[27.8] 48[24.7]
Monoclonal antibodies 77[39.7] 93[47.9]
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Figure 1. Exploratory Factor Analysis of 25 Self-Reported Cognitive Deficits
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Figure 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Eight MSCS Items.
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Figure 3. Differencesin Patient-Reported Cognitive Difficulty acrosslevels of Cognitive
Impairment in Matched Samples completing the PDQ or MSCS

Results are presented for MSCS and PDQ scores before (left) and after (right) adjusting scores
for mood (MHI-5). Effect sizes (Cohen’s D [95%Cl]) are presented for comparisons across
levels of cognitive impairment.
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APPENDIX

Multiple Sclerosis Cognitive Scale (MSCS)

Please check the box to indicate how frequently during the past month you experienced:

Never | Rarely | G0 Gen | ofen

(0) (D) 2) 3) 4)
1. losing your train of thought ] O O | il
2. forgetting details of a recent conversation O O O O O
dificulty getting it out (word finding diffieuttyy | O | O | O | O | O
4. trouble getting started, even if you had lots to do I O O O |
S. forgetting what you came into the room for ki O O W O
6. trouble recalling what happened during the last week O H O [l O
Gt et s e | B | @ |0 | @ | B
8. taking a long time to finish things O O O O Cd
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