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Abstract

Introduction: More precise subtyping within dementia syndromes leads to better prediction of
pathology, supporting individualized, disease-specific treatments. Notably, studies highlight that
identification of the right-temporal or semantic behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia
(sbvFTD) subtype reliesin part on measuring emotion recognition abilities.

Methods: To evaluate the effectiveness of current tools, we compared two dynamic video-based
affect labeling tests—the Dynamic Affect Recognition Test (DART) and The Awareness of
Social Inference Test-Emotion Evaluation Test (TASIT-EET)—against the static image-based
Name Affect subtest of the Comprehensive Affect Testing System (CATS-NA) test. A total of
555 persons with dementia (PwD), in the early stages of neurodegenerative disease (Clinical
Dementia Rating < 1; Mini Mental State Examination > 20), diagnosed with Alzheimer’s disease
syndrome (AD) (n=154), progressive supranuclear palsy syndrome (PSPS) (n=88), non-fluent
variant primary progressive aphasia (nfvPPA) (n=77), semantic variant PPA (n=53), behavioral
variant frontotemporal dementia (bvFTD) (n=124), semantic bvFTD (n=65), and 133 healthy
older participants underwent emotion testing and structural MRI.

Results: All emation labeling tests differentiated PwD from healthy controls (DART,
AUC=0.81; TASIT-EET, AUC=0.84; CATS-NA, AUC=0.72), and FTD with social cognition
deficits (sbvFTD, bvFTD, and svPPA) from other PwDs (DART, AUC=0.64; TASIT-EET,
AUC=0.66; CATS-NA, AUC=0.63). Dynamic tests outperformed CATS-NA in differentiating
sbvFTD from bvFTD and svPPA (DART, AUC=0.79; TASIT-EET, AUC=0.74; CATS-NA,
AUC=0.60), whereas DART outperformed TASIT-EET in differentiating sovFTD from svPPA
(DART, AUC=0.73; TASIT-EET, AUC=0.66). Multiple linear regression analysis showed that
TASIT-EET performance was predicted by visual memory (Benson-delayed) and verbal
semantic (BNT, Animal Fluency) functions (p<0.01) and CATS-NA performance was predicted
by visuospatial (CATS-Face matching, Number location) (p<0.001) and executive functions
(Modified Trail making speed) (p<0.05), while DART was predicted by only working memory
functions (Digit span backward) (p<0.05). DART corresponded to the expected structural
anatomy of emotion, including right predominant insula, anterior temporal, and orbitofrontal
lobes. While both TASIT-EET and CATS-NA shared that pattern of brain anatomy, TASIT-EET
correlated with more left temporal structures than DART, and CATS-NA associated with more
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dorsal structures than DART. Finally, all emotion labeling tests correlated with real-life empathy
deficits measured by a standardized informant-based survey.

Conclusion: Tasks showing dynamic audio-visual emotion displays showed better effectiveness
for diagnostic differentiation of FTD syndromes than static image-based tasks, and the DART
showed better clinical and anatomic precision than the TASIT-EET. Emotion identification
deficits are a core feature of dementia syndromes like sbvFTD, but occur in the context of
additional cognitive deficits. Therefore, careful selection of tests that reflect the key underlying
neural circuits related to emotion, and which minimize demand from other cognitive domains,

will result in more accurate diagnoses.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Frontotemporal dementia (FTD) encompasses a heterogeneous group of neurodegenerative

disorders, each characterized by distinct clinical syndromes that predominantly affect behavior
and language'™. Notable subtypes of FTD with significant real-life social cognition deficits
(SCD) include semantic behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia (sbvFTD) (also known as
right temporal FTD), behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia (bvFTD), and semantic variant

primary progressive aphasia (svPPA)*™

. Among these subtypes, sbvFTD is particularly marked
by a deterioration in semantic knowledge related to emotions, resulting in impaired emotion
comprehension®®. The quantification of these deficitsis essential, not only for accurate diagnosis
but also for research investigating the neural mechanisms underlying FTD. Additionally, given
the sporadic nature of sbvFTD and its strong association with TDP-43 type C pathology®™°,
early and precise syndrome diagnosisis crucial for effective patient management, disease
monitoring, and appropriate trial registration, as well asimproved prediction of disease
progression, underlying molecular pathology, and genetic risk factors.

The assessment of socioemotional deficitsin clinical practice has traditionally relied on
subjective reports from caregivers and clinicians™. However, the integration of objective, face-
to-face testing during neurological evaluations offers enhanced clarity™. Since the pioneering
work of Ekman and Friesen™®, emotion recognition deficits have been widely studied in dementia
syndromes using tests in which the participant views single static photographs of a person’s face
and is asked to choose the label of the displayed affect from an array of choices™®**%. While
these static image-based tests are more helpful than no quantification at all, they possess several
limitations. Notably, the stimuli for these tests fail to reflect the dynamic nature of emotional
expressions encountered in real life”"*%, Recent advancements in neuropsychological testing
have introduced the use of dynamic video-based assessments, with sound, which offer amore
realistic depiction of emotion displays™2°. Several groups have demonstrated the superiority of
dynamic tests over static tests for more accurately reflecting the underlying neural architecture of
emotion reading, calling into question the ecological validity of tests that use static facia
expressions and thus lack emotional richness that can be derived from the dynamism of the facial
movements, vocal prosody, and body posture components™?%30-,

Primarily static emotion recognition tests have been extensively utilized in clinical practice

and research for FTD, and have demonstrated some effectiveness in distinguishing FTD patients
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with SCD from healthy controls (HCs) and other persons with dementia (PwD) who do not
exhibit social cognition impairments such as Alzheimer’s disease (AD)*2+1833% However, it
remains unclear the degree to which tests using different types of emotion stimuli are
differentially sensitive to discriminate among the FTD subtypes that present with real life
socioemotional deficits, and how well test performance corresponds with the brain anatomy
known to mediate emotion recognition functions.

The aim of this study isto evaluate the effectiveness of current emotion recognition toolsin
differentiating among dementia syndromes, and particularly the FTD subtypes with social
cognition deficits. By comparing two dynamic video-based tests, the Dynamic Affect
Recognition Test (DART) and The Awareness of Socia Inference Test-Emotion Evaluation Test
(TASIT-EET), and a static image-based test, the Comprehensive Affect Testing System- Name
Affect (CATS-NA), we hypothesized that dynamic tests would outperform static testsin
accurately differentiating FTD subtypes, and would more precisely correlate with specific brain
regions associated with emotion recognition deficits. This study seeks to provide evidence-based
recommendations for the selection of neuropsychological tests of emotion reading that best
reflect the function of key underlying neural circuits, thereby enhancing diagnostic accuracy and

personalized clinical care for individuals with FTD.

2. METHODS

2.1 Participants

In this study, we evaluated atotal of 688 participants, including 555 PwD who had data available
from at least one face-to-face emotion recognition test early in their disease course. The sample
consisted of 154 individuals with AD syndrome®’, 88 with progressive supranuclear palsy
syndrome (PSPS)*®, 77 with non-fluent variant primary progressive aphasia (nfvPPA)?, 53 with
svPPA3, 124 with bvFTD?, 65 with sbvFTD*™®, aswell as 133 healthy older participants. All
subjects underwent a comprehensive assessment by a multidisciplinary team at University of
California San Francisco (UCSF) Memory and Aging Center (MAC). Thisincluded structural
MRI, neurologic exam, clinical history, and neuropsychological testing in the domains of
visuospatial (Benson Figure, CATS Face Matching, Visual Object Space Perception Number
Location, MM SE Pentagon), verbal and visual memory (CVLT and Benson Delay), processing
speed (Stroop color naming), and executive functioning (Trail making speed, Stroop


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.20.24317663
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.11.20.24317663; this version posted November 21, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

interference, digit span backwards), as described in our previous studies®® ™. As part of their
recruitment, a caregiver/informant was identified who either lived with the participant or had
known them well for more than five years. To obtain the greatest clinical and anatomic precision,
we utilized strict inclusion criteria aiming to capture only individuals at the early stages of
disease and thus avoiding the more generalized atrophy and globally impaired cognition
occurring a later stages of neurodegeneration. Patients were excluded if (i) clinical dementia
rating (CDR)* scores were higher than 1, (ii) CDR plus National Alzheimer's Coordinating
Center (NACC) behavior and language domains (FTLD) Sum of Boxes™ scores were higher
than 8, or (iii) Mini Mental State Examination (MM SE)* scores were lower than 20 (Table 1).
Participants in the HC sample were predominantly well-educated English-speaking individuals
from the San Francisco Bay Area who had no cognitive or functional deficits and normal

neurological exam and MRI scan.

2.2.  Behavioral Measures
Face to Face Emotion Recognition Tests
2.2.1. a) Comprehensive Affect Testing System, Name Affect (CATS-NA)
The CATS battery consists of 13 subtests which are designed to test facial and vocal affect
discrimination, including naming and matching®. The CATS Name Affect task (CATS-NA)
utilizes the facial emotion stimuli created by Ekman and colleagues, which are comprised of
male and female faces posing in the basic emotions generally recognized across cultures, i.e.,
happiness, sadness, anger, surprise, fear, disgust, and neutral®®?°. This subtest consists of 16
trials in which the participant is asked to select one option from a set of face-label pairs (i.e, a
happy face with the label “happy”, a sad face with the label “sad” etc.) that matches the affective
expression of one presented face, and it takes approximately 2 minutes to complete.
2.2.1. b) The Awareness of Social | nference Test, Emotion Evaluation Test (TASIT-EET)
The TASIT-EET is a video-based test measuring participants ability to identify the six basic
emotions (happy, sad, disgusted, surprised, angry, frightened, and neutral), using videos lasting
15-60 seconds in duration in which actors express emotions through facial, vocal, and gestural
modalities®®. The full version uses 28 videos, 14 (short version) were used for this study. The
scripts are neutral in spoken semantic content, i.e. the emotion cannot be determined based on
what the actor says, but the actors express the emotion using matched facial, vocal prosody, and
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gestural cues. After each video, participants are asked to select the correct emotion label from six
options®®. The short version of the TASIT-EET takes approximately 5-7 minutes to complete.
2.2.1. ¢) The Dynamic Affect Recognition Test (DART)
The DART is avideo-based test developed at UCSF*™. Compared to the TASIT-EET, the DART
is shorter (12 items, 20-second video clips), smplifies the scene in each video so that there is
always only one actor in front of a ssimple background with few environmental distractions
(many scenes in the EET have two actors on screen), utilizes ethnically diverse actors with
American accents (the EET was filmed in Australia and actors have Australian accents). While
the EET is only commercially available, the DART is freely available to clinicians and
researchers, and can be administered either directly or via the TabCAT cognitive testing
platform®#’. The DART contains items reflecting the six basic emotions including happy, sad,
angry, afraid, surprised, and disgusted, and takes approximately 5 minutes to complete.

2.2.2. Informant Questionnaires
2.2.2 a) Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (RSMS)
The RSMS is a 13-item questionnaire, comprised of two subscales and completed by the
participant's informant. It measures the degree to which individuals are sensitive to the subtle
socioemotional behavior expressions of others, and whether they are able to modify their self-
presentation on the basis of these social cues. Each question is on a6 point, Likert scale ranging
from “certainly, always false’ to “certainly, always true.” .

2.3 Brain Behavior Correlation

2.3.1 MRI Acquisition and Voxel Based Morphometry (VBM) Preprocessing
All participants underwent 3-T structural magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) within a maximum
of 90 days before or after completing the face-to-face emotion recognition tests using a
Magnetom scanner (Siemens Inc., Iselin). All structural T1-weighted images were acquired on
3T-scanners (Siemens Trio and Siemens Prisma) at UCSF. T1-weighted 3D magnetization
prepared rapid gradient echo (MPRAGE) sequence was used to obtain the structural images, with
acquisition parameters as follows: 160 sagittal dlices, 1-mm thick, skip = 0 mm; repetition time =
2300 ms; echo time = 2.98 ms; flip angle = 9°; field of view = 240 x 256mm2; voxe size =
1mm3; matrix size = 256 x 256. The VBM analyses were performed using the open source
UCSF Brainsight platform®. Structural T1-weighted images were preprocessed using SPM12.
The images were visually inspected for artifacts, and underwent bias-correction, segmentation
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into tissue compartments, and spatial normalization using a single generative model with the
standard SPM 12 parameters. The default tissue probability maps for grey matter, white matter,
cerebrospinal fluid, and al other voxels from SPM12 (TPM.nii) were used®™. To optimize
intersubject registration, each participant’s image was warped to a template derived from 300
confirmed neurologically healthy older adults (ages 44-86, M+SD: 67.2+7.3; 113 males, 186
females) scanned with one of three magnet strengths (1.5T, 3T, 4T), using affine and nonlinear
transformations with the help of the diffeomorphic anatomical registration through exponentiated
lie algebra (DARTEL) method, with standard implementation in SPM12°%. In all preprocessing
steps, default parameters of the SPM12 toolbox were used. Total volume of each tissue
compartment was calculated by applying the modulated, warped and segmented masks for gray
matter, white matter, and CSF to the corresponding MWS probability map for that individual,
and the total intracranial volume (TIV) was derived by summing the three volumes. The
gpatially normalized, segmented, and modulated gray matter images were smoothed with an 8-
mm FWHM isotropic Gaussian kernel for usein VBM analysis.

2.4 Additional Statistical Analyses
Python (v3.5.3) was used to conduct statistical analysis. Diagnostic group differencesin age, sex,
education, CDR global, CDR plus NACC FTLD global, CDR plusNACC FTLD Sum of the
Boxes, MM SE, DART (total score), TASIT-EET (total score), CATS-NA (total score), RSMS
(total score) were evaluated using chi-square (for categorical variables) and analysis of variance
(ANOVA) (for continuous variables). Tukey post-hoc tests were then conducted to identify
differences among diagnostic groups, and Dunnett-Hsu post-hoc tests were used to identify

differences between disease groups and controls.

To provide more information about the effectiveness of the CATS-NA, TASIT-EET and DART
in making differential diagnostic discriminations, receiver-operating characteristic (ROC)
analyses were performed. Area under the curve (AUC) derived from to test the accuracy of each
test in PwD vs HC, FTD vs other PwD, sbvFTD vs svPPA, and sbvFTD vs bvFTD.

To determine the predictors of the tests, al of the cognitive test scores listed in section 2.1. were
loaded as predictors of a backward stepwise multiple linear regression with either the DART,
TASIT-EET or the CATS-NA total score as the outcome variable. To test whether static and

dynamic emotion task performances predict observed empathy, we aso ran simple linear
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regression models with informant report of the RSMS as the outcome variable and either the
DART, TASIT-EET or CATS-NA as the predictor variable. Gender, age at evaluation were
controlled for in al models. Disease severity was controlled by excluding participants with

CDR>2 or MM SE<20, therefore no disease-severity covariates were included in the regressions.

VBM was conducted to identify how the CATS-NA, TASIT-EET and DART total score
predicted gray matter volume across al groups in atransdiagnostic model. Linear regressions
were used to model the predictive value of the test total score on each voxel's gray matter
volume. In the main analysis, control variables sex, age and total intracrania volume (T1V) were
included as covariates of no interest. Family-wise error correction was used to identify the lower
bound of the significance threshold for the VBM analysis. In this correction, the maximum t-
values of the imaging data compared to behavioral data were re-sampled using the Monte Carlo
approach, performing 1000 permutations of the error distribution®. The t-value at the 95th
percentile of thisdistribution was taken as the custom cut-off threshold, rendering t-values on or
above this cut-off significant at a family-wise error corrected level of p < 0.05%.

Ethical approval

This research was subject to approval by the UCSF Committee for Human Resources
Independent Review Board. In all cases, informed consent was gained from the participant or the
primary caregiver.

Data availability

At the time of journal publication, the individual-level data from this study will be shared in a
controlled-access repository at the Fair AD Data Initiative Workbench™.

3. RESULTS

Demographics and clinical characteristics are displayed in Table 1. The bvFTD group was
significantly younger than other groups (p<0.001) and had a higher proportion of males (p<
0.05). Dementia severity, as measured by CDR scores, was elevated in all dementia groups
compared to HCs (p < 0.001), and bvFTD and sbvFTD showed the highest CDR plus NACC
FTLD and NACC FTLD sum of the boxes scores, though these remained in the very mild to
mild range. MM SE scores were significantly lower in all dementia groups (p < 0.001), with the
AD group scoring the lowest (mean=24.3tstandard deviation [SD]=2.3). Emotion sensitivity
(RSMS) and emotion recognition (DART, TASIT-EET, CATS-NA) were significantly impaired
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in PwD groups (p < 0.001), with the bvFTD (DART=7.8t2.1, TASIT-EET=8.7£2.6, CATS
NA=10.6+2.6), svPPA (DART=7.2+1.7, TASIT-EET=7.6+2.0, CATS-NA=11.9+2.1), and
particularly sbvFTD (DART=5.4+2.1, TASIT-EET=6.2t2.3, CATS-NA=10.2+2.7) group
consistently showing the most pronounced deficits, indicating severe social cognition
impairments.

3.1. The Effectiveness of the Tests

All emotion recognition tests differentiated PwD from HCs (DART, AUC=0.81; TASIT-EET,
AUC=0.84; CATS-NA, AUC=0.72), and the subtypes of FTD known to show social cognition
disorders (SCD: sbvFTD, bvFTD, and svPPA) from other PwD (DART, AUC=0.64; TASIT-
EET, AUC=0.66; CATS-NA, AUC=0.63). Dynamic tests outperformed CATS-NA in
differentiating sovFTD from bvFTD and svPPA (DART, AUC=0.79; TASIT-EET, AUC=0.74;
CATS-NA, AUC=0.60), whereas DART outperformed TASIT-EET in differentiating sovFTD
from svPPA (DART, AUC=0.73; TASIT-EET, AUC=0.66) (Figure 1).

A subgroup of patients (n=106) underwent all three emotion recognition tests at the same visit.
This subgroup analysis demonstrated similar results, showing that sbvFTD exhibited the worst
performance among the groups. DART showed the best effectivenessin differentiating sovFTD
from bvFTD and svPPA (AUC=0.73 for both comparisons). TASIT-EET was more effective
than CATS-NA for distinguishing sbvFTD from bvFTD (TASIT-EET AUC=0.73, CATS-NA
AUC=0.40). However, the difference between the two tests was less pronounced when
distinguishing sbvFTD from svPPA (TASIT-EET AUC=0.66, CATS-NA AUC=0.59), while
both of them were | ess effective than the DART for this discrimination (Figure 2).

3.2. Correation with Empathy Deficitsand Predictive Cognitive Functions
All emotion recognition tests were predicted by real-life empathy deficits as reflected by
informant-rated RSM S score (p<0.01). Multiple linear regression analyses of neuropsychological
test results showed that TASIT-EET performance was significantly predicted by scores on tests
of visual memory (Benson-delayed) and verbal semantic (Boston Naming Test, Animal Fluency)
functions (p<0.01) while CATS-NA performance was predicted by visuospatial (CATS-Face
matching, Number location) (p<0.001) and executive functions (Modified trails Corr/min)
(p<0.05). The only significant cognitive predictor for DART performance was the Digit Span
Backward test of auditory working memory (p<0.05).
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3.3. Neuroanatomical Correlatesof Emotion Recognition Tests
VBM analysis of emotion recognition tests corrected by age, sex and TIV showed poorer DART
performance correlated with focal volume loss in right hemisphere-predominant brain structures
including insula, anterior temporal, and orbitofrontal lobes (pFWE<0.05). While both TASIT-
EET and CATS-NA shared that same set of core anatomic correlates with the DART, TASIT-
EET additionally correlated with left temporal structures including temporal pole, hippocampus
and parahippocampus, and CATS-NA associated with more dorsal structures including
frontoparietal regions than DART (pFWE<0.05) (Figure 3; Supplementary Table).

4. DISCUSSION

In this study, we evaluated the effectiveness of three emotion labeling testsin PwD, including
the static image-based CATS-NA, and the dynamic video-based TASIT-EET and DART. Our
findings underscored the importance of dynamic, video-based tests (TASIT-EET, DART) in
capturing the emotion recognition deficits which are particularly pronounced in some FTD
subtypes, especially in sovFTD. The DART outperformed TASIT-EET in differentiating
sbvFTD from svPPA. More importantly, while the performance on TASIT-EET and CATS-NA
was predicted by several cognitive domains outside of emotion reading (visual memory and
verbal semantic functionsfor TASIT-EET, and visuospatial and executive functions for CATS-
NA), the DART showed less dependence on functioning in other cognitive domains, being
associated only with auditory working memory. Additionally, the DART corresponded focally to
the expected structural anatomy mediating emotion reading, including the right predominant
insula, anterior temporal, and orbitofrontal lobes. While both TASIT-EET and CATS-NA
performance also corresponded with these brain regions, TASIT-EET additionally correlated
more with left temporal structures than DART, corresponding to networks mediating semantics,
and CATS-NA was associated with more dorsal structures, corresponding to networks mediating
executive and visuospatial functioning. Our overall results demonstrated that the DART isa
better test for differentiating sbovFTD from other FTD subtypes and from other PwD, and
highlighted that the careful selection of tests designed to focally reflect the targeted neural
circuits underlying emotion reading, and that minimize demand from other compromised
cognitive domains, will lead to more accurate differential diagnosisin PwD.
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4.1. Clinical Effectiveness of the Tests:

Consistent with previous research examining emotion reading in PwD, all three emotion
recognition tests—DART, TASIT-EET, and CATS-NA were able to differentiate the FTD
subtypes with social cognition deficits from HCs and other PwD effectively, 1214161830559 gy,
showing their correspondence with informant-based measures of behavior, our study also
confirmed the utility of these tests for reflecting real-world social cognition impairments.
However, more recent studies have begun to highlight the centrality of emotion labeling deficits
for individuals with sbovFTD*®, even above and beyond the deficits often seen more generally in
bvFTD. Thisislikely becauseindividuals with sbvFTD have focal damage to the right ATL,
which is considered to be the hub for semantic knowledge for socioemotional information®*2.
The international working group for right temporal variant FTD recently highlighted that
knowledge loss for emotionsis one of the distinct and earliest symptoms of the syndrome which
needs to be tested objectively®. Our results confirmed the validity of this recommendation by
showing that sbvFTD patients exhibited worse performance compared to other PwD on all
emotion recognition tests, and that DART exhibits the highest efficacy in distinguishing sovFTD
from bvFTD and svPPA. Although studies have shown that individuals with bvFTD and svPPA
also can have emotion recognition deficits, such problems may occur at later stages as disease
progresses. Inclusion of only very early-stage patientsin our study was an essential study design
choice that allowed elucidation of the significant differencesin emotion recognition between
patients with sbvFTD and those with other FTD with SCD such asbvFTD and svPPA.

Both dynamic tests outperformed static image-based assessments in differentiating sovFTD from
bvFTD in particular. There is some evidence that the underlying mechanisms resulting in poorer
performances on the tests differ across syndromes; i.e., they may not be entiredly ATL- and
semantically-mediated in bvFTD, but involve frontal and subcortical circuitry that mediates
emotion experience®®* %, Previous research has shown that the emotion recognition abilities of
bvFTD patients improve when emotions are exaggerated and the stimuli are stronger, but decline
with subtler expressions or weaker stimuli®®®’. A neural mechanistic explanation for thisresult is
that the intrinsically connected brain network that is pathognomonically and focally impaired in
early bvFTD, i.e. the salience network (SN), plays arolein attention to emotion but not in the
evaluation of emotion®. This underscores the importance of employing environmentally valid,
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dynamic stimuli that encompass multiple domains (not only visual facial expressions, but also
vocal and body posture cues) to provide a strong, unambiguous signal of emotional expression in
the stimuli. A task with these characteristicswill better differentiate true emotion identification
deficits from errors caused by inattention, or by difficulties created by low fidelity, low signal-to-
noise ratio or other ambiguous, attenuated, or conflicting signalsin the emotion stimuli
themselves.

Although dynamic tests outperformed CATS-NA in differentiating sovFTD from bvFTD,
CATS-NA showed better effectiveness in distinguishing sbvFTD from svPPA, likely dueto its
language-free nature®. DART maintained its effectiveness in differentiating sbvFTD from
svPPA as well, as the language component was minimized by removing long conversations and
focusing attention by using a single actor in each scene®. Our results are consistent with a
substantial body of literature noting the significant challenges faced by individuals with svPPA
when processing conversations that include longer sentences. Studies have found that in svPPA
comprehension declines with increased conversational demands, emphasizing their notable

struggles with extended verbal exchanges™"°.

4.2.  Predictive Cognitive Functions:

All three emotion recognition tests showed significant association with real-life empathy deficits
as measured by a standardized informant-based survey, consistent with the large body of
publications showing correspondence between emotion reading test performance and real life
behavior®® "2 The International Neuropsychological Society (INS) Test Commission
emphasizes that an effective test should specifically measure the targeted cognitive function
without interference from other cognitive domains, ensuring high specificity””. Thisis
particularly crucial for PwD, who often experience focal neural dysfunction leading to unique
cognitive deficits. Therefore, tests for this population should be brief and practical, avoiding
complexities that require prolonged attention spans, intact memory, executive functions, or
advanced language skills. In order to examine the potentially confounding influence of additional
cognitive deficits on test performance, we identified distinct cognitive predictors for each test.
While DART performance was predicted only by working memory functions and not by any

other cognitive domain, TASIT-EET performance was significantly associated with visual
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memory and verbal semantic functions, and CATS-NA performance was linked to visuospatial
and executive functions. For the DART and TASIT-EET, participants answer questions on a
separate screen after watching short videos, which requires working memory skills®. The
TASIT-EET specifically features multiple actorsin a single scene conducting continuous
conversations, and the questions are posed after watching extended videos, thus participants may
have additional burden to remember the scene and conversations, even if the script is
semantically neutral®*. The language component in the DART is simplified by minimizing the
length, using monologues, and zooming in on actors' faces and upper bodies without additional
distractions. Previous research has demonstrated that understanding dialogue is more challenging
compared to monologue, and it depends more significantly on language processing, especially
when observing a conversation from a distance, as opposed to focusing on a single person
speaking, where attention is directed solely to the individual®"*". CATS-NA, however, heavily
relies on visual skills to decode the facial affect cues and match them with other visual stimuli in
the options, 2 particularly in the absence of auditory vocal cues, body postures and gestures, and
the dynamic movements that provide substantial supportive information while decoding
emotions in naturalistic settings. Emotion tests with few extraneous cognitive demands are
warranted not only to meet the INS Test Commission criteria but also are particularly suited for
intercultural use, because they are more likely to reduce or eliminate reliance on language,
incorporate extended and unambiguous displays that are emotionally rich and interculturally
clear. Tests like the DART and others that include broader ethnic diversity in the videos are also

moreideal for international use™"*"®,

4.3. Neuroanatomical Correlates:

The INS guidelines also indicate that performance on cognitive tests for measuring domain-
specific deficits should correlate with function in the expected neural pathways and regions
associated with that domain”. Such adesign ensures the test’ s applicability across diverse
patient groups with varying cognitive deficits and structural brain changes, and ensures that
performance on the test can be interpreted from a neurologic perspective, i.e. as an indicator of
focal brain functions. Our neuroimaging analysis revealed that DART corresponds to the
expected structural anatomy of emation, including the predominantly right insula, anterior
temporal, and orbitofrontal lobes. The roles of these structures have been demonstrated by many
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studies, which have shown their association with emotion processing, emotional semantics, and
reward-related emotional experiences™®’"®2, While both TASIT-EET and CATS-NA shared
these brain regions, TASIT-EET showed additional correlations with left temporal structures,
and CATS-NA was more associated with dorsal brain structures. These results align with
previous publications utilizing similar tests, highlighting the involvement of the left temporal
structures in language-dominant dynamic emotion recognition tests, and the involvement of the
fusiform gyrus, dorsolateral prefrontal cortex, parietal, and occipital lobesin static image-based
emotion recognition tests”"%*%%_ As discussed in the previous section, the design of the test
significantly impacts what brain circuits are recruited to perform the required behavior, as
patients may engage different cognitive domains during test performance. These findings
underscore the importance of selecting tests that not only measure the targeted cognitive function
but also accurately reflect the underlying brain anatomy. Use of tests with more distinct
neuroanatomical correlatesin research and clinical careis more likely to provide precise and
mechanistic insights into emotion recognition deficitsin PwD, and particularly those with FTD.

Limitations and Conclusions

This study provides objective, clinically meaningful evidence about the effectiveness of
commonly used tests for differentiating individuals with real-life emotion recognition problems
in alarge sample of early-stage PwD, by identifying both the cognitive and anatomical correlates
of these tests. In our study, dynamic video-based tests, and in particular the DART, were most
effective for differential diagnosis across dementia syndromes. Our study includes alarge sample
size of individuals with sbvFTD, a dementia syndrome for which emotion recognition deficits
are pathognomonic, but which is historically excluded in many studies due to the lack of
consensus diagnostic criteria. Our sample sizeis significantly larger than many other studies

assessing emotion recognition deficitsin this group®***>*®

, enhancing the robustness and
reliability of our findings. A relative weakness of our approach was the correlational research
design employed; future studies directly examining the functional correlates of test performance
by individual PwD in a task-based imaging paradigm would provide important additional
information disentangling both cognitive and anatomic correlates of task performance. Emotion
identification deficits are a core feature of FTD, particularly in sbvFTD, and careful selection of

tests that reflect the key underlying neural circuits, without interference from other cognitive
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domains, will result in more accurate diagnoses. Future research should focus on validating these
findings in more sociodemographically and diagnostically diverse cohorts, as well as exploring
the potential of these tools for longitudinal monitoring and intervention development in FTD.
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Table 1. Demographicsand clinical characteristics

Healthy Personswith Dementia (PwD)
Control
OTHER PWD SOCIAL COGNITION DISORDERS
Diagnostic HC AD nfvPPA PSPS bvFTD SvPPA sovFTD P
groups (n=133) (n=154) (n=77) (n=88) (n=124) (n=53) (n=65) Value
Age 68.1+8.6 66.9+10.7 68.7+7.3 68.1+8.5 62,1485 63.9+8.4 67.3+8.4 <0.001
Sex (M/F) 60/73 80/74 30/47 43145 /o™ 27/26 35/30 0.02
Education 17.6+1.4 16.6+3.8 16.3+1.4 16.143.2 16.4+2.8 16.742.9 16.4+5.6 0.28
d
CDR Global 0 0.740.2" 0.3+0.4" 0.6£0.3 0.740.3 0.6£0.3 0.740.3" <0.001
CDR® plus 0 0.9+0.2" 0.742.0 0.91+0.5 14420 0.9415 12415 <0.001
NACC FTLD
Global
CDR® plus 0 48+1.7 32443 43427 6.0+4.2" 5.543.7 6.843.6 <0.001
NACC FTLD
Sum of Boxes
MMSE 29.4+0.7 2o @ @ @ @ @ <0.001
24.3+2.3 26.7+2.5 26.3+2.9 26.1+2.9 25.2+3.0 25,5429
nformant Based Emotion Sensitivity Survey Scores
b b ,d d ,d
RSMS 47.3:88 | 357+129 39.9+123 | 3454117 22.0+115 30.9+14.7 20.6+11.9 <0.001
Face-to-face Emotion Recognition Test Scores
DART 101421 87414 82416 81424 7.8¢2.1™ 72417 54421 <0.001
b b b d d d
TASIT-EET 11.6+1.7 91422 9.741.9 95425 8.742.6 7.6:2.0° 6.242.3 <0.001
b b b b
CATSNA 132415 124421 12.142.0 111422 10.6¢2.6 11.9+2.1 102427 <0.001

AD: Alzheimer’s disease, nfvPPA: Non-fluent variant primary progressive aphasia, PSPS: Progressive supranuclear palsy
syndrome, bvFTD: Behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia, svPPA: Semantic variant primary progressive aphasia,
sbvFTD: Semantic behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia, CDR: Clinical dementiarating, CDR plus NACC FTLD:
National Alzheimer's Coordinating Center (NACC) behavior and language domains (FTLD), MMSE: Mini mental state

examination, RSMS: Revised Self-Monitoring Scale, DART: Dynamic Affect Recognition Test, TASIT-EET: The Awareness

of Social Inference Test, Emotion Evaluation Test, CATS-NA: Comprehensive Affect Testing System, Name Affect
a: Different from normal controls a p < .001 using Dunnett—Hsu tests.
b: Different from normal controlsat p < .05 using Dunnett—Hsu tests.
c: Different from other disease group(s) at p < .001 using Tukey tests.
d: Different from other disease group(s) at p < .05 using Tukey tests.
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FIGURE LEGENDS

Figure 1. Effectiveness of the emotion recognition tests

Panel A: All emotion recognition tests effectively differentiated Persons with Dementia (PwD) from Healthy
Controls (HC) and Frontotemporal Dementia (FTD) with Social Cognition Deficits (SCD), including semantic
behavioral variant FTD (sbvFTD), behavioral variant FTD (bvFTD), and semantic primary progressive aphasia
(svPPA), from other PwD. Panel B: Among all FTD with SCD, individuals with shvFTD exhibited the worst
performance across al emotion recognition tests. While patients with bvFTD performed worse on the
Comprehensive Affect Testing System- Name Affect (CATS-NA), they demonstrated better performance on The
Awareness of Social Inference Test - Emotion Evaluation Test (TASIT-EET). Conversely, patients with svPPA
exhibited the opposite pattern, showing worse performance on TASIT-EET but not on CATS-NA. Panel

C: Dynamic tests, including the Dynamic Affect Recognition Test (DART) and TASIT-EET, outperformed CATS
NA in differentiating sbvFT D from other forms of FTD with SCD.

Figure 2: Validation of theresultsin patientswho had all tests at the same visit

Panel A: The subgroup analysis focusing on the participants who underwent all three emotion recognition tests at
the same visit, demonstrated similar results, showing that semantic behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia
(sbvFTD) exhibited the worst performances among other FTD with Social Cognition Deficits (SCD) groups. Panel
B: The Dynamic Affect Recognition Test (DART) showed the best effectivenessin differentiating sovFTD from
behavioral variant FTD (bvFTD) and semantic variant primary progressive aphasia (svPPA). The Awareness of
Social Inference Test - Emotion Evaluation Test (TASIT-EET) showed better performance for distinguishing
sbvFTD from bvFTD than distinguishing sbvFTD from svPPA, while the Comprehensive Affect Testing System-
Name Affect (CATS-NA) showed the opposite pattern.

Figure 3: Regional Brain Volume Predicting Test Performance

DART: Dynamic Affect Recognition Test, TASIT-EET: The Awareness of Socia Inference Test - Emotion
Evaluation Test, CATS-NA: Comprehensive Affect Testing System- Naming Affect
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PREDICTED ANATOMY

DART= Emotion structures

TASIT-EET

More left temporal
structures than DART

CATS-NA
More dorsal

structures than DART

All results are corrected for age, sexand TIV. pFWE < 0.05 corrected All results are corrected for age, sexand TIV. pFWE < 0.05 corrected
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