2023. Vol. 32, No. 3. 031-040
-jSLHD ISSN 1226-587X / elSSN 2671-7158

Journal of Speech-Language & Hearing Disorders ¢10{%| &1

ORIGINAL ARTICLE
https://doi.org/10.15724/jslhd.2023.32.3.031
http://jslhd.org/

Usefulness of Telepractical Language Assessment
for Patients With Dementia of Alzheimer’s Type and Satisfaction Survey

Eun Hye Yoo', Hyunjoo Choi*"

! Dept. of Communication Disorders, Graduate School, Korea Nazarene University, Master’s Student

Dept. of Communication Disorders, Korea Nazarene University, Professor

Purpose: People with dementia often have limited access to speech and language Correspondence : Hyunjoo Choi, PhD
rehabilitation services due to physical and environmental limitations. The purpose of this E-mail : hjchoi@kornu.ac.kr
study was to verify the usefulness of telepractical linguistic assessment for the patient with

dementia of Alzheimer's type (DAT) and to analyze their satisfaction.
Methods: Twenty-four patients with Alzheimer's type dementia were included in the study.
The K-BNT-15 and STAND were used for language assessment.
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administered twice, face-to-face and telepractical assessment, and the correlation and
difference between the two scores were analyzed. In addition, a satisfaction questionnaire This article was based on the first author’s

was administered to patients with DAT and their caregivers.
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o7 AYstal QJtKStatistics Korea, 2021). °]&3t <
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ol 49 A ol tigh #alol AR ok A= tHEF
ol kol wHgAstow ZHAQ tiokst Yelo] os 719,
o], W T oz JHolA9 7ol HAHCE AEsSH=
ZsloltBrookshire, 2019) Es5] AA AN P @2
H&S ARok= g=5to|HE A|w(dementia of Alzheime’s
Type: DAT)= W Z7|%E A, 719, 59 EAE Hol

Rl olN

Copyright 2023 © Korean Speech-Language & Hearing Association.

This is an Open-Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution Non-Commercial License (http://creativecommons.org/li-
censes/by-nc/4.0) which permits unrestricted non-commercial use, distribution,
and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

o QojZg mslh z7]o] YErdtHMohs et al, 1986). €=
slojma AJuf TR Aojfof TR QIet 2719 of
H(Vestal et al., 2006), o F4AT ol5d719] o<
(Verma & Howard, 2012), °Jgf @ 3k& 7|59 Aotz <lst
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oA WHIlE BoA} QIAShY Qe ACE UEhitHLee
et al, 2019). Thao& AJHY Q9 QIS fio= gt Q4
FAPIAZ DAT SRS tiefdt Qlopgof EAo® <ojxd,
Adofolgfof Aol EAIE L7 gloH HEo] oipaET B
H EAE sidsh] At MY Z=2o] Zage] HiEg]
tHSuh & Choi, 2010). E3t 7Rl thdo= o A} A
ToME GAAE 7&9 T AR AL T
4 & Qe AW TAY QAAE E-o] itk 8o Fx
EthBanovic et al., 2018; Brodaty & Gresham, 1989). ©]
2= DAT 49 rias 7ls T EHea 2 71 59
AeAE S SES £ Sle oA AnjAo didF 8
7b ARE AR 34 diRET gleH, o9t Fste]
offeje} HopoAx Auj A JAkAFo| ot At &
5] AP dekSon, 2015). I AH TAlE Aol
AB|2o] digh Q1A B F AE AR AAZR] of#E, A=
AR7IA olE9] offR, ZIEolu 7HEl & EIAe Rd
37t 59 ot A Ao Qlste] Ao AH|A A
59 7137} AlgtEtHLanzi et al., 2021).

ole} Zo] A Aokoz Qlef AFHAY AojAF AHA
£ ATEA Fole WSS St diktes 34 2 AHY
&2 8olo] APt YZeE ddsie JAAEHNE
Ad g7 AR AuAgl YAAo R telepractice)°]
o] wAsIY Qlom(Cason & Cohn, 2014), dojwz|st
2opel AR AEA Al g9e=E 7Ry qlth
(Theodoros, 2011; Weidner & Lowman, 2020).
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Aoz 9AZAo] gute YP==E|9tKBoisvert et al., 2010).
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HAQ Ao ABIAE ATLA] Eohe 1A A0 &
A9t 22 AECA 9497l e ZQSHHChoi et
al, 2021). AAEENE 7 tdAelA fAAARS A
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Fad T2 FP Fade ddeE Ao w71Y
STM) 2 ZA7I9WMRE ¥4S B7ist faido] dSH
QltiKronenberger et al., 2021). E3t A HHFXAN(ASD)
ofsZ deE Ao tigh H3A9 QX 9 wELE
73t Jonse 5202201 W= LAYl gt HTAL]
UErs oYggleon, H5AE2 dAXEE/e] EF HA,
9] gol, WY AWH ¢ AEE 52 9E4E7Y
Ao Fokk

olzigt YAdojFrlol| et FE&AolE Eotr ¥ 7HA
EAE ES iR JTHMceGill &  Fiddler, 2021:
Theodoros, 2011). °l& Zelsld, HAAoH7to] Helslar
AT & Sl W7 9 HRo] otk At EEsits
d, 48013719 A& HA9d 5+ = Vel A 2 2
9 7bs/d, A, Wb wE, fudE gk xR 9oy
9 224, H4 ZA 5= & & Utk o9 TSl HHH
1Zbeet 9ARE AP 259989 AojAFARES] Q4 &

N

N

S

7 il

boav aAwsll ok 9% 74 9 g goj=o] A
WA TRt ARAAE WS Kl ARl ANAE of
8T 4 9o Wil ARy mu] o BRL ofsel
Aowt oMaEAoll Wb esldrkCampbell &
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1. HAChA

AP LRIFHESAIEE o]8dsk= DAT A 2470l
o, AR= DSM-IV(Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of



Mental Disorders: fourth editions, American Psychiatric
Association, 1994)9] gt 7]&3 Al HE29] A7 wt
g} DATE gt vke 22 QA oA %(Clinical Dementia
Rating: CDR, Morris, 1993)9 &&o| 54, 14, 24| g
sto, dojgrt AAE 9% BT Al EAF YA A
Aol 71#e B IlE A= AAsltt A=Y A"
¥ 9 4, CDR 9 AXAHEAA{Cognitive Impairment
Screening Test: CIST)Q] 71&%A ZAI= Table 10 AAlst
Aot theeE dAAdoElo] tidt 8 ¥ WwELE &
o7 93t A=z AFHIAEC] dads Sle FHHETA

HY ARIEXAL 3o BE 27 ARREXAL AEAFE AA
gt 20t of/gdolitt
Table 1. Participants’ information
Category n (%)
Man 7 (29.2)
Gender Women 17 (70.8)
65~69 years (16 years) 1 ( 4.2)
Age 70~79 years (10 years) 6 (25.0)
(Average years of education) 80~89 years ( 5 years) 14 (58.3)
90~100 years( 3 years) 3 (12.5)
5 10 (41.7)
CDR score 1 23 (50.0)
2 2 (83)
10> (6.2) 10 (41.7)
CIST score (Average) 10~19 (12.3) 10 (41.7)
20 < (22.6) 4 (16.6)

Note. CDR=Clinical Dementia Rating: CIST=Cognitive Impairment
Screening Test.

2. A=A

1) AOIHIt

Akl olEd7 B71sb7] 9ol e HAE o]
E7] AAF 9=F(15-item Korean version-the
Naming Test: K-BNT-15, Kim &
th. K-BNT-15& A8zt =2 £
BAF AZEE AR 5 le Aol Mo AFHA oEeE
Hol= Au} IAE HHLE olgH7] 5EY A&t wdo]
49 uf |8 AAE €A UHKim & Kim, 2013). °]
AAE AREol 1A 15719 S
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Neurologic-Commumication Disorders: STAND, Kim et al.,
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7¥ole AREAARE =2 AT AYLE 7Y, Auiet 2
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Boston
Kim, 2013)& AM&SHA
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A J¥(line drawings)&
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AHHGAScreening Test for Aphasia and

2 gHA QUtHKim et al, 2009). ©°] #HAR= OLl(oral
language index) ¥ MY}/, ol&d7], EX °ldst
7] 9 uepdelrier g7jek A71E EFSR= GLI(global

language index) ¥Y9 6714 3¢ AAR F4d=0] Qlch

K-BNT-159] 607§2] 19, STANDS] A 2770 E3jolA
a3t 23 I¥& Microsoft Power Point ZFHAE 0|42
sEfolh FHE AASIYH A=Y 7= 7IE 332mm X
A= 187mmE stglom, &Holt A ATk A whe
of wet BrEL 2dseih
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QAmsle) Ways dsco] e 4% Ee ore o
AAED 5 QAR o AuEel wEEe wrielel
ABAge] et BgoR TAsh B4 Belo WEw A
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gt theos g Q) wEE 4P ¥ 107 Eaom
ool SAE M (Likert scale, 58) £ 149 A A

£(I5 7)oz T
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2 dFoME fFE7E Rt 3 ZROfoR JgnE
(Google Meet)9] 3MF&Est AH|A ZEIOHE ARGSIGIE
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o] esith= A, B350l 7kt d 52 & & Atk
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o] v WEIMiElw  AEed s (nstitutional
Review Board: IRB)EHE AR 520& W& & st
(IRB-HAEIH-2021-5). SlojB7l= didyt 4os 23

APston AFRH(E Al s 25 oY
Fol FAE A ES dRE HHEsHe
qd-¢49 AR & O Ao d4-tHe

SAE IAste] FAE ZAY
(counterbalance)stitt. AAISH AA] WHE Table 20 A4

st

rlo i

S~

A

Table 2. The order of conducting face to face and telepractical
assessment by group

Group Assessment system n
FTFAS = TLAS
A K-BNT, STAND 14 K-BNT, STAND
B STAND, K-BNT days STAND, K-BNT
TLAS > FTFAS
C STAND, K-BNT 14 K-BNT, STAND 6
D K-BNT, STAND days STAND, K-BNT 6

Note. K-BNT=Korean version-the Boston Naming Test: STAND=
Screening Test for Aphasia and Neurologic-Communication
Disorders; FTFAS=face to face assessment
TLAS=telepractical assessment score.

score;
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2) Gt &8 8%

qiEy 4497 BF widase] A" SRl dhdE
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4) HATION Thet DIEE FA}
ARle] Wolg WA A e gies wEE
HERAE AASET. B B
L 9A B T B4 8% Qo] gl 4 4
2 gol o) AEste] BYe] EABES Sk ol o
Nt AR A olsfstel SEskeA IISES Sk o
Aol o R RAf olold A% qlziel UEE MBS
ANt 8% e WEE R AR Fold A
8 o] chelo] 22k AAIsH.
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K-BNT-15= A #i%Y 1
F1 FHRE Ee oHRESE Eols HASE A Utk F
e AuRgdt BEe wF Fbelo] ARESiIrh oz
STAND Ak I9A9sy], olgd7l, €1 olsisy], wet
Wol7] Hee] gl OLl 2083 ¢i7ieh &7 HE 3%t GLI
30014 ARksst B 59 T ARSIt teeE ¥F
gt digh A Elo] HEE ME B2 d.ohe &
Hol REE EAoiglon, 9 19 wEL AR B2 5
H HxE ARgsto] 2459

5. Zax|2|
HE  BAAEE  SPSS 220

versione  ARESITH
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K-BNT-159} STANDZHAIE ezt YZHO=E  AAifsto] zHZ
9] Aol e YolE7] As Pearson ATEAS AA[)H
I, F AA Zeg AFnE Bkt theeE, F O 7HA
FAS] H zol7h |oRkA] goprr] 95 theRE ~AF
< AASIlT wEREre R Rp EQI9) L HEXRAN A
© B BEREAS AAsiglen, 9 ™9 Tt AR
By

A A3 78S AHasc

1. BESRIMO CHRE7Io §ATIL Fao| Am

1) K-BNT-159| CHHEI |9} HALT} T4 At 2

K-BNT-15 AN tiH®7iel dA497r H49 Hda #
FHAE Table 30 AASHYT RS 23t fHE7E A
ZAg7t A9 AHAsE 920(p<.001, Cronbach’'s @=.956)
o7 mje =2 AHAdo] Sl AR YET

Table 3. Mean and standard deviation for face to face and
telepractical assessment scores in K-BNT-15

M SD N

FTFAS 5.75 4.45
24

TLAS 5.50 4.01

Note. FTFAS=face to face assessment score: TLAS=telepractical
assessment score.

2) STANDQ| CHHEI o} HAHEI}
STAND #AH] tiwg7iel 9497 A9
+ Table 4°l AAlsIoi:. E3h didy 44

of ANt STANDS] wheimzlel WA Het BE
Aol B2 HHAT| Y= A0 Uergrh



Table 4. Mean and standard deviation for face to face and
telepractical assessment scores in STAND

ot

eNLER 2ZI0ILIle) R8Y U BEE T
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Table 7. Analysis of difference in K-BNT-15 mean score for
face-to-face and telepractical assessment score

Section Assessment method M SD M SD SEM t df p
Picture FTFAS 2.21 658 250 1.751 357 .700 23 491
description TLAS 2.04 908 (05
FTFAS 1.33 .963
Naming -
TLAS 1.33 917 2) STANDS| CHHE7IQ} 1AW IIo| &4 X0|
Auditory FTFAS 729 388 STANDS| cfeigsiel 9Awte] 84 Aolo] oet $oly
comprehension  TLAS 7.29 3.98 AW AE Table 80 AASHITh &4 A% OLL GLIE =%
. FTFAS 25 10 U HE GolN chEEvlel Adwslel H4 Aol R
epetition
TLAS 2.50 1.02 kA ko Aoz Jehgth
oLl FTFAS 13.33 5.62
TLAS 13.33 6.07 Table 8. Analysis of difference in STAND mean score for
FTFAS 5.96 1.57 face-to—face and telepractical assessment score
Reading
TLAS 5.92 1.50 Section M SD  SEM ¢t d&F  p
Writing FTFAS 2.42 1.18 Picture description 167 816 .167 1.000 23 .328
TLAS 2.38 117 Naming 000 722 .147 .000 23 1.000
FTFAS 8.38 2.52 i
GLI A“dltoril , 000 1474 301 .000 23 1.000
TLAS 8.17 2.53 comprehension
Note. STAND=Screening Test for Aphasia and Repetition 042 359 073 569 23 575
Neurologic-Communication Disorders; OLI=oral language index: Oral language index  .208 1.587 .324 .643 23 527
GLI=global language index: FTFAS=face to face assessment score; .
TLAS=telepractical assessment score. Reading 042 1160 237 176 23 862
Writing 042 908 .185 .225 23 .824
) _ Globla language index .208 .977 .199 1.045 23 .307
Table 5f Correlation of face—to-face and telepractical assessment ~Nore STAND=Screening Tom Tor Aphasia nd
scores in STAND Neurologic-Communication Disorders.
A B C D E F € H P05
494 7067 9307 9387 966~ 7167 7017 929"
Note. STAND=Screening Test for Aphasia and 3. YA St SHEEE EAF AT}
Neurologic-Communication ~ Disorders; ~ A=picture  description;
B=naming; C=auditory comprehension; D=repetition; E=oral language
index; F=reading; G=writing; H=global language index. 1) EAt =2019| OtELE ZAF A1}
PO, pto0t QAo Hoigt 24e] P BT wER ARz
Aol Skt A E@dell et Z¥k= Table 99 AAIsH

Table 6. Cronbach's a value of face-to-face and telepractical
assessment score in STAND

A B C D E F G H
639 827 964 968 .96l 834 824 961
Note. STAND=Screening Test for Aphasia and
Neurologic-Communication ~ Disorders;  A=picture  description;

B=naming; C=auditory comprehension; D=repetition; E=oral language
index: F=reading; G=writing: H=global language index.

2. BESHAMC| OiH} AAHEIe| Fr RI0|

1) ezmle] B At
J

K-BNT-15 #Ate] dheisrieh €2m7t 3%
%914 4% 292 Table 70 AN B4
ek AN BAE R Aot Qi

.

K-BNT-15 ZAte] CHEHEIR}

At TN 2l Hs SR Y] 39 W 85.7%= 4

Eigtth =7 7P ' A U £3eEe dojwrel didt
AekAQl et AR Gl iRt v, gmet <ol

WPt fde] 483t QAgoR BHH
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Table 9. Satisfaction analysis results of DAT for telepractical
language assessment

Table 10. Satisfaction analysis result of caregivers for remote
telepractical language assessment

No. Question Yes (%)

No. Question M

1 Did you have any discomfort in listening to the 75.0
assessor

2 Did you have any discomfort while viewing the 91.7
video on the computer screen

3 Wasn't the assessment boring? 87.5

4 Do you think the interaction with the assessor went  83.3
well?

5 Do you think that the language assessment done 91.7
well showed your original skills?

6  Are you willing to participate in the language 75.0
assessment again?

7  Are you satisfied with the language assessment in 95.8
general?

Total average 85.7

2) QY Q19| DIEE XA} Zut

DAT ¥Hto] 9Z<lojzlo] tigt 9 g9 v A%
ZAF A7E Table 1001 ﬂﬂlo} ot AA 87 Eoll st wt
£L B34 Aee 53 AR F 3.95°F yepdth 4.0 o
2 A58 B EYo=2E 94wr Al AR, %7}49}

5 E

of

o 3

g v
£

R

oo O,
ol

)
= ox
ﬂ})
il
i
ki
[E
Mo
O.?l'.
rlo
rﬁ
)
o
N
E
u)
ol

A, WFPT 94E o8 ol X*“‘}Oq Hlﬂ%‘ﬂoﬂ*ﬁ ﬁ
o %ol A 0}0} g7l ofgol A =A, WA
53 3Tt & “41*0*1} Fogo] go| AstEof Ax)
719 24U4] 7&2 olFtee EIth AA, diF-Ee] A

ofx

= 804 ol T Aselel TAZE HANAT A
&9 o 74 52 Asw ¥ & gk A%} gRzos
Bz Qgo] £go] e Basig
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1 Were the telepractical system procedures (video 4.9
connection, sound transmission, etc.) easy?

2 Did you feel comfort during the tele-practical 3.4
assessment?

3 Was the method of interaction between the assessor 4.1
and the subject appropriate?

4  Did the subject feel that he or she was responding 3.8
appropriately to the assessor’s instructions?

5 Did you feel that the communication between the 3.9
assessor and the subject was smooth?

6 Do you think the subject was comfort during the 3.7
assessment?

7 Do you think there will be no difference in the 4.0
results between telepractical and face-to-face
assessment?

8 Do you think it would be good to have speech 3.8
treatment using a telepractical assessment
system?

Total average 3.9

=o| o 72

2 d7olA= DAT e tem #ESME Qo] AAE
ey gZdos AHAlsl 1 ZiEg HudoEx YAF7IY
&= ASOHL, WA BRI 8F JES tiew HF
dojg7te] gt MEEE UolEe AE FHOo=E Stk o

9lel DAT 2t 24%0lAl tHolEH7I(K-BNT-15)2F A
o5 AlFAogo  AEHAHSTAND)E tidy ¥Zoz A
Aot} H7F AE Hlw EASIYC o] A9l F8 ZAilof
gt 29 =9= ot 2

AA, K-BNT-15 AAQ] diwB7iet dZ57r Zae] o
o AAREAE AARE 2, ARASTE 920= uie ARt 5
o] ATIAZE UERATE STAND ZHAF FA] I8AEs],
olEd7], =1L olsfslr], weEdsl] 97l &7
oA diwHEztet ¥ABWIIY Hg b FARt el vskth
o= DAT e Wdo=E diHolEH7|(BNT), HARAF
AFHABDAE), EZHAE(Token Test), €71 ClafidAL
BSADAFAAHCOWAT)S] tiHB7It AZAH7E He Ao
of =2 Aol Stk 7129 MyPATet dAsk= 73401
HVestal et al., 2006). F3F AZQAZJMCDL DAT
A HgeE ?_101—1% 4 719EH7HHVLT-RY 34| ﬂ
A8H7|(Total recall), Aot Esl7|(delayed recall), 5 2
24 %4 (recognition digit span tatal category fluency)?]
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