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Confrontational naming ability

A2 XH=01l CHoll tEHL 2 0|S =

Al23 k=2 QTA 2 0] IS0 &2,
SO0l =0 E[&400 o 2l
Boston Naming Test(BNT; 1983)
Korean Version-BNT(1997)

Short form : A-1, A-2, B-1, B-2
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Table 1. Summary of Published Norms for the Boston Naming

Test (Ordered Chronologically).

N

Age range

BNT score

Mean

SD

Range

Age effect

Education effec

Gender effect

Notes

Borod et al.
(1980)

Kaplan et al.
(1983)

M. Nicholas et al.
(1985)

LaBarge et al.
(1986)

van Gorp et al
(1986)

Mitrushina and
Satz (1989)

L. Nicholas et al.
(1989)

25-39
4049
50-59
60-69
70-85

20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59

30-39
50-59
60-69
70-79

60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-85

59-64
6569
70-74
75-79
80 +
57-65
66-70
71-75
76=85

40-78

76.50
76.30
75.60
70.30
63.20

55.86
56.65
54.50
55.82

75.90
75.70
73.60
67.60

71.00
75.80
70.30
68.20
62.00
56.75
55.60
54.46
51.69

5.90
7.80
7.30
11.70
16.20

2.86
2.84
347
2.63

6.40
5.70
6.80
8.40

4.60
6.70
7.00
6.30

5.30

3.05
4.29
5.17
6.20
7.00

3.20
310
7.30
7.00

3:52

60-85
60-84
50-84
18-81
17-81

46-60
47-60
50-60
49-59

40-59

Younger =

higher BNT

score

Younger =
=

higher BNT

score

Younger =

higher BNT

sCore

Younger =

higher BNT

score

No effect

Younger =

higher BNT

score

No effect

Higher = higher
BNT score

Not reported

Used as a
covariate did n
alter results

No effect

Not investigated

No effect

Higher = higher
BNT score

All male sample

Not reported

Not investigated

No effect

Not ivestigated

Not investigated

Not investigated

Experimental edition
(85-item) Suggested
cut-off = 2 5D below
mean

60-item Norms
provided with scoring
sheet

85-item Also provide
Y% correct Examination
of errors Suggested
cut-off =2 SD below
mean

85-item

60-item Suggested
cut-off =2 SD below
mean

60-1tem

60-item Examination
of errors




Farmer (1990)

Howieson et al.
(1993)

Lichtenberg et al.

(1994)

Au et al. (1995)

Neils et al. (1993)

Ross et al. (1995)

Worrall et al.
(1995)

No effect

Younger =
higher BNT
score on 60
item version

Younger =
higher BNT
score

Younger =
higher BNT

score

Younger =
higher BNT

score

Younger =
higher BNT
score

Younger =
higher BNT
score

No effect

No effect

No effect

Used as a
covariate did
notalter resulty

Higher = higher
BNT score

Higher = higher

BNT score

Higher = higher
BNT score

All male sample

No effect

No effect

Not investigated

Not investigated

No effect

Not investigated

60-item Comparison
of BNT responses
to The Word Test

60-item and CERAD
15-item

60-item Also
investigated effect of
ethnicity

85-item Score reported
is % correct before
cues Examination
of errors Provide
longitudinal data,
3 test sessions
over 7-year span

60-item Provide
separate data for 3
education levels and
community living
vs. institutionalised

60-item Also
investigated effect of
ethnicity

60-item plus
7 alternative items
Suggested cut-off =
28D below mean

Examination of errors




Table 1. (continued),

N

Age range

BNT score

Mean

SD

Range

Age effect

F.ducation effect

ender effect

Ivnik et al. (1996)

Welch et al.
(1996)

Tombaugh and
Hubleyv (1997)

Fastenau et al,
(1998)

Heaton et al
(1999)

56-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-84
85-89
90-94
95+

60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80 <+

25-34
35-44
45-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-83

57-68
69-76
77-85

20-39
40-59
60-98

51.60
53.40
50.10
42.90
44.70

56.00
56.10
55.40
56.00
56.60
55.80
54.30
53.40
54.30

56.80
54.00
53.80

Younger =
higher BNT
score

Younger =
higher BNT

score

No effect

Younger =
higher BNT

SCore

No effect

Higher = higher
BNT score

[Higher = higher
BNT score

Higher = higher
BNT score

No effect

No effect

Minimal gender
influence,
corrections for
gender not
undertaken

Males = higher
BNT score

Males = higher
BNT score

No effect

Not investigated

Notes

60-1tem Provide scaled
scores (M =10, SD=3)
rather than means for age
aroups

60-item Suggested
cut-off =2 5D below
mean Provide separate
data for males vs.
females and 2 education
levels

60-itemn Comparison to 5 x 15-item

and 3 x 30-item.
Provide percentile
norms for two

education levels

60-1tem vs. 4 x 15-item
and 2 x 30-item

85 and 60-item
Provide scaled score
equivalents of raw
scores (M= 10, SD=13)




Lansing et al
(1999)

Saxton et al.
(2000)

Piguet et al,
(2001)

50-98

66-90

Younger =
higher BNT

Score

Younger =
higher BNT

Score

Younger =
higher BNT

score

Higher = higher
BNT score

Higher = higher
BNT score

Higher = higher
BNT score

Males = higher
BNT score

No effect

Not investigated

60-item, comparison 0
various short forms and
development of Empirical
| 5-item version

60-item and 2
empirically derived
half forms

60-item, provide
scaled score equivalents
and percentiles

1385-4046/02/1604-5558156.00
O Swets & Zeitlinger

The Clinical Nearopsychologist
' 2002, Vol. 16, No. 4, pp. 555-574

A Review of the Boston Naming Test and Multiple-Occasion
Normative Data for Older Adults on 15-Item Versions

Patricia S. Kent' and Mary A. Luszez'~
'School of Psychology, and “Centre for Ageing Studies, Flinders University, SA, Australia
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60Al Ol H& Lol &
Linear regression analysis

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
(enter methods) | (stepwise methods) (enter methods)
(R=0.492) (R=0.490995) (R=0.491301)

Age -0.079(0.771)* -0.080(0.009) -0.081(0.010)

Gender -0.103(0.138) -0.113(0.138)

Education 0.242(0.013)* 0.248(0.012) 0.243(0.013)
Depression -0.032(0.030)

* P<0.005

| & - age, gender, education




Normal aging vs. pathological aging

o 5 HENM OIEUII J1s2 Mot

7004 Ol=2H =20/t MotE E01I] Al &er(Albert, Heller, & Milberg,
1988;Lezak,2004).
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Mewropsycholopy Cropyright 1992 by the Eduszaisoral Publishing Foundatias
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An Analysis of Confrontation Naming Errors in
Senile Dementia of the Alzheimer Type

EMILY LABARGE

Depantment of Neurology and Neurological Surgery
Washington University

DAVID A. BALOTA Age, Years of Education, and Sociceconomic Status of Normal Control, Very Mildly
MARTHA STORANDT Demented, and Mildly Demented Subjects

Department of Psychology G V;:Iy“mildly M“?]Ed
Washingtom University Variable ontrol . :mcdﬁ} m{,, )

DEBORAH 5. SMITH Age (years)

M T5.35 7319

S0 541 34

Range 65=83 6683
Education {years)

M 13.44 11.54

S0 4,19 2.90

Range 6-21 B8
Socioeconomic status

M . ile 383

S0 0.98
Range 1-5

Division of Biostatistics
Washington University
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Control vs. very mild (p<0.0001)
Very mild vs. mild (p<0.01)

Very mild vs. mild (p<0.0001)

Control vs. very mild (p<0.05)
Very mild vs. mild (ns)

ﬁ Control vs. very mild (ns)

MNormal Very Mild Mild
CLINICAL DEMENTIA RATING

Figure 1. Total number of erross on the Boston Waming Test 25 a funcrion of type of error and severity

of dementia.




Recognition Performance (Mean Percentage Correct) as a Function of Clinical Dementia
Rating (CDR) and Type of Error

Very mildly Mildly
Mormal demented demented
(COR=0) (CDR=05 (CDR=1D

Type of error

o —

| Nocontent 100 9] 55
Linguisticually related 1000 03 76
Perceptually related 100 9 63

Note. For the normal group, n= 113 observations; for the very mildly demented group, n = 378
observations; and for the mildly demented group, n = 332 observations.
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Preliminary study

| Normal(N=108) PRD(N=61)

L+OI (yr)** 70.8645.75 75.87+8.49

5h24 (yr) 9.72+5.16 8.34+5.36
A8 (E:H) 44.64 14:44

MMSE-KC** 24.59+3.56 16.61+5.75

M+SD, *p<0.05, ** P<0.001
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Preliminary study MANCOVA(covariate: age)

Normal PRD =
(N=108) (N=61)
10.95+2.54 7.97+£3.17 29.584 <.001

11.51+2.44 8.79+2.97 27.144 <.001
12.55+2.05 10.13+2.98 27.131 <.001

FE

N
2.{'_|
e

D0 00 00

(@8]
bl
s

ALKl 24

1.32+1.39 2.02+1.89 3.609 .059

1.11+1.22 1.84+1.25 9.490 .002

10

N re
] b

H0

0.19+0.44 1.05+1.697 20.019 <.001

0.11+0.34 0.25+0.51 2.865 .092
0.27+0.66 1.05+1.32 19.079 <.001
0.02+0.14 0.44+0.99 17.028 <.001




Conclusion

dat Lot 8eld Se(XI0R)AM 20l= 0ISUtI| =52 Mot & 210
L2 Ct.




a8 TEA Bhg

/3

(o

[nis]

Ly
%
o S) Prnoyk

[E2 vis)
2k $)-. e A S) P pe
PR W% {3y % MBS A3 Q) PL_by
22 £\ P 2lof floy¥ A% Vary 21| DRI
15 gty EE2| Pl S) plbic
.. £) e Haa A—5) pr

) (X))
Mg Ly 5) %y p2% L { Y
A3
1!% Be V 2t ) 2y 1&,%, 51
% p ey 2
n 4] ). 1Z ‘L‘?\‘, o L —
hrg g ; ) $1- pe

r) e

¥& amel 4




@)

ol =501 A
ojglJleE =AE 1 R

=
(=]

S)










