
Applications of Computer-based
Neuropsychological Assessment

Objectives: To present current applications of computer-based neuropsychological assessment, includ-
ing the assessment of sports-related concussion, symptom validity testing, and the remote administration
of tests through the Internet. Problem areas: If computer-based assessment benefits are to become pop-
ularized, a few issues will need to be addressed: the development of psychometric data based on com-
parisons with long-standing empirically sound test measures; additional validation of measures by parties
not involved in their commercial development; increased focus on ecological validity; exploration of the
usefulness of remote data storage and automated posting to databases; and improved documentation of
specific computer hardware and software used in experimental methods. Conclusions: Beyond ease
of administration and data collection, computer-based assessment offers benefits over paper-and-pencil
measures in the form of millisecond timing accuracy, reliable and randomized presentation of stimuli over
multiple trials and repeat administrations, and unobtrusive measurement of cognitive skills and response
times during all aspects of the assessment process. Key words: assessment, computer, concussion, eval-
uation, Internet, neuropsychology, symptom validity
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ACADEMICIANS AND researchers have
long been interested in artificial intel-

ligence, computer assisted and automated
interviewing, and computerized assessment,
dating back to the early 1950s. The resul-
tant issues of reliability and validity,1 advan-
tages and disadvantages,2 client reactions,3

storage and confidentiality of records,4 and
ethics5 have been widely studied and well
documented. Since the introduction of the
personal computer in the early 1980s, the per-
centage of US households with a computer
has risen dramatically, from only 8.2% in 1984
to 42% in 1998 and 52% in 2000.6

Despite this increase in home computer
use, psychologists have been relatively slow
to embrace applied computer technologies
in their work. Although 90% of psycholo-
gists surveyed listed telephone-based consul-
tative services as “common behavior,” there
were no computer-related technologies that
emerged as integral to psychological contact
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or service.4 Ironically, as managed care op-
erations continue to stress relatively rigid re-
imbursement schedules for clinical contact
time, the automation and standardization of
traditional face-to-face mental health services
may prove to be a partial solution. Practical
uses of computer technology have been rec-
ognized as contributing to more cost-effective
clinical practices,7 and mental health profes-
sionals are beginning to adopt computers as
a means of addressing the cost-efficiency de-
mands generated by managed care.8 Research
has shown that psychologists do use comput-
ers in their practice, but only a fraction re-
ported using a computer for anything beyond
routine word processing.9 Additional surveys
have revealed the use of computers in clin-
ical neuropsychology practices for the pur-
poses of test administration and scoring, re-
search activities, billing, and record keeping,
although not at a level commensurate with
technological integration in other professions
and fields.10 This review will focus on current
trends in the application and use of computer-
based neuropsychological assessment.

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE ON
COMPUTER-BASED ASSESSMENT

Many traditional paper-and-pencil neuro-
psychological tests have been computerized;
the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test11 and
the Raven’s Coloured Progressive Matrices12

are two salient examples. Perhaps the most
widely used measure to be computerized was
the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS).
Currently, and for the past few decades, the
WAIS has been the most widely used psy-
chological and neuropsychological test in its
various evolutionary forms (WAIS-R, WAIS-
III).13–15 The original version of the WAIS was
automated in 196916 using what would be
best described today as a primitive and crude
means of stimulus presentation and response
recording. However, this early form of auto-
mated assessment yielded excellent test-retest

reliability, concurrent validity with face-to-
face administration,16,17 and lower administra-
tion costs.18 The WAIS was automated again
in 1980,19 and the paper-and-pencil versions
were revised in 1980 and 1999. Despite nu-
merous attempts at automation, in its current
form, the WAIS-III remains essentially a pencil-
and-paper test. Yet, the usefulness of comput-
erized scoring for the measure has never been
more popular and assists the clinician by re-
ducing paperwork time.

The Halstead-Reitan Neuropsychological
Test Battery20 was originally developed to pre-
dict the presence and localization of brain
damage. Although considerable efforts have
focused on computerizing the interpretation
of Category Test results,21 however, the re-
sults of these efforts have neither adequately
nor universally demonstrated the superior-
ity of actuarial decision making over clinical
judgment.22 The Category Test is the lone
subtest of the Halstead Reitan Battery to re-
ceive considerable research attention with re-
spect to computerization. The Category Test
was first computerized in 1975,23 providing
changing stimuli and response recording, in-
cluding response latency measurement. Al-
though this computerized version was not
found to be a valid substitute for the standard
Category Test, another computerized version
of the Test surfaced in the late 1980s.24 Ad-
vanced microcomputer technology allowed
for full automation of the Category Test
with the exception of verbal instructions and
prompts necessary for task completion. This
computerized version of the Category Test
demonstrated an acceptable level of equiva-
lence with the original version of the Cate-
gory Test.25 Two additional computerized Cat-
egory Test versions have been developed,26,27

both of which were found to be essentially
equivalent to the original.28 The Wisconsin
Card Sorting Test29 has also been identified
as one of the most widely used neuropsycho-
logical tests,30 and there are numerous com-
mercial computerized versions of the WCST31
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currently in use.32 Despite the fact that most,
if not all, computerized versions of the WCST
have not demonstrated psychometric equiva-
lence with the standard manual versions,33,34

the literature shows extensive use of the com-
puterized version.35

Numerous traditional neuropsychological
measures, beyond those presented here, have
been translated into a computerized format.
However, the main focus of this article is
on practical applications of computer-based
assessment for clinicians and rehabilitation
specialists; as such, we have presented only
a small portion of the neuropsychological
measures that have been automated or com-
puterized. For more comprehensive histor-
ical perspectives of computer-based testing
and computerized neuropsychological assess-
ment batteries, refer to reviews by Bartram
and Bayliss18 or Kane and Kay.36

BENEFITS OF COMPUTER-BASED
ASSESSMENT

To address the limitations and benefits of
computerized assessment, the American Psy-
chological Association (APA) in 1987 estab-
lished Guidelines for Computer-based Tests

Table 1. Potential benefits of computer-based clinical service delivery

• Computer software can capture and engage the interest of the client.
• Properly constructed and presented software programs can help minimize a client’s frustration

and loss of dignity when working on tasks once accomplished with ease.
• The context of learning to use the computer can provide the client with an experience of mastery

and a sense of control.
• Automated data collection and storage can free the clinician to focus more on treatment.
• The computer can measure multiple dimensions of performance (latency, strength, and locus of

response) at levels not possible for the human observer (e.g., milliseconds, grams, and millimeters).
• The computer is efficient at performing tasks that would otherwise require extensive setup and/or

preparation time (e.g., rapid change of font size for reading tasks, rapid modification of graphic
materials).

Adapted from American Psychological Association. Guidelines for Computer-based Tests and Interpretations.
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association, 1986.

and Interpretations.37 The APA recognized a
number of potential benefits that can be de-
rived from the proper use of a computer in
the delivery of clinical services (Table 1).

In general, researchers have been able to
demonstrate psychometric equivalence be-
tween traditional and computerized versions
of tests.16,38 Computer-based assessment has
inherent features that are absent in tradi-
tional forms, such as timing of response
latencies, automated analysis of response pat-
terns, transfer of results to a database for fur-
ther analysis, or the ease with which nor-
mative data can be collected or compared
with existing normative databases.2 In ad-
dition, computer-based assessment measures
are better able to provide precise control over
the presentation of test stimuli, thereby po-
tentially increasing test reliability. In a com-
puterized test, the software controls visual
and auditory stimulus characteristics, and
other features such as color, animation, and
sound can be easily incorporated into all as-
pects of the assessment process, including
the instructions.2 As such, programs can adap-
tively control the order, number, presentation
rate, and complexity of items, as well as other
aspects of auditory and visual stimuli, many of
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which cannot be achieved with conventional
testing.39,40

From a financial perspective, computer-
based assessment can reduce disposable
materials, saving costs in supplies and stor-
age. Researchers have demonstrated that
computer-based cognitive tests offered a 60%
savings in time over traditional administration
with an adult psychiatric population.3 And, if
handled properly and judiciously, computer-
ized storage mediums afford increased secu-
rity of test data and patient records.41 For the
practitioner, the option to use an established,
reliable, and valid measure with standardized
instructions and means of presentation may
be desirable or advantageous, especially
when working with a specific patient popula-
tion or suspected diagnosis for which the test
was developed. As well, practical applications
include portability of standardized measures
to on-site assessments at a client’s location.

OBSTACLES AND LIMITATIONS

Among the central criticisms of computer-
based assessment noted by the APA37 were
some test developers’ failure to meet estab-
lished testing standards. Others have pointed
to poorly designed human–computer in-
terfaces and a reduction in the amount of
face-to-face interaction between the clinician
and examinee.42 Furthermore, it has been
suggested that the mode of administration is
so dramatically different an experience for the
examinee that computer-based assessment
and traditional administration can never be
equivalent.43 To this end, factors extraneous
to the paper-and-pencil assessment are intro-
duced during computer-based assessment,
and these factors must be identified and
evaluated with respect to their potentially
disruptive effects.44 Obstacles to the use
of computer-based assessment have also
been attributed to the test user or clinician.
Although most clinicians have become quite

familiar with word processing and financial
software packages, there are many who have
at least a mild degree of computer phobia,
which taints their perception of the useful-
ness of computer-based assessment.45 These
personal fears may fuel the misperception
that most patients are largely reticent to
interact with computers, a perception that
does not seem to be substantiated by the
literature.36,39,46 In addition, computer-based
assessment techniques may not address the
dynamic needs of clients with “challenging”
behavioral disorders or symptoms. Such
neurobehavioral presentations may require
the clinician to alter the order, schedule, or
pace of the assessment, and such alterations
may not be possible with computer-based
techniques.

Some practical and technical limitations
of computer-based assessment have been
voiced as contributing factors to the gen-
eral reticence within clinical neuropsychol-
ogy to adopt computerization on a large
scale.10,36 An example of one of the more
serious technical deficiencies has been the
use of testing software with inaccurate timing
procedures.47 Essentially, synchronization be-
tween the computer’s processor and the mon-
itor occurs with some amount of delay, or er-
ror, in timing. Although it was initially difficult
to standardize or control this delay with a de-
gree of consistency, researchers have since
developed software solutions that provide
near-millisecond accuracy.48 Free software
programs, such as PsyScope,49 and commer-
cial software programs, such as PowerLab50

(Macintosh platform only) and MediaLab51

(Windows platform only), are readily avail-
able. These programs provide the ability
to develop customized computer-based ex-
perimental protocols, incorporating multi-
modal visual, auditory, and multimedia stim-
uli. For the clinician wishing to obtain a
gross measure of reaction time or response
onset latency, millisecond accuracy may not
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be the most important requirement when
considering computer-based assessment mea-
sures. However, there have been recent
trends toward collaborative research efforts
between cognitive neuroscientists, neuropsy-
chologists, and radiological medicine, espe-
cially in the study and use of functional mag-
netic resonance imaging (fMRI) to observe
brain–behavior relationships. Computers are
often used to coordinate the “chain of events”
in which stimuli are presented for fMRI data
acquisition, and this coordination requires
synchronization within very specific time in-
tervals. In such cases,52,53 accurate timing to
the millisecond is not only crucial, but uncon-
trolled error margins between stimulus on-
set and actual stimulus display may result in
“noise” rather than useful data.

Methodologically, computerized assess-
ment techniques are not without their flaws.
The automated nature of many computerized
measures does not allow the examiner to
interrupt or stop the assessment, and this
rigidity may ultimately decrease the exam-
iner’s ability to “test the limits” or be more
flexible with their evaluation. By nature,
computerized measures present stimuli
either through visual or auditory modalities.
This existing paradigm does not allow for the
collection of spontaneous verbal responses,
thus eliminating the ability to test verbal
functioning with the use of computerized
measures. In addition, computerized mea-
sures generally collect responses through
either mouse clicks or keyboard responses,
which may be severely limiting to individuals
with physical or motor control deficits. As
well, whereas computerization of measures
may translate to increased portability, bedside
evaluations with even a laptop computer
may be awkward or challenging. To com-
pensate for these limitations, developers of
computerized tests should to be aware of the
unique and individual differences inherent in
different target populations and incorporate

timing controls and alternate stimulus deliv-
ery modes that can be customized by the
examiner and incorporate voice recognition
for verbal responses.

CURRENT TRENDS IN COMPUTER-BASED
NEUROPSYCHOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

Sports-related concussion

An important emergent property of com-
puterized assessment may be its portability to
multiple sites and the ability to assess mul-
tiple individuals simultaneously with highly
sensitive measures. One area that seems to
have embraced this technology is the assess-
ment of sports-related concussion, which has
received considerable attention over the past
two decades. Neuropsychologists and athletic
trainers have traditionally provided sideline
screening measures and more comprehensive
baseline and postconcussion evaluations to
athletes using a variety of qualitative and quan-
titative measures.

Traditionally, athletes have been assessed
face-to-face with comprehensive neuropsy-
chological test batteries, which have been
used to understand and document the
effects of cerebral concussion in profes-
sional football54 and professional ice hockey
players,55 as well as in college,56–58 high
school,59 and grade school athletes.60 These
traditional neuropsychological assessments
identified single mild head injuries in healthy
college-aged athletes as causing a decrease in
neurocognitive performance, with a relatively
rapid recovery curve ranging from 5 to 10
days56 up to 1 month after concussion.61

Cerebral concussion in individuals with a
history of previous concussion59 or learning
disability62 were found to have more endur-
ing cognitive effects. In all of the studies
noted previously, cerebral concussions were
observed to have at least subtle effects on
attention and concentration. To this end,
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computer programs with accurate timing
may be best suited to identify deficits and
track recovery progress, especially when
postconcussive symptoms include delayed
onset of responses and increased decision-
making times (i.e., reduced information
processing speed).

Baseline assessment of athletes has been
recognized as a paramount requirement in the
evaluation of athletes before sustaining a con-
cussion. Evaluation of an entire team or “sea-
son”(such as all teams reporting for physicals
before the fall semester) with traditional mea-
sures might take several days or weeks, de-
pending on the number of staff available. With
computer-based assessment, large groups of
individuals can be assessed in a brief period
of time with decreased burden on time, la-
bor, and finances. To this end, isolated studies
have focused on replicating hallmark studies56

using computer-based versions of their test
protocol.63 However, the thrust of the recent
research in this area has been on the de-
velopment and validation of comprehensive
neuropsychological test batteries for the as-
sessment and tracking of cognitive deficits re-
lated to sports-related concussion. Three ma-
jor batteries have emerged from these efforts:
CogSport, HeadMinders, and Impact.

CogSport64 is a stand-alone software prod-
uct that measures reaction time, simple and
complex attention, working memory, short-
term memory and new learning, incidental
memory, adaptive problem solving, continu-
ous performance, and spatial abilities. It is de-
signed to evaluate changes in cognitive func-
tion. The battery has recently been validated
on approximately 300 professional Australian
football players and hundreds of healthy con-
trols across a wide range of ages,65 showing
good test-retest coefficients and external val-
idation with the Trail Making and Digit Sym-
bol Substitution Tests.66 CogSport is available
for both Windows and Macintosh operating
systems, administration takes approximately
15 to 20 minutes, and results are submitted

to CogState for scoring and analysis. Alterna-
tively, CogState Ltd. offers user services in
the form of customized reports, custom re-
sults ready for import into popular statistical
packages (Excel, SPSS, SAS), assistance in in-
terpretation of results for publication or pre-
sentation, storage and retrieval of data and re-
sults, and mirroring of stored data for data
protection.

HeadMinder Inc. offers online neurocogni-
tive and neurobehavioral assessment tools in
the form of the Concussion Resolution Index
(CRI) and Sideline Assistant (SA).67 The CRI
subtests are administered on-line by means
of Java “applets” through an Internet browser
and are thus computer platform indepen-
dent. The CRI subtests measure reaction time
and speed decision making and show strong
concurrent validation with the Symbol Digit
Modalities Test, WAIS-III Digit Symbol and
Symbol Search, Grooved Pegboard, and Trail
Making Tests.68 Test measures are scored on-
line, and results are accessible only to the test
administrator who is responsible for interpret-
ing and discussing test results with that ath-
lete. The CRI has been found to be sensitive in
identifying postconcussive symptoms, while
remaining resistant to retest effects.68,69 The
Sideline Assistant is a personal digital assistant
(PDA)–based software application containing
a roster of all athletes and pertinent medical
and contact information, as well as an elec-
tronic version of the Standardized Assessment
of Concussion.70

ImPACT (Immediate Post Concussion As-
sessment & Cognitive Testing) test system71

is a microcomputer-based neuropsychologi-
cal test battery that measures attention, mem-
ory, processing speed, and reaction time to
1/100th of a second. The Windows-based pro-
gram also consists of a self-report symptom
questionnaire and a concussion history form.
ImPACT is currently used by professional foot-
ball, hockey, and basketball teams, as well as
numerous colleges and high schools. Initial
psychometric research on the ImPACT System
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reveals strong reliability data72 and validation
research are in progress.

Symptom validity testing

Neuropsychologists and other rehabilita-
tion specialists may be asked to judge the
veracity or extent of a client’s symptoms or
even to identify individuals who may be ex-
aggerating or faking symptoms of neurocog-
nitive impairment. In the process of mak-
ing these judgments, the clinician attempts
to document, with the assistance of ob-
jective assessment procedures, evidence of
true neurobehavioral and/or neuropsycho-
logical dysfunction.73 Computer-based assess-
ment provides the ability to objectively and
unobtrusively record response reaction times,
because many individuals attempting to fake
or exaggerate cognitive impairment fail to re-
alize these measurement variables are being
recorded. These individuals may even know
to perform at a certain level to avoid suspicion
of symptom exaggeration. However, even if
they are aware that reaction times are be-
ing recorded, it is difficult for these individ-
uals to calculate or manipulate response reac-
tion time with any degree of sophistication.74

In fact, individuals attempting to fake or ex-
aggerate deficits have been found to per-
form worse than individuals with actual brain
injuries.

Numerous computer-based measures have
been developed, many of which have been
used as for the purpose of identifying indi-
viduals who may be faking or exaggerating
cognitive deficits. Symptom Validity Testing
(SVT) is a term that was first described by
Pankratz75 and refers to the use of forced-
choice measures designed to detect feigned
test performance. Often, such performance
is so poor that it is below the level of prob-
ability, even for impaired populations.76 His-
cock and Hiscock77 refined this technique,
and their work served as a foundation for
many of the SVT procedures that are currently
in use today. Because comprehensive reviews

of SVT are available in the literature,76,78 the
following measures have been selected to
demonstrate the usefulness and application
of SVT.

The Victoria Symptom Validity Test
(VSVT),79 Computerized Forced-Choice Test
(CFCT),74 Computerized Assessment of
Response Bias (CARB),80 and Word Memory
Test (WMT)81 are commonly used comput-
erized forced-choice SVTs. The VSVT is a
Windows-based computerized task that has
been used to classify malingerers of memory
deficits, questionable malingerers, or valid
test-takers with a high degree of sensitivity,82

and cut-off scores have been developed for
this purpose.83 Computerized assessments
using the VSVT yielded unique intraindividual
variability data that helped differentiate
among those feigning symptoms related to
head trauma and those performing their best,
and the response inconsistency across testing
sessions is believed to be a clinically useful
measure for the detection of malingering.84

The CFCT is a Macintosh-based computerized
task that has been shown to be psychome-
trically comparable with the Hiscock and
Hiscock77 pencil-and-paper–based measure.
A shortened form of the CFCT is available,
which yields significant differences between
groups of individuals feigning malingering
and performing their best, while maintain-
ing high levels of response consistency; in
addition, response reaction times for indi-
viduals feigning malingering are significantly
higher.74 The CARB is a self-administered
test designed according to the Hiscock and
Hiscock paradigm and has demonstrated
usefulness for detecting incomplete effort,
symptom exaggeration, response bias, and
feigning and malingering of cognitive deficits,
especially when used in combination with
other neuropsychological test measures.85

The WMT can be given orally or by computer
and has an inherent gradient of difficulty,
which makes feigning impairment difficult.
The WMT has been shown to discriminate
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between levels of brain injury severity86

and is used along with the CARB to identify
individuals feigning impairment.87

Noticeably absent are computerized
versions of the traditionally used tests of
malingering, such as Rey’s 15-item and Dot-
counting tests. Recent research88 focused
on computerizing these measures using
PowerLab,50 along with developing a novel
task, the “Phrases” task in which participants
are required to fill in the blank of a common
phrase (i.e., birthday to you), then
choose the correct word, and subsequently
the correct picture, from the three choices
provided. In this study, all computerized
tests discriminated between groups of indi-
viduals feigning cognitive deficits and those
performing their best. Moreover, response
reaction times for individuals feigning cog-
nitive deficits were significantly slower for
those tasks in which the incorrect responses
were obvious (Dot-counting test-grouped),
and significantly faster when the correct
response was not readily available (Figure 1).
Simply put, individuals feigning cognitive

Fig 1. Reaction time by response requirement effects.

deficits take significantly longer to respond
to obvious and simple items, because they
must not only generate the correct answer
but also identify and generate a suitable alter-
native. In those cases in which the correct
answer is not obvious, individuals feigning
cognitive deficits simply opt for a suitable ans-
wer, seemingly unaware of their response
times. In addition, all participants showed a
learning curve for response times to identical
instruction screens presented on four occa-
sions, and such learning ability was clearly
out of register with the magnitude of cogni-
tive symptoms portrayed by those individuals
feigning cognitive deficits (Figure 2). These re-
sults support the notion that computer-based
tests can unobtrusively obtain qualitative
and quantitative data not available through
paper-based measures.

Remote neuropsychological assessment

The recent growth of the telecommuni-
cation industry and Internet-based technolo-
gies offers opportunities for computer-based
neuropsychological assessment to expand
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Fig 2. Reaction times for instruction screens.

beyond traditional clinic or laboratory bor-
ders. The term, “remote neuropsychological
assessment (RNA),” has been proposed to
denote the general use of telecommunica-
tion and Internet-based technologies in neuro-
psychological assessment and practice.27

Researchers have reported the develop-
ment and use of remote cognitive assess-
ment measures89–95; however, practically all
of these studies have been limited to the use
of conventional telephony or televideo tech-
nologies. It should be noted, however, that
as telecommunication systems expand their
bandwidth capacity, thereby increasing the
speed and amount of information that can
be carried simultaneously by data trans-
mission lines, telephony and televideo may
eventually become standard Internet-based

technologies.96 For the purpose of this re-
view, discussion will be limited to those ef-
forts that have used computerized, Internet-
based technology to assess neurocognitive
function. More comprehensive reviews of
conventional telephony assessment,97 con-
ventional televideo assessment,98 and Inter-
net use by clinicians99 are available in the lit-
erature.

Save for a few notable exceptions,27,68,69,100

Internet-based computer technology has been
largely underused for the remote administra-
tion of neuropsychological measures and as-
sessment. Early research efforts101,102 were
helpful in establishing the viability of Inter-
net technology for use by neuropsychology.
These studies, although limited to the admin-
istration and collection of questionnaire data
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by way of the Internet, reported the effec-
tive use of this technology for the collection
of data related to mild traumatic brain injury
and postconcussion symptom complaints. Re-
cent efforts by Browndyke27 and Erlanger
and colleagues68,69 have moved remote as-
sessment in neuropsychology beyond sim-
ple Web-based questionnaire collection. The
logical progression, exemplified by these
more recent studies, involves task perfor-
mance on assessment measures specifically
developed for RNA, as well as the transla-
tion of traditional paper-and-pencil measures
to remote format. To be certain, the science
and clinical application of RNA is still in its
infancy.

Regardless of the speed of RNA develop-
ment, the need for empirical, procedural, eth-
ical, and professional practice guidelines for
RNA is quite clear. To date, most serious RNA
development efforts have been conducted in
relative isolation with varying standards for
data transmission, platform dependence, nor-
mative comparison, and clinical application.
In addition, there have been more conspicu-
ous and relaxed efforts in Internet-based cog-
nitive assessment, most of which traverse the
fine line of ethical and professional propriety.
For example, currently there are efforts un-
derway by various companies to mass mar-
ket computerized cognitive assessment, and
in some cases, going so far as to develop and
use repeatable Internet-based cognitive mea-
sures as “brain improvement” programs.103

Although these companies state that their pro-
grams are not to replace or exclude neuropsy-
chological assessment by a licensed profes-
sional, this caveat is often lost on the public
and generates the impression that cognitive
assessment is a game. Some additional con-
cerns central to the viability and professional
acceptance of RNA revolve around issues of
data security,104 the impact of affective vari-
ables on test performance,100,105 generational
effects and apparatus familiarity,106,107 and

human-computer factors affecting task design
and development.108 These factors, combined
with the need for neuropsychology to main-
tain a professional and guiding presence, ar-
gue for the formation of practice directorates
similar to previous efforts undertaken to ad-
dress issues related to computer-based neu-
ropsychological assessment measures109 or re-
habilitation software.110

RNA holds considerable promise for reach-
ing individuals who would otherwise not seek
a laboratory-based neuropsychological evalu-
ation, may be homebound, or live in inacces-
sible regions of the world. The potential ben-
efits of RNA have already been demonstrated
in the adaptation of long-standing paper-and-
pencil neuropsychological assessment mea-
sures for remote use27; in the repeat cogni-
tive screening of certain patient populations
(see Erlanger et al, in this issue); and in sports-
related cognitive evaluation and return-to-
play decision making.69 However, before the
widespread implementation of RNA, broader
measures of cognitive functioning will need
to be developed. To this end, significantly
more patient samples and comparison groups
will have to be examined, normative data will
need to be generated (specific to RNA mea-
sures), and most importantly, guidelines must
be developed to ensure ethical and profes-
sional compliance. Establishing a more solid
empirical basis for RNA will be vital to the
longevity and effectiveness of distance tech-
nology in clinical neuropsychological prac-
tice and will guarantee the attention of those
in search of a more efficacious means for
neuropsychological assessment while keep-
ing scientific rigor to a maximum.

SUMMARY AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Computer-based neuropsychological
assessment has evolved from several
psychology-related disciplines, the most
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notable of which have been human factors,
cognitive psychology, and practitioners of
clinical psychology and neuropsychology.
Traditional neuropsychological tests and
measures have been replicated with general
equivalence to their paper-and-pencil prede-
cessors.16,38 Unique, goal-specific test batter-
ies have been developed for the purposes
of synchronizing stimuli with functional
imaging technologies,52,53 for more precise
and expedient assessment of sports-related
concussion,64,67,71 and for increased sophisti-
cation of symptom validity testing.74,79,83,85

Recent trends and national statistics sug-
gest that computer and Internet technologies
have moved from “emergent” status to “cur-
rent” acceptance. Despite major technologi-
cal advances, such as fMRI, terra-byte storage
capacities, and ever-climbing microprocessor
speed, nearly all aspects of clinical service de-
livery remain paper-based. Regardless of the
self-reported reticence of professionals with
respect to computer technology, clinicians
base their practices on traditional models of
diagnosing impairment and making sugges-
tions to maximize functional strengths and
compensate for weaknesses. Within this con-
text, the use of computer technology often
amounts to nothing more than report writ-
ing (word processing), communication with
peers (e-mail), and/or comparative research
(Internet-based literature searches).

Currently, there is a general lack of method-
ological detail in the literature with respect
to computer-based assessment measures and
interventions. Although it was once com-
monplace to find detailed apparatus descrip-
tions, such as product numbers or specific
impedance ratios, modern methodological de-
scriptions are apt to be limited to naming
the software product in combination with a
publication reference, with no specific men-
tion of the computer, operating system, or
other technological data. This lack of detail, al-
though seemingly innocuous, hampers future

research and replication studies necessary for
the firm confidence that must be generated
if computer-based assessment is to become
widely accepted.

Computerization of paper-and-pencil mea-
sures often results in replication for spe-
cific purposes, such as ease of administration,
group administration, data collection, or re-
search. In this vein, computerized versions
of the WAIS were strictly used in research,
and versions of the Category Test, Wiscon-
sin Card Sorting Test, and Stroop Test have
not achieved widespread used by clinicians.10

Despite the considerable experimental con-
trol offered by computerization, traditional
measures, such as the Finger Tapping test,
continue to rely on human visualization of a
stopwatch and termination of trials by voice
command and, thus, will always be adminis-
tered with inherent timing error. Computeri-
zation of this measure would ensure standard-
ization of administration and scoring.

Current applications of computer-based
neuropsychological assessment, such as as-
sessment of sports-related concussion and
symptom validity testing, do take advantage
of the emergent properties offered by tech-
nology. Automatic randomization of trials and
millisecond-accurate timing allow for reli-
able and repeat administration. Computer-
based assessment also offers unobtrusive mea-
surement of response times, especially to
seemingly nonexperimental stimuli, not possi-
ble with paper-based measures. Remote neu-
ropsychological assessment offers similar ad-
vantages, while providing a unique alternative
to traditional face-to-face administration.

One obstacle to the development and im-
plementation of applied technological “end
products” within neuropsychology and re-
habilitation may be the lack of commercial
technologies or applications for the de-
velopment of practical measures or inter-
ventions. Instead, researchers and clinicians
have more often relied on self-developed or
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relatively esoteric products, idiosyncratic to
a specific computer platform or institu-
tion. Although computerized assessment has
demonstrated usefulness beyond mere ease of
administration, the issue of ecological valid-
ity of computer-based measures is less em-
phasized. Few neuropsychological measures
offer the diagnostic ecological validity of ac-
companying a client on a trip to the super-
market, navigating the community, or per-
forming profession-specific tasks. However,
few clinicians or facilities have the time
and resources to fund or develop such in-
terventions or assessment. A recent exam-
ple of computerization aiding the develop-
ment of ecologically valid methods is the
Schultheis’ Neurocognitive Driving Test.111

With the emergence of three-dimensional vir-
tual reality technology, the assessment of driv-
ing ability112 is a clear example of an emer-
gent technology (see Schultheis’ article in this
issue.)

Computer-based assessment will surely
benefit from a documented standard be-
yond those recommendations offered by the
APA.37,109 Although the ethical issues raised
by data “sharing” over the Internet remain
to be worked out, tests that output results
directly to databases for self-standardization,
comparative research, and/or clinical com-
parison are fast approaching. However, de-
velopment, implementation, promotion, and
standardization of technological interventions
and measures is simply too large for any one
clinical practice or service-oriented depart-
ment. In the absence of such standardiza-
tion, national organizations and professional
societies may need to take responsibility for
technological applications within their disci-
pline. As a model, the National Academy of
Neuropsychology has been at the forefront
of implementing technology to benefit its
membership and community. However, pro-
visions of Internet-based continuing educa-
tion courses and dissemination/gathering of

practice-related information by means of a
Web site are only first steps toward the profes-
sion embracing emerging technologies. On-
going surveys, further refinement and stan-
dardization of computer-based testing and
measurement issues, and continuing public
and professional education will be needed to
support such developments.

Future research on computer-based assess-
ment would benefit from the following:

1. Researchers and clinicians should in-
clude specific documentation of com-
puter hardware and software used in
the development and administration of
computer-based measures.

2. Psychometric data from computer-based
measures should be established in com-
parison to long-standing and psychome-
trically sound test measures.

3. Developers of computerized tests
should compensate for the unique and
individual differences inherent in differ-
ent target populations by incorporating
timing controls and alternate stimulus
delivery modes that can be customized
by the examiner and by incorporating
voice recognition for verbal responses.

4. Research is needed to fully establish
the psychometric properties of new
computer-based measures. Such re-
search, especially by additional parties
beyond those involved in their com-
mercial development, would serve to
promote the usefulness and ecological
validity of these measures.

5. Efforts should focus not only on the de-
velopment of computer-based measures
but also on the development of “measure
development” software (or the equiva-
lent of a word processor for developing
experiments).

6. Remote assessment by way of the Inter-
net should be further explored, as well
as remote forms of automated data stor-
age and collaborative data sharing.
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