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Abstract
Introduction  Trials to test disease-modifying treatments for frontotemporal dementia are eagerly awaited and sensitive 
instruments to assess potential treatment effects are increasingly urgent, yet lacking thus far. We aimed to identify gene-
specific instruments assessing clinical onset and disease progression by comparing cognitive functioning between bvFTD 
patients across genetic mutations.
Methods  We examined differences in 7 cognitive domains between bvFTD patients with GRN (n = 20), MAPT (n = 29) or 
C9orf72 (n = 31) mutations, and non-carriers (n = 24), and described longitudinal (M = 22.6 months, SD = 16.6) data in a 
subsample (n = 27).
Results  Patients showed overall cognitive impairment, except memory recall, working memory and visuoconstruction. GRN 
patients performed lower on executive function (mean difference − 2.1; 95%CI − 4.1 to − 0.5) compared to MAPT and 
lower on attention compared to MAPT (mean difference − 2.5; 95%CI − 4.7 to − 0.3) and C9orf72 (mean difference − 2.4; 
95%CI − 4.5 to − 0.3). Only MAPT patients were impaired on delayed recall (mean difference − 1.4; 95%CI − 2.1 to − 0.7). 
GRN patients declined rapidly on attention and memory, MAPT declined in confrontation naming, whereas C9orf72 patients 
were globally impaired but remained relatively stable over time on all cognitive domains.
Discussion  This study shows gene-specific cognitive profiles in bvFTD, which underlines the value of neuropsychological 
tests as outcome measures in upcoming trials for genetic bvFTD.
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Background

Frontotemporal dementia (FTD) includes a large spectrum 
of neurodegenerative disorders with a variable clinical 
presentation of either progressive behavioral and execu-
tive deficits (behavioral variant FTD [bvFTD]) or language 
dysfunction (primary progressive aphasia [PPA]), associ-
ated with prominent frontal and/or anterior temporal lobe 
degeneration [29]. bvFTD is the most common phenotype in 
the clinical spectrum and the neuropsychological profile is 

generally characterized by impaired executive function (e.g., 
planning, set shifting and working memory), social cogni-
tion (e.g., theory of mind, emotional processing), whereas 
memory and visuoconstruction are relatively spared in com-
parison to executive dysfunction [27]. However, it is becom-
ing increasingly clear that these cognitive impairments vary 
in severity and progression. Executive dysfunction may be 
absent or overshadowed by behavioral dysfunctions and/or 
significant episodic memory impairment can be present even 
at the earliest stages of the disease [13, 29]. Factors influenc-
ing the variety in cognitive impairments between patients 
with bvFTD are not yet understood.

In 20–30% of cases, FTD has an autosomal dominant 
pattern of inheritance (i.e., mutations in microtubule-asso-
ciated protein tau [MAPT], progranulin [GRN] genes, or 
a repeat expansion in chromosome 9 open reading frame 
72 [C9orf72] gene) [20]. GRN mutations often lead to a 
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prominent asymmetrical pattern of atrophy in the frontal, 
temporal and parietal lobes, and are associated with behavio-
ral deficits, apraxia and language disorders, most frequently 
resulting in a clinical diagnosis of bvFTD or non-fluent vari-
ant PPA (nfvPPA) and is often accompanied by parkinson-
ism [21, 29]. MAPT mutations show localized temporal lobe 
involvement associated with behavioral and semantic defi-
cits, resulting in bvFTD as the main phenotype, and is occa-
sionally accompanied by a parkinson-dominant phenotype 
with corticobasal syndrome (CBS) or progressive supranu-
clear palsy (PSP) syndrome [4, 29]. The atrophy associated 
with C9orf72 repeat expansion is rather diffuse, and as a 
result leads to a more widespread pattern of clinical and cog-
nitive features such as behavioral and executive impairment 
but also notable psychiatric features including psychosis and 
anxiety [1, 24]. This is usually accompanied by a clinical 
diagnosis of bvFTD and/or motor neuron disease (MND) 
[29]. Cognitive differences between genetic variants of FTD 
can, in part, be explained by the associated phenotypes (i.e., 
bvFTD or PPA). Yet, there is also a high variability in the 
profile of cognitive decline between patients with bvFTD. 
This might be due to the different atrophy patterns associated 
with each genetic mutation.

Implementation of clinical trials to test disease-modifying 
treatments for bvFTD is eagerly awaited and instruments that 
can signal clinical onset and measure potential longitudinal 
treatment effects are increasingly urgent. Although a small 
number of studies have presented comprehensive clinical 
descriptions of FTD patients with mutations in MAPT, GRN 
or C9orf72 [21, 24, 26, 33, 38], there are even less studies 
that concisely and elaborately describe the specific cogni-
tive profiles associated with each mutation or make direct 
comparisons between genetic variants. Investigating the dis-
tinct cognitive profiles between genetic variants of bvFTD 
will enable us to identify gene-specific sensitive cognitive 
outcome measures for signaling disease onset, tracking dis-
ease progression and measuring potential treatment effects 
in upcoming therapeutic trials.

We compared cognitive profiles cross-sectional in 
patients with bvFTD due to mutations in GRN, MAPT or 
C9orf72 and report patterns of cognitive decline in a subset 
of patients with follow-up data.

Methods

Participants

Patients were included in an ongoing genetic-epidemiolog-
ical study, after referral to the outpatient clinic of the Eras-
mus Medical Center between 1994 and 2018. We reviewed 
data of patients with a known pathogenic mutation in MAPT 
or GRN, or repeat expansion in C9orf72, who had a clinical 

diagnosis of bvFTD and underwent one or multiple neu-
ropsychological assessments (n = 81) [27]. Standardized 
work up consisted of a neurological and neuropsychological 
assessment, laboratory testing and brain imaging. Diagnosis 
was determined in a multidisciplinary consensus meeting 
of the FTD Expertise Center of the Erasmus MC University 
Medical Center, involving experienced neurologists, neu-
ropsychologists, neuroradiologists, geriatricians, and a care 
consultant according to established diagnostic criteria for 
bvFTD [27]. Patients were categorized into three subtypes 
based on their clinical presentation; disinhibited (e.g., loss 
of social manners, inappropriate and impulsive behavior), 
apathetic (e.g., lack of interests in life activities and/or inter-
actions with others, little motivation to undertake action) 
and stereotypic (e.g., pacing, picking, ritualistic behavior) 
[32]. For a separate analysis, patients with a GRN mutation 
were divided based on predominant left-sided (n = 10), right-
sided (n = 4) or generalized atrophy (n = 4) as described in 
the report of the radiologist. For two patients there was no 
report available. Twenty-four non-carrier participants that 
were part of an ongoing epidemiological study of Dutch 
pathologically confirmed genetic FTD families [FTD Risk 
cohort (FTD-RisC [8])], were used as a reference (matched 
for age, education and sex).

Neuropsychological assessment

As the standardized neuropsychological test battery under-
went some changes over the time period of 24 years, the 
protocol differed between patients. We only included tests 
with ten or more subjects in each group. Global cognitive 
functioning was screened with the Mini-Mental State Exam-
ination (MMSE) [10] and the Frontal Assessment Battery 
(FAB) [9]. For executive functioning we used the Trail mak-
ing Test (TMT) part B [7], Stroop Color Word Test (SCWT) 
interference card III [17], Modified Wisconsin Card Sorting 
Test (mWCST) [25], and Similarities of the Wechsler Adult 
Intelligence Scale III-NL (WAIS-III) [39]. For attention and 
concentration we used TMT part A [7], and the SCWT word 
reading (I) and color naming card (II) [17]. For language we 
used the Boston Naming Test (BNT) [18], and semantic and 
letter fluency. For episodic memory—immediate recall, we 
used the Rey Auditory Verbal Learning Test (RAVLT) Dutch 
version [37]—immediate recall trial, the Rivermead Behav-
ioral Memory Test (RBMT) [41] Dutch version – immedi-
ate recall, and the short version of the Visual Association 
Test (VAT) [23]. For episodic memory—delayed recall, we 
used the RAVLT Dutch version—delayed recall trial and 
the RBMT Dutch version—delayed recall trial. For work-
ing memory we used the total score of the WAIS-III Digit 
Span (forward upper limit 9; backward upper limit 8) [39]. 
For visuoconstruction we used the Clock Drawing test [30]. 
For the BNT, the VAT and Clock Drawing Test different 
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test versions were used (respectively, 15-item/30-item/60-
item, 12-item/24-item, 3-item/14-item). For these respective 
tests, the scores were extrapolated to match performance on 
the version with the maximum score. The TMT and SCWT 
scores were truncated to 300 s for patients that exceeded the 
time limit or were unable to complete the test. The mean was 
calculated for SCWT cards I and II, as both tests are meas-
ures of attention/processing speed. When patients underwent 
multiple neuropsychological assessments in a short period of 
time (≤ 4 months) we considered this as one baseline assess-
ment (n = 3); for tests that were performed at both assess-
ments, the score of the first assessment was included in the 
cross-sectional baseline analyses.

Statistical analyses

Statistical analyses were performed using SPSS Statistics 
21.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY). To aid interpretation, we 
standardized all raw neuropsychological test scores by con-
verting them into z-scores (i.e., individual test score minus 
the mean of non-carriers, divided by the standard deviation 
(SD) of non-carriers). Composite domain scores constituted 
the mean of the z-scores for the tests within one domain (as 
described in Sect. 2.2). When a neuropsychological test was 
missing, the domain was calculated based on the remain-
ing test scores in that specific domain. On TMT A and B, 
SCWT card I + II and card III, WCST, and VAT, a log10 
transformation was applied to normalize the data. We set the 
significance level at p < 0.05 (2-tailed) across all compari-
sons. We compared demographic data with one-way analy-
ses of variance. We analyzed sex and subtype differences 
between groups using Pearson χ2 tests. Neuropsychological 
data between groups were analyzed by means of one-way 

analysis of covariance. For the comparison of each mutation 
carrier group to non-carriers we used age as a covariate, 
and performed planned contrasts between each mutation car-
rier group and non-carriers. We compared mutation carrier 
groups in pairwise comparisons with disease duration as an 
additional covariate. Additional analyses were performed to 
compare cognitive domains in GRN patients with a predomi-
nant left-sided, right-sided or generalized atrophy pattern. 
All post-hoc analyses were Bonferroni corrected for multi-
ple comparisons. Effect sizes (Cohen’s d) were calculated 
for the (significant) differences in test scores. According to 
Cohen’s Nomenclature [6] d > 0.80 indicates a large differ-
ence. A bias-corrected 95% confidence interval (CI) was 
calculated based on the standard error. The percentage over-
lap (%OL) in (significant) test scores between groups was 
also reported according to Zakzanis’ calculations [42]; d = 0 
equates to 100% overlap, d = 1.0 equates to 45% overlap and 
d = 3 equates to less than 5% overlap in group scores. In 
addition, we report a description of a subset of patients with 
longitudinal data both on composite cognitive domains and 
neuropsychological tests (as described in Sect. 2.2). Due 
to the small sample size, we did not perform longitudinal 
statistical analysis.

Results

Demographics

Demographic data are shown in Table 1. MAPT mutation 
carriers were significantly younger than the other mutation 
carrier groups. C9orf72 repeat expansion carriers were older 
and had a significantly longer disease duration than the other 

Table 1   Demographic features

Values indicate mean ± SD or n (%) unless otherwise specified
MAPT microtubule-associated protein tau, GRN progranulin, C9orf72 chromosome 9 open reading frame 72, NC non-carriers, dis disinhibited, 
apa apathetic, ster stereotypic, MMSE Mini-Mental State Examination, FAB Frontal Assessment Battery, n.s not significant
a Verhage Dutch educational system categorized into levels from 1 = less than 6 years of primary education to 7 = academic schooling

MAPT mutation 
carriers (n = 29)

GRN mutation car-
riers (n = 20)

C9orf72 mutation 
carriers (n = 31)

Non-carriers (n = 24) p Value Group differences

Age at baseline, y 52.6 ± 5.5 60.4 ± 7.4 62.1 ± 9.1 56.1 ± 5.7  < 0.01 MAPT < GRN = C9orf72
NC < C9orf72

Sex (% female) 10 (34.5%) 12 (57.1%) 13 (41.9%) 11 (45.8%) 0.6 n.s
Educational level a 

(median (IQR))
5 (2) 5 (2) 5 (2) 5 (0) 0.8 n.s

Disease duration, y 1.4 ± 2.0 1.0 ± 1.1 3.1 ± 2.7 NA  < 0.01 MAPT = GRN < C9orf72
Subtype
dis—apa—ster

9—15—5 6—14—0 6—21—3 NA 0.3 n.s

MMSE 25.9 ± 2.9 22.5 ± 6.3 26.5 ± 2.7 29.3 ± 0.8  < 0.01 GRN < MAPT < NC
GRN < C9orf72

FAB 14.7 ± 3.2 10.0 ± 4.7 13.9 ± 3.4 16.1 ± 1.7  < 0.01 GRN < MAPT = NC
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mutation carrier groups. GRN mutation carriers performed 
significantly lower on MMSE and FAB.

Cross‑sectional analysis—comparison 
to non‑carriers

Table 2 shows the baseline z-scores of neuropsychological 
tests for the three mutation carrier groups. Compared to 
non-carriers, all mutation carrier groups were significantly 
impaired on language, attention/mental processing speed 
and executive functioning, but not on working memory and 
visuoconstruction. Executive functioning was most sensi-
tive to differentiate GRN mutation carriers from non-carriers 

(mean difference − 5.1; 95%CI − 6.5 to 3.7, p < 0.01, d = 2.9, 
%OL = 8.8–7.2), whereas language was most sensitive to dif-
ferentiate C9orf72 (mean difference − 2.1; 95%CI − 2.8 
to − 1.3, p < 0.01, d = 2.0, %OL = 18.9) and MAPT muta-
tion carriers (mean difference − 2.3; 95%CI − 3.0 to − 1.6, 
p < 0.01, d = 1.8, %OL = 22.6) from non-carriers. On neu-
ropsychological test level this translated into logWCST 
being most sensitive to differentiate GRN mutation carriers 
from non-carriers (mean difference − 1.0; 95%CI − 1.4 to 
− 0.7, p < 0.01, d = 3.0, %OL = 7.2), RBMT direct (mean 
difference − 2.0; 95%CI − 2.9 to − 1.2, p < 0.01, d = 2.4, 
%OL = 13) and delayed (mean difference − 2.2; 95%CI 
− 3.1 to − 1.3, p < 0.01, d = 2.4, %OL = 13) recall were 

Table 2   Differences between genetic mutation carrier groups on neuropsychological tests within seven cognitive domains

Values indicate mean ± SD
Non-carriers were excluded as they had means of zero and SDs of one by definition
MAPT microtubule-associated protein tau, GRN progranulin, C9orf72 chromosome 9 open reading frame 72, BNT Boston Naming Test, TMT 
Trail Making Test, WCST Wisconsin Card Sorting Test, RAVLT Rey Auditory Verbal Learning Test, RBMT Rivermead Behavioral Memory 
Test, VAT Visual Association Test, n.s not significant
The p values constitute interaction terms of univariate analyses of covariance (corrected for age) (on z-scores and *log10 transformed data)

Domain MAPT mutation carriers n GRN mutation carriers n C9orf72 
mutation 
carriers

n p Value Group differences

Language − 2.2 ± 1.5 26 − 2.5 ± 1.4 20 − 2.3 ± 1.4 28  < 0.01 GRN = MAPT = C9orf72 < NC
 BNT60 − 2.4 ± 2.6 23 − 2.3 ± 2.5 17 − 2.1 ± 1.9 22  < 0.01 GRN = MAPT = C9orf72 < NC
 Semantic fluency − 2.5 ± 1.2 26 − 2.7 ± 1.3 20 − 2.6 ± 1.3 27  < 0.01 GRN = MAPT = C9orf72 < NC
 Letter fluency − 0.6 ± 1.3 17 − 2.2 ± 0.6 13 − 1.2 ± 0.8 18  < 0.01 GRN < MAPT = C9orf72 < NC

Attention and mental 
processing speed

− 1.2 ± 1.9 25 − 4.3 ± 4.1 18 − 2.1 ± 2.3 24  < 0.01 GRN < MAPT = C9orf72 < NC

 TMT A* − 0.8 ± 1.2 25 − 3.9 ± 4.1 18 − 2.3 ± 3.6 24  < 0.01 GRN < MAPT < NC
C9orf72 < NC

 SCWT card I and II* − 2.7 ± 3.2 21 − 4.9 ± 5.8 17 − 3.0 ± 1.6 19  < 0.01 GRN = MAPT = C9orf72 < NC
Executive functioning − 2.7 ± 2.5 25 − 5.3 ± 2.5 18 − 4.0 ± 2.6 24  < 0.01 GRN < MAPT < NC

C9orf72 < NC
 TMT B* − 2.3 ± 2.8 24 − 5.5 ± 2.7 18 − 3.8 ± 2.6 23  < 0.01 GRN < MAPT < NC

C9orf72 < NC
 SCWT card III* − 3.2 ± 4.0 20 − 7.7 ± 4.6 17 − 5.3 ± 3.4 19  < 0.01 GRN < MAPT < NC

C9orf72 < NC
 WCST concepts* − 1.6 ± 1.6 16 − 2.8 ± 0.6 14 − 1.1 ± 1.6 14  < 0.01 GRN < C9orf72 < NC

MAPT < NC
 WAIS-III Similarities − 1.6 ± 2.2 11 − 2.8 ± 1.4 10 − 1.8 ± 1.3 10  < 0.01 GRN = C9orf72 = MAPT < NC

Memory—learning − 3.3 ± 6.6 25 − 4.7 ± 6.1 18 − 3.0 ± 5.3 24 0.02 MAPT = GRN < NC
 RAVLT-learning − 1.1 ± 1.2 21 − 1.1 ± 1.8 14 − 1.4 ± 1.1 19  < 0.01 MAPT = C9orf72 = GRN < NC
 RBMT-learning − 2.1 ± 0.7 10 − 2.0 ± 1.0 10 − 1.7 ± 1.0 11  < 0.01 GRN = MAPT = C9orf72 < NC
 VAT* − 6.3 ± 10.7 12 − 10.6 ± 11.8 12 − 5.0 ± 9.4 16 0.02 GRN < NC

Memory—recall − 1.3 ± 1.3 24 − 1.0 ± 1.6 16 − 0.9 ± 1.2 22  < 0.01 MAPT < NC
 RAVLT-recall − 0.9 ± 1.3 21 − 0.7 ± 1.7 14 − 0.5 ± 1.1 19 0.05 MAPT < NC
 RBMT-recall − 2.2 ± 0.8 9 − 1.7 ± 1.0 10 − 1.6 ± 1.1 11  < 0.01 GRN = MAPT = C9orf72 < NC

Working memory − 0.4 ± 1.7 11 − 1.1 ± 2.2 8 − 1.2 ± 1.2 10 0.09 n.s
 WAIS-III Digit Span − 0.4 ± 1.7 11 − 1.1 ± 2.2 8 − 1.2 ± 1.2 10 0.09 n.s

Visuoconstruction − 0.7 ± 2.4 20 − 1.0 ± 1.6 18 − 1.2 ± 2.7 22 0.30 n.s
 Clock drawing − 0.7 ± 2.4 20 − 1.0 ± 1.6 18 − 1.2 ± 2.7 22 0.30 n.s
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most sensitive to differentiate MAPT mutation carriers from 
non-carriers, and logSCWT I and II was most sensitive to 
differentiate C9orf72 mutation carriers from non-carriers 
(mean difference 0.34; 95%CI 0.2–0.5, p < 0.01, d = 2.4, 
%OL = 13). Concerning memory, GRN (mean difference 
− 4.5; 95%CI − 7.6 to − 1.3, p = 0.02, d = 1.1, %OL = 41.1) 
and MAPT (mean difference − 3.8; 95%CI − 6.8 to − 0.8, 
p = 0.04, d = 0.7, %OL = 57) mutation carriers were equally 
impaired in immediate recall, also with significant impair-
ment in delayed recall in the latter group (mean difference 
− 1.4; 95%CI − 2.1 to − 0.7, p < 0.01, d = 1.2, %OL = 37.8). 
Analyses showed that C9orf72 repeat expansion (mean 
difference − 1.2; 95%CI − 2.0 to − 0.4, p = 0.01, d = 1.4, 
%OL = 31.9) and MAPT mutation (mean difference − 1.2; 
95%CI − 2.0 to − 0.5, p < 0.01, d = 1.0, %OL = 44.6) carriers 
were equally impaired on RAVLT—immediate recall, but in 
addition with significant impairment on RAVLT—delayed 
recall in the latter group (mean difference − 1.1; 95%CI 
− 1.8 to − 0.3, p = 0.02, d = 0.8, %OL = 52.6). GRN mutation 
carriers were only significantly impaired on the VAT (mean 
difference − 0.5; 95% CI − 0.8 to − 0.1, p = 0.02, d = 0.7, 
%OL = 57).

Cross‑sectional analysis—comparison 
between mutation carrier groups

On domain level, GRN mutation carriers could be differen-
tiated from MAPT mutation carriers by significantly lower 
attention and mental processing speed (mean difference 
− 2.5; 95%CI − 4.7 to − 0.3, p = 0.02, d = 1.0, %OL = 44.6), 
and executive functioning (mean difference − 2.1; 95%CI 
− 4.1 to − 0.5, p = 0.03, d = 1.1, %OL = 41.1) (Table 2). On 
test level, GRN mutation carriers performed significantly 
worse on letter fluency (mean difference − 1.3; 95%CI − 2.2 
to − 0.4, p < 0.01, d = 1.6, %OL = 26.9), TMT A (mean dif-
ference − 0.48; 95%CI − 0.1 to − 0.09, p = 0.02, d = 1.2, 
%OL = 37.8), TMT B (mean difference − 0.5; 95%CI − 0.1 
to − 0.9, p = 0.02, d = 1.1, %OL = 41.1), and SCWT card 
III (mean difference -0.4; 95%CI − 0.1 to − 0.8, p = 0.01, 
d = 0.7, %OL = 57). GRN mutation carriers could be dif-
ferentiated from C9orf72 repeat expansion carriers by sig-
nificant lower attention and mental processing speed (mean 
difference -2.4; 95%CI − 4.5 to − 0.3, p = 0.02, d = 0.7, 
%OL = 57). On test level, GRN mutation carriers performed 
significantly worse on letter fluency (mean difference 
− 1.1; 95%CI − 2.0 to − 0.3, p = 0.01, d = 1.3, %OL = 34.7) 
and WCST (mean difference − 0.6; 95%CI − 1.1 to -0.1, 
p = 0.02, d = 1.2, %OL = 37.8) compared to C9orf72 muta-
tion carriers. The other tests did not differentiate between 
mutation carrier groups. On domain level, GRN patients 
with predominant left-sided atrophy performed signifi-
cantly worse on language compared to GRN patients with 
predominant right-sided atrophy (mean difference − 2.3; 

95%CI − 4.3 to − 0.3, p = 0.02, d = 2.3, %OL = 13). There 
were no other significant differences between GRN mutation 
carriers with different atrophy patterns (see Supplementary 
material).

Within‑individual longitudinal trajectories 
of cognitive decline

We explored individual trajectories of cognitive decline in a 
subset of patients (n = 27) that underwent multiple neuropsy-
chological assessments (Fig. 1; Online Resource). Overall, 
GRN mutation carriers (n = 3) showed the largest decline of 
all mutation carrier groups in the first year after diagnosis. 
Specifically, these patients declined most on attention, men-
tal processing speed and memory. MAPT mutation carriers 
(n = 13) performed at an intermediate level between GRN 
and C9orf72 mutation carriers (n = 11) on all tests, but did 
not seem to decline more profoundly on a specific cogni-
tive domain compared to other domains. C9orf72 repeat 
expansion carriers showed the most stable trajectories with 
minimal decline on most domains. MAPT mutation carriers 
performed lower and declined most on the BNT, whereas 
GRN mutation carriers declined most on the TMT A and B 
(Online Resource). Although the RAVLT showed lower per-
formance in MAPT mutation carriers, a steeper decline over 
time was seen in GRN mutation carriers (Online Resource).

Discussion

This study demonstrated gene-specific neuropsychologi-
cal profiles within the clinical phenotype of bvFTD. The 
three mutation carrier groups were impaired on all cogni-
tive domains compared to non-carriers, except for working 
memory and visuoconstruction. Interestingly, patients with 
bvFTD could be differentiated according to genetic mutation 
both on cognitive domain level and on neuropsychological 
test level. Attention and mental processing speed, as well as 
executive functioning differentiated GRN from MAPT and 
C9orf72, and memory recall deficits seemed a distinctive 
feature of MAPT. Executive functioning was most sensitive 
to differentiate GRN mutation carriers from non-carriers, 
whereas language was most sensitive to differentiate MAPT 
and C9orf72 mutation carriers from non-carriers. Within-
individual trajectories indicated a more rapid decline on 
attention and memory in GRN mutation carriers and con-
frontation naming in MAPT in the first year after diagnosis, 
whereas C9orf72 repeat expansion carriers remained rela-
tively stable on all domains.

Studies in both presymptomatic [14] and symptomatic 
GRN mutation carriers [21] have shown impairment and/or 
decline in attention and mental processing speed. An expla-
nation for this decline (in fronto-subcortical functions) is the 
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extensive subcortical white matter lesions that are regularly 
seen in GRN mutation carriers [35]. The subcortical struc-
tures of the brain are thought to be especially important for 
information processing speed, and lesions in these structures 
have, therefore, been primarily associated with difficulties in 
attention and mental processing speed as well as executive 
functioning [5]. Interestingly, multiple neuroimaging studies 
have shown that GRN mutations are associated with marked 
asymmetrical cortical atrophy, with either left or right sided 

predominance [21]. It has been argued that these differ-
ences in patterns of neurodegeneration can be reflected in 
different cognitive profiles [21]. Additional analyses showed 
that GRN patients with more pronounced left-sided atrophy 
performed worse on language than patients with more pro-
nounced right-sided atrophy. This is unsurprising given that 
language processing is strongly left lateralized [11]. There 
were no other cognitive differences between patients with 
either primarily left-sided, right-sided or bilateral atrophy. 

Fig. 1   Within-individual trajec-
tories of cognitive decline on 
seven cognitive domains. NPA 
neuropsychological assessment, 
MAPT microtubule-associated 
protein tau, GRN progranulin, 
C9orf72 chromosome 9 open 
reading frame 72. Raw data for 
each neuropsychological test 
were first converted to z-scores 
by standardization to the 
baseline data of non-carriers. 
Composite cognitive domain 
scores were calculated. Each 
subplot presents the trajec-
tory on a specific cognitive 
domain. Data are available 
in: language (MAPT n = 9; 
GRN n = 3; C9orf72 n = 8); 
attention and mental process-
ing speed (MAPT n = 8; GRN 
n = 3; C9orf72 n = 8); executive 
functioning (MAPT n = 9; GRN 
n = 2; C9orf72 n = 8); working 
memory (MAPT n = 5; GRN 
n = 2; C9orf72 n = 6); memory 
learning (MAPT n = 7; GRN 
n = 3; C9orf72 n = 8); memory 
recall (MAPT n = 7; GRN n = 3; 
C9orf72 n = 7); visuoconstruc-
tion (MAPT n = 6; GRN n = 2; 
C9orf72 n = 7)
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Due to small sample sizes groups were not stratified accord-
ing to the pattern of neurodegeneration in the main part of 
the analyses, but grouping them together may have influ-
enced results (particularly language performance) for this 
group.

Within-individual trajectories in GRN mutation car-
riers showed a rapid decline on all cognitive domains in 
the first year after diagnosis. This rapid cognitive decline 
in GRN mutation carriers is also partially reflected by the 
finding that the majority of 17 cases that did not undergo 
repeated neuropsychological assessment were too severely 
cognitively impaired for testing at follow-up (i.e., residing in 
nursing home or unable to complete multiple neuropsycho-
logical tests at baseline). This finding is confirmed by other 
studies reporting a shorter disease duration [3] and more 
rapid changes following symptom onset in GRN mutation 
carriers [15]. The most profound decline was seen on atten-
tion/mental processing speed and memory. Memory prob-
lems have previously been described in GRN as a symptom 
characterizing progressed disease stages [16], although it 
could also be associated with the profound impairment in 
attention/mental processing speed [31].

MAPT mutation carriers were the only group impaired 
on both immediate and delayed recall at baseline, whereas 
GRN and C9orf72 mutation carriers were only impaired on 
immediate recall. This is in line with a previous study by 
Jiskoot et al. [16] that demonstrated significant decline on 
the RAVLT recall test in the presymptomatic stage of MAPT 
mutation carriers, with a further decline in participants that 
converted to symptomatic FTD during follow-up. This is 
further corroborated by the finding that the RBMT direct 
and delayed recall trials were most sensitive to differenti-
ate MAPT mutation carriers from non-carriers. Memory 
impairment has previously been described as a prominent 
symptom in patients with a MAPT mutation, possibly due 
to anteromedial temporal lobe atrophy that is often seen in 
MAPT [28]. This is an area that has been associated with 
defects in memory storage and consolidation, as is the case 
in for instance Alzheimer’s disease [34]. Another hypothesis 
that has been suggested is that memory deficits in bvFTD 
are a consequence of executive dysfunctioning (i.e., poor 
organization and lack of efficient learning strategies) due to 
prefrontal atrophy [14]. This suggests that memory impair-
ment differs between bvFTD patients depending on the 
underlying mutation and thus atrophy pattern, with MAPT 
mutation carriers demonstrating a “pure” memory impair-
ment resulting in lower performance on both immediate and 
delayed recall, whereas the immediate recall impairment in 
C9orf72 and GRN mutation carriers are potentially a conse-
quence of prefrontal and thus dysexecutive impairment, with 
relatively spared delayed recall performance.

In contrast to the findings of previous studies, MAPT 
mutation carriers in the current cohort did not show worse 

semantic functioning compared to GRN and C9orf72 muta-
tion carriers [26]. This discrepancy might be explained by 
the use of estimated 60-item versions of the BNT, a “seman-
tic” confrontation naming test, from 15-item BNT adminis-
trations. A validation study has shown that the 15-item BNT 
has lower sensitivity and diagnostic accuracy compared to 
the 60-item version of the BNT [12]. Another explanation 
might be that the nature of naming errors differed in each 
genetic variant. MAPT mutation carriers were relatively 
more impaired on BNT and semantic fluency compared to 
letter fluency, whereas GRN performed equally impaired on 
all language tests, suggesting different underlying mecha-
nisms (e.g., semantic problems versus dysexecutive control) 
(e.g., [36]. We included all fluency tasks in the language 
domain, but it has been previously demonstrated that fluency 
also involves other cognitive functions such as executive 
functioning and semantic memory. [36, 40]. Furthermore, 
within-individual trajectories showed that MAPT mutation 
carriers declined most on the BNT. It might also be pos-
sible that the occurrence of semantic impairments become 
more prominent in MAPT in a later stage of the disease 
[28], as anterior medial temporal lobe atrophy progresses, 
an area that has been linked to semantic naming errors in for 
instance Alzheimer’s disease [2] and is known to also dete-
riorate bilaterally in patients with a MAPT mutation [28].

Patients with a C9orf72 repeat expansion showed a wide-
spread and non-progressive pattern of cognitive impairment 
in language, attention/mental processing speed, executive 
functioning and immediate recall and no distinctive cogni-
tive impairment compared to GRN and MAPT mutation car-
riers. This cognitive profile is corroborated by studies indi-
cating that the neurodegenerative process associated with the 
C9orf72 repeat expansion is also widespread, with degenera-
tion in the frontal and temporal cortices but also subcortical 
and cerebellar regions [24]. It has been demonstrated that the 
first brain changes start to emerge already in early adulthood 
but do not evolve, suggesting that they reflect an abnormal 
neurodevelopmental trajectory rather than early neurodegen-
eration [22]. This possibly also explains the slowly progres-
sive bvFTD cases that have, in particular, been associated 
with the C9orf72 repeat expansion [19], and were also seen 
in our within-individual trajectories. One theory suggests 
that neuropsychiatric symptoms represent the clinical pro-
drome of bvFTD in C9orf72 repeat expansion carriers, with 
cognitive deterioration occurring only in progressed disease 
stages [22].

Overall, results show that it is possible to distinguish 
between genetic variants of bvFTD using specific neuropsy-
chological domains and tests. This enables the identification 
of sensitive tests for signaling disease onset and predicting 
disease progression in clinical practice and could inform 
future therapeutic trials in selecting clinical endpoints to 
monitor treatment response. The former could be helpful in 
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providing psycho-education and counseling to the patient 
and caregiver on the expected clinical presentation and dis-
ease course. Moreover, selection of the most sensitive tests 
per genetic defect enables shortening of the neuropsycho-
logical test battery thereby relieving patient burden [16]. 
Executive tasks, such as letter fluency, and tasks for atten-
tion and mental processing speed, such as TMT and SCWT, 
were most sensitive to detect GRN-associated FTD, whereas 
memory recall deficits seem a promising marker in MAPT-
associated FTD. There does not appear to be a specific 
cognitive domain/test that can differentiate C9orf72 from 
other genetic variants, possibly due to the widespread neu-
rodegenerative process affecting multiple cognitive domains 
equally and the slow progression. Importantly, though this 
study shows statistical differences between mutation carri-
ers groups, there is still a considerable percentage of over-
lap on all cognitive domains and tests, with letter fluency 
having the lowest %OL between groups (26.9–34.7%OL). 
In addition, GRN mutation carriers performed relatively 
worse on all cognitive tests, possibly due to an altogether 
greater disease severity. Although we corrected for disease 
duration in our analyses, a reliable instrument for disease 
severity (e.g., FTD-CDR) was lacking. Similarly, explora-
tory longitudinal descriptions provided valuable informa-
tion on rate of cognitive decline with indeed rapid cognitive 
decline in GRN, but slow progression in C9orf72 and MAPT 
showing intermediate decline. Taking this together, results 
should be interpreted carefully. We report several clear dif-
ferences between genetic mutations, but given the relatively 
wide range of cognitive impairments (i.e., multiple domains 
affected) found in our patient sample, and the high percent-
age of overlap between patient groups, it remains challeng-
ing to identify a gene-specific cognitive profile in individual 
patients. Our results should be viewed as guidance for select-
ing clinical endpoints in future therapeutic trials rather than 
recommendations for the ‘best’ neuropsychological test to 
be used.

The current longitudinal descriptions should be carefully 
interpreted as sample sizes are small. Further limitations 
are the changes in neuropsychological test protocol with 
different tests and test versions used over time during the 
extended time of the study. In addition, we did not include 
tasks measuring social cognition, a key feature in diagnosing 
bvFTD [27], as social cognitive tasks were only added to 
the standard neuropsychological assessment in our memory 
clinic since 2012, resulting in too small sample sizes for 
the current analysis (n < 10 in each group). A more clear 
dissociation between attention/mental processing speed and 
executive functioning tasks could have been made by analyz-
ing the inter-relationship between TMT A and B, and SCWT 
II and III. However, for several patients who were unable 
to complete the test, we truncated the score to 300 s. These 
patients typically already had a much higher completion 

time on TMT A or SCWT II, and calculating the ratio would, 
therefore, have resulted in optimizing the ratio-score specifi-
cally for those patients that were too cognitively impaired to 
complete the test.

This study presents a large cohort of genetic bvFTD 
patients, including three major genetic causes of FTD, with 
unique neuropsychological data covering a wide variety of 
tests in seven cognitive domains. We provide evidence of 
gene-specific cognitive profiles within patients with bvFTD 
and provide recommendations for the use of specific tests to 
assess gene-specific clinical onset and disease progression. 
This is important information for future clinical trials tar-
geting specific pathologies as clinical endpoints to monitor 
treatment response are increasingly urgent.

Acknowledgements  We would like to thank all participants and their 
families for taking part in our study.

Funding  This work was supported by the Dioraphte Foundation 
(grant numbers 09-02-03-00); the Association for Frontotemporal 
Dementias Research Grant 2009; The Netherlands Organization for 
Scientific Research (NWO) grant HCMI (grant number 056-13-018); 
ZonMw Memorabel (Deltaplan Dementie, (project numbers 733 051 
042 and 733 050 813); JPND PreFrontAls consortium project number 
733051042; and Alzheimer Nederland and the Bluefield project.

Compliance with ethical standards 

Conflicts of interest  The authors declare that they have no conflict of 
interest.

Ethical approval  The study has been approved by the Medical and Ethi-
cal Review Committee of the Erasmus MC University Medical Center 
and is in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki.

Informed consent  We obtained written informed consent from all 
participants.

Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http://creat​iveco​mmons​.org/licen​ses/by/4.0/.

References

	 1.	 Arighi A, Fumagalli GG, Jacini F, Fenoglio C, Ghezzi L, Pie-
troboni AM, De Riz M, Serpente M, Ridolfi E, Bonsi R (2012) 
Early onset behavioral variant frontotemporal dementia due to the 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


1611Journal of Neurology (2020) 267:1603–1612	

1 3

C9ORF72 hexanucleotide repeat expansion: psychiatric clinical 
presentations. J Alzheimer’s Dis 31:447–452

	 2.	 Balthazar MLF, Yasuda CL, Pereira FRS, Bergo FPG, Cendes F, 
Damasceno BP (2010) Coordinated and circumlocutory semantic 
naming errors are related to anterolateral temporal lobes in mild 
AD, amnestic mild cognitive impairment, and normal aging. J Int 
Neuropsychol Soc 16:1099–1107

	 3.	 Beck J, Rohrer JD, Campbell T, Isaacs A, Morrison KE, Goodall 
EF, Warrington EK, Stevens J, Revesz T, Holton J (2008) A dis-
tinct clinical, neuropsychological and radiological phenotype is 
associated with progranulin gene mutations in a large UK series. 
Brain 131:706–720

	 4.	 Boeve BF (2007) Links between frontotemporal lobar degenera-
tion, corticobasal degeneration, progressive supranuclear palsy, 
and amyotrophic lateral sclerosis. Alzheimer Dis Assoc Disord 
21:S31–S38

	 5.	 Cees De Groot J, De Leeuw FE, Oudkerk M, Van Gijn J, Hofman 
A, Jolles J, Breteler MMB (2000) Cerebral white matter lesions 
and cognitive function: the Rotterdam Scan Study. Ann Neurol 
47:145–151

	 6.	 Cohen J (1988) Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sci-
ences. Erlbaum, New Jersey

	 7.	 Corrigan JD, Hinkeldey NS (1987) Relationships between parts 
A and B of the Trail Making Test. J Clin Psychol 43:402–409

	 8.	 Dopper EGP, Rombouts SARB, Jiskoot LC, den Heijer T, de Graaf 
JRA, de Koning I, Hammerschlag AR, Seelaar H, Seeley WW, 
Veer IM (2014) Structural and functional brain connectivity in 
presymptomatic familial frontotemporal dementia. Neurology 
83:e19–e26

	 9.	 Dubois B, Slachevsky A, Litvan I, Pillon B (2000) The FAB: a 
frontal assessment battery at bedside. Neurology 55:1621–1626

	10.	 Folstein MF, Folstein SE, McHugh PR (1975) “Mini-mental 
state”: a practical method for grading the cognitive state of 
patients for the clinician. J Psychiatr Res 12:189–198

	11.	 Frost JA, Binder JR, Springer JA, Hammeke TA, Bellgowan PSF, 
Rao SM, Cox RW (1999) Language processing is strongly left 
lateralized in both sexes: evidence from functional MRI. Brain 
122:199–208

	12.	 Hobson VL, Hall JR, Harvey M, Cullum CM, Lacritz L, Mass-
man PJ, Waring SC, O’Bryant SE (2011) An examination of the 
Boston Naming Test: calculation of “estimated” 60-item score 
from 30-and 15-item scores in a cognitively impaired population. 
Int J Geriatr Psychiatry 26:351–355

	13.	 Hornberger M, Piguet O, Graham AJ, Nestor PJ, Hodges JR 
(2010) How preserved is episodic memory in behavioral variant 
frontotemporal dementia? Neurology 74:472–479

	14.	 Jiskoot LC, Dopper EGP, den Heijer T, Timman R, van Minkelen 
R, van Swieten JC, Papma JM (2016) Presymptomatic cognitive 
decline in familial frontotemporal dementia: a longitudinal study. 
Neurology 87:384–391

	15.	 Jiskoot LC, Panman JL, Meeter LH, Dopper EGP, Donker Kaat L, 
Franzen S, van der Ende EL, van Minkelen R, Rombouts SARB, 
Papma JM (2018) Longitudinal multimodal MRI as prognostic 
and diagnostic biomarker in presymptomatic familial frontotem-
poral dementia. Brain 142:193–208

	16.	 Jiskoot LC, Panman JL, van Asseldonk L, Franzen S, Meeter 
LHH, Kaat LD, van der Ende EL, Dopper EGP, Timman R, van 
Minkelen R (2018) Longitudinal cognitive biomarkers predict-
ing symptom onset in presymptomatic frontotemporal dementia. 
J Neurol 265:1381–1392

	17.	 Jr S (1935) Studies of interference in serial verbal reactions. J Exp 
Psychol 18:643–661

	18.	 Kaplan E, Goodglass H, Weintraub S (1978) The Boston Naming 
Test. Lea & Febiger, Philadelphia

	19.	 Khan BK, Yokoyama JS, Takada LT, Sharon JS, Rutherford NJ, 
Fong JC, Karydas AM, Wu T, Ketelle RS, Baker MC (2012) 

Atypical, slowly progressive behavioural variant frontotemporal 
dementia associated with C9ORF72 hexanucleotide expansion. J 
Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 83:358–364

	20.	 Lashley T, Rohrer JD, Mead S, Revesz T (2015) An update on 
clinical, genetic and pathological aspects of frontotemporal lobar 
degenerations. Neuropathol Appl Neurobiol 41:858–881

	21.	 Le Ber I, Camuzat A, Hannequin D, Pasquier F, Guedj E, Rovelet-
Lecrux A, Hahn-Barma V, van der Zee J, Clot F, Bakchine S, Puel 
M, Ghanim M, Lacomblez L, Mikol J, Deramecourt V, Lejeune 
P, de la Sayette V, Belliard S, Vercelletto M, Meyrignac C, Van 
Broeckhoven C, Lambert JC, Verpillat P, Campion D, Habert MO, 
Dubois B, Brice A, French research network on FF-M (2008) Phe-
notype variability in progranulin mutation carriers: a clinical, neu-
ropsychological, imaging and genetic study. Brain 131:732–746

	22.	 Lee SE, Sias AC, Mandelli ML, Brown JA, Brown AB, Kha-
zenzon AM, Vidovszky AA, Zanto TP, Karydas AM, Pribadi M, 
Dokuru D, Coppola G, Geschwind DH, Rademakers R, Gorno-
Tempini ML, Rosen HJ, Miller BL, Seeley WW (2017) Network 
degeneration and dysfunction in presymptomatic C9ORF72 
expansion carriers. Neuroimage Clin 14:286–297

	23.	 Lindeboom J, Schmand B, Tulner L, Walstra G, Jonker C (2002) 
Visual association test to detect early dementia of the Alzheimer 
type. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 73:126–133

	24.	 Mahoney CJ, Downey LE, Ridgway GR, Beck J, Clegg S, Blair 
M, Finnegan S, Leung KK, Yeatman T, Golden H, Mead S, Rohrer 
JD, Fox NC, Warren JD (2012) Longitudinal neuroimaging and 
neuropsychological profiles of frontotemporal dementia with 
C9ORF72 expansions. Alzheimers Res Ther 4:41

	25.	 Nelson HE (1976) A modified card sorting test sensitive to frontal 
lobe defects. Cortex 12:313–324

	26.	 Pickering-Brown SM, Rollinson S, Du Plessis D, Morrison KE, 
Varma A, Richardson AM, Neary D, Snowden JS, Mann DM 
(2008) Frequency and clinical characteristics of progranulin muta-
tion carriers in the Manchester frontotemporal lobar degenera-
tion cohort: comparison with patients with MAPT and no known 
mutations. Brain 131:721–731

	27.	 Rascovsky K, Hodges JR, Knopman D, Mendez MF, Kramer JH, 
Neuhaus J, van Swieten JC, Seelaar H, Dopper EG, Onyike CU, 
Hillis AE, Josephs KA, Boeve BF, Kertesz A, Seeley WW, Rankin 
KP, Johnson JK, Gorno-Tempini ML, Rosen H, Prioleau-Latham 
CE, Lee A, Kipps CM, Lillo P, Piguet O, Rohrer JD, Rossor MN, 
Warren JD, Fox NC, Galasko D, Salmon DP, Black SE, Mesulam 
M, Weintraub S, Dickerson BC, Diehl-Schmid J, Pasquier F, Der-
amecourt V, Lebert F, Pijnenburg Y, Chow TW, Manes F, Graf-
man J, Cappa SF, Freedman M, Grossman M, Miller BL (2011) 
Sensitivity of revised diagnostic criteria for the behavioural vari-
ant of frontotemporal dementia. Brain 134:2456–2477

	28.	 Rohrer JD, Ridgway GR, Modat M, Ourselin S, Mead S, Fox NC, 
Rossor MN, Warren JD (2010) Distinct profiles of brain atrophy 
in frontotemporal lobar degeneration caused by progranulin and 
tau mutations. Neuroimage 53:1070–1076

	29.	 Rohrer JD, Warren JD (2011) Phenotypic signatures of genetic 
frontotemporal dementia. Curr Opin Neurol 24:542–549

	30.	 Royall DR, Cordes JA, Polk M (1998) CLOX: an executive clock 
drawing task. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 64:588–594

	31.	 Salthouse TA (1996) The processing-speed theory of adult age 
differences in cognition. Psychol Rev 103:403

	32.	 Seelaar H, Rohrer JD, Pijnenburg YA, Fox NC, van Swieten JC 
(2011) Clinical, genetic and pathological heterogeneity of fron-
totemporal dementia: a review. J Neurol Neurosurg Psychiatry 
82:476–486

	33.	 Snowden JS, Adams J, Harris J, Thompson JC, Rollinson S, 
Richardson A, Jones M, Neary D, Mann DM, Pickering-Brown 
S (2015) Distinct clinical and pathological phenotypes in fronto-
temporal dementia associated with MAPT, PGRN and C9orf72 



1612	 Journal of Neurology (2020) 267:1603–1612

1 3

mutations. Amyotroph Lateral Scler Frontotemporal Degener 
16:497–505

	34.	 Squire LR, Zola-Morgan S (1991) The medial temporal lobe 
memory system. Science 253:1380–1386

	35.	 Sudre CH, Bocchetta M, Cash D, Thomas DL, Woollacott I, Dick 
KM, van Swieten J, Borroni B, Galimberti D, Masellis M (2017) 
White matter hyperintensities are seen only in GRN mutation car-
riers in the GENFI cohort. NeuroImage 15:171–180

	36.	 Van Den Berg E, Jiskoot LC, Grosveld MJH, Van Swieten JC, 
Papma JM (2017) Qualitative assessment of verbal fluency perfor-
mance in frontotemporal dementia. Dement Geriatr Cogn Disord 
44:35–44

	37.	 Van der Elst W, van Boxtel MP, van Breukelen GJ, Jolles J (2005) 
Rey’s verbal learning test: normative data for 1855 healthy partici-
pants aged 24–81 years and the influence of age, sex, education, 
and mode of presentation. J Int Neuropsychol Soc 11:290–302

	38.	 Van Langenhove T, van der Zee J, Gijselinck I, Engelborghs S, 
Vandenberghe R, Vandenbulcke M, De Bleecker J, Sieben A, Ver-
sijpt J, Ivanoiu A, Deryck O, Willems C, Dillen L, Philtjens S, 

Maes G, Baumer V, Van Den Broeck M, Mattheijssens M, Peeters 
K, Martin JJ, Michotte A, Santens P, De Jonghe P, Cras P, De 
Deyn PP, Cruts M, Van Broeckhoven C (2013) Distinct clini-
cal characteristics of C9orf72 expansion carriers compared with 
GRN, MAPT, and nonmutation carriers in a Flanders-Belgian 
FTLD cohort. JAMA Neurol 70:365–373

	39.	 Wechsler D (2012) Wechsler adult intelligence scale – fourth edi-
tion – nederlandse Bbwerking. Technische Handleiding. Amster-
dam, Pearson

	40.	 Whiteside DM, Kealey T, Semla M, Luu H, Rice L, Basso MR, 
Roper B (2016) Verbal fluency: language or executive function 
measure? Appl Neuropsychol 23:29–34

	41.	 Wilson BA, Cockburn J, Baddeley A (1985) The rivermead 
behavioural memory test reading. Thames Valley Test Company, 
Suffolk

	42.	 Zakzanis KK (2001) Statistics to tell the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth Formulae, illustrative numerical examples, 
and heuristic interpretation of effect size analyses for neuropsy-
chological researchers. Archi Clin Neuropsychol 16:653–667

Affiliations

J. M. Poos1,2   · L. C. Jiskoot1,3 · S. M. J. Leijdesdorff4 · H. Seelaar1 · J. L. Panman1,2 · E. L. van der Ende1 · M. O. Mol1 · 
L. H. H. Meeter1 · Y. A. L. Pijnenburg5 · L. Donker Kaat1,6 · F. J. de Jong1 · J. C. van Swieten1 · J. M. Papma1 · 
E. van den Berg1

	 L. C. Jiskoot 
	 l.c.jiskoot@erasmusmc.nl

	 S. M. J. Leijdesdorff 
	 sophie.leijdesdorff@maastrichtuniversity.nl

	 H. Seelaar 
	 h.seelaar@erasmusmc.nl

	 J. L. Panman 
	 j.panman@erasmusmc.nl

	 E. L. van der Ende 
	 e.vanderende@erasmusmc.nl; j.c.vanswieten@erasmusmc.nl; 

e.vandenberg@erasmusmc.nl

	 M. O. Mol 
	 m.o.mol@erasmusmc.nl

	 L. H. H. Meeter 
	 h.meeter@erasmusmc.nl

	 Y. A. L. Pijnenburg 
	 yal.pijnenburg@amsterdamumc.nl

	 L. Donker Kaat 
	 l.donkerkaat@erasmusmc.nl

	 F. J. de Jong 
	 f.j.dejong@erasmusmc.nl

	 J. C. van Swieten 
	 e.vanderende@erasmusmc.nl; j.c.vanswieten@erasmusmc.nl; 

e.vandenberg@erasmusmc.nl

	 J. M. Papma 
	 j.papma@erasmusmc.nl

	 E. van den Berg 
	 e.vanderende@erasmusmc.nl; j.c.vanswieten@erasmusmc.nl; 

e.vandenberg@erasmusmc.nl

1	 Department of Neurology, Alzheimer Center, Erasmus 
MC University Medical Center, Dr. Molewaterplein 40, 
3000 CA Rotterdam, The Netherlands

2	 Department of Radiology, Leiden University Medical Center, 
Leiden, The Netherlands

3	 Dementia Research Center, University College London, 
London, UK

4	 Department of Psychiatry and Psychology, Maastricht 
University, Maastricht, The Netherlands

5	 Department of Neurology, Alzheimer Center, Location 
VU University Medical CenterAmsterdam Neuroscience, 
Amsterdam University Medical Center, Amsterdam, 
The Netherlands

6	 Department of Clinical Genetics, Erasmus MC University 
Medical Center, Rotterdam, The Netherlands

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8843-7247

	Cognitive profiles discriminate between genetic variants of behavioral frontotemporal dementia
	Abstract
	Introduction 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Discussion 

	Background
	Methods
	Participants
	Neuropsychological assessment
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Demographics
	Cross-sectional analysis—comparison to non-carriers
	Cross-sectional analysis—comparison between mutation carrier groups
	Within-individual longitudinal trajectories of cognitive decline

	Discussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




