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Abstract

An extensive library of symptom inventories has been developed over time to measure clinical
symptoms, but this variety has led to several long standing issues. Most notably, results drawn from
different settings and studies are not comparable, which limits reproducibility. Here, we present an
artificial intelligence (AI) approach using semantic textual similarity (STS) to link symptoms and
scores across previously incongruous symptom inventories. We tested the ability of four pre-trained
STS models to screen thousands of symptom description pairs for related content - a challenging task
typically requiring expert panels. Models were tasked to predict symptom severity across four
different inventories for 6,607 participants drawn from 16 international data sources. The STS
approach achieved 74.8% accuracy across five tasks, outperforming other models tested. This work
suggests that incorporating contextual, semantic information can assist expert decision-making

processes, yielding gains for both general and disease-specific clinical assessment.

Key points:

e We illustrate an AI approach using semantic textual similarity to link clinical
terminologies and scores across previously incongruous symptom inventories.

e The approach significantly outperformed other benchmark models when tasked to
predict scores across dually administered inventories.

e The model is provided as a free online tool enabling the comparison of scores across
distinct symptom inventories.

e This work demonstrates the value of integrating Al into ongoing efforts to harmonise
clinical and research data across settings and studies, which is needed to address high

priority research questions requiring large sample sizes.



Introduction

Self-reported symptom inventories are essential tools across clinical and research settings."® For
example, standard clinical practice for patients with mild traumatic brain injury (TBI) enacts a
symptom-based approach to direct treatment, but documenting heterogenous symptoms is a complex
process.”® As a result, a wide variety of self-reported symptom inventories have been developed over
time, each with distinct items, phrasings, use cases, and reference periods.?™® To give one example, a
recent report found at least nine different symptom inventories are used by athletic trainers to assess
sports-related concussion. ® Beyond TBI, hundreds of distinct symptom assessments are used across
clinical and research settings. This seriously undermines reproducibility and our capacity to

synthesise findings drawn from distinct sources.*

To alleviate this problem, clinicians who regularly use these instruments form expert panels to
identify similar symptomatology across different instruments and co-calibrate results."~*4 This expert
panel-based approach is labour-intensive, and its inherent subjectivity can introduce noise and bias.'
Despite expert panel efforts to identify standard definitions and controlled terminologies, only
modest reductions in the variety of instruments have been achieved.’®” Meanwhile, the number of
comparisons needed is large,'® while efforts to harmonise inventories are slow, costly, and can involve

hundreds of experts.*

Supplementing human expertise with artificial intelligence (AI) tools has the potential to enhance
diagnosis, reduce disease-related burden, and automate laborious processes.>>*"**>*3 Beyond
diagnosis, Al has the potential to assist with complex clinical and research processes where intuition
and domain expertise are required.>* Here, we report an international collaboration between
neuroscientists, clinicians, and AI experts to robustly link symptom inventories using semantic
textual similarity (STS). Our approach leverages the meaningful relationship between descriptions of

symptoms to identify related content.>

We demonstrate how pre-trained Natural Language Processing (NLP) models can offer a rapid and
accurate means to quantify the relationships between thousands of symptoms across measures. We
focus on four inventories, two that are commonly used to assess general symptoms: The Brief
Symptom Inventory—18, and The Symptom Checklist-9o-Revised, as well as two inventories specific
to brain injury: The Neurobehavioral Symptom Inventory, and The Rivermead Post-Concussion
Symptoms Questionnaire.>”® We prioritised TBI because it is frequently clinically assessed using
self-reported symptom inventories.” In addition, TBI research lacks the consensus within the field
that research into other conditions have achieved, perhaps due to the heterogeneity of TBI clinical

presentation and the multitude of existing TBI instruments.2¢
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We hypothesised that an STS approach incorporating contextual semantic information would
outperform traditional and machine learning models when tasked to predict participant scores on
symptoms across different inventories. This hypothesis was based on our observation that the
application of meaningful clinical intuition (for which STS is a potential proxy) can sometimes better
predict and explain trends in noisy medical data than pure learning models. Following Al safety and
reporting requirements,?-*® we tested this hypothesis by assessing the ability of STS-linked items to
estimate cross-inventory symptom scores for patients who were dually assessed on different
inventories (n=2,056). The resulting analysis pipeline is available as a free online tool
[github.com/ShashanKv98/symptom-inventories] that can convert scores across previously
incompatible symptom inventories . This study presents a tangible example of how Al tools may help
to mitigate long standing health data compatibility issues, not only for specific conditions like TBI,

but also for general health assessments.

Methods
Inventory Data Sources

This secondary mega-analysis* study petitioned collaborators for item-level data, drawing from the
Enhancing Neurolmaging Genetics through Meta-Analysis (ENIGMA) Brain Injury working
group,3*3' and the Long-term Impact of Military-relevant Brain Injury Consortium—Chronic Effects
of Neurotrauma Consortium (LIMBIC-CENC).3* We also included public data from the Federal
Interagency Traumatic Brain Injury Research Informatics System (FITBIR).33 We obtained 16
datasets that included different combinations of symptom inventories (see Supplementary Table
S1). Data quality and consistency were confirmed during discussions among authors who collected
the primary data. The University of Utah provided overall institutional review board (IRB) approvals

and data use agreements. All self-reported measures were completed or administered in English.

Measures

Comprehensive details of the four self-reported symptom inventories are provided in
Supplementary Note 1. Briefly, we assessed two TBI related inventories: the Neurobehavioral
Symptom Inventory (NSI*) and the Rivermead Post-Concussion Symptoms Questionnaire (RPQ>3),
and two general symptom inventories commonly used for TBI: The 18-item Brief Symptom Inventory

- 18 Item version (BSI-185), and The Symptom Checklist-9o-Revised (SCL-90-R®).
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The 22-item NSI* evaluates cognitive, somatic, and emotional symptoms commonly experienced by
adults following a brain injury, including headache, dizziness, irritability, and difficulty concentrating.
Symptom frequency and severity are measured on a five-point Likert-Scale, where the respondent
indicates the degree to which they were disturbed by each symptom over the past two weeks from o

(None) to 4 (Very severe).

The 16-item RPQ>? measures the presence and severity of commonly reported TBI symptoms, across
somatic, cognitive, and emotional domains, including headache, dizziness, fatigue, irritability, and
concentration difficulties. Using a five-point Likert-Scale from o (not experienced) to 4 (severe
problem), respondents are instructed to rate the severity of each symptom experienced within the last

24 hours, relative to their experience of the symptom before injury.

The 18-item BSI-18° is a shortened version of the Symptom Checklist-9o-Revised (SCL-90-R) and the
original 53-item BSI. The BSI-18 is designed to efficiently and broadly assess psychological symptoms
in both healthy and patient populations. The BSI-18 consists of items rated on a five-point scale,
ranging from o (not at all) to 4 (extremely), indicating how much the problems distressed or bothered

respondents over the past seven days.®

The Symptom Checklist-9o-Revised (SCL-90-R®) is a widely used self-report measure designed to
assess the presence, severity, and frequency of 9o broad psychological symptoms and measures of
emotional distress, and like the BSI-18, is not just specific to TBI. Respondents rate each item on a
five-point scale from o (Not at all) to 4 (extremely), indicating how much they have been bothered or

distressed by the symptom over the past week.

Semantic Textual Similarity

This study used the similarity of question-level text descriptions to identify related items across
inventories. This is a challenging task because symptom descriptions can have similar meanings, yet
share no words in common. For example, "Vision problems,” “blurring,” “trouble seeing," and "Light
sensitivity" all relate to vision/ocular symptoms, but they do not include the same words.
Advancements in NLP have yielded tools that can rapidly score the semantic similarity of text, such as
transformer models trained on a large corpus of text to encode and represent text strings within an
embedded feature space.?”#° This approach has two main advantages: 1) sentences of arbitrary length
are converted to an embedded feature vector of prespecified length. This means different lengths of

text can be directly compared as representations of prespecified length, and 2) sentences closer in the
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embedding space are more semantically similar, so the distance between feature vectors measures the

meaningful similarity of text.

Al Safety and Reporting Criteria

Al modelling and usage were conducted in accordance with guidelines and quality criteria for
Al-based research.?”?® To protect patient privacy, models that were additionally trained on sensitive
clinical operations data were not published online, per recommendations for safe use of large
language models.>* All models were developed as research tools and should not be used for
decision-making in individual clinical cases. We followed eight recommended guidelines for Al study

reporting, which included:
1. Data sources: All data sources are outlined in Supplementary Table S1.

2. Data pre-processing: Raw, unadjusted scores were used. Symptom inventories with one or more

scores missing were excluded.
3. Partitioning: The same 50/50 train-test splitting of participants was performed for all models.

4. Disjointness: Participant data was fully disjoint to avoid duplicates across training and test data.
Any repeated measurements over time for the same participants of the same inventory were dropped.
When learning to convert numeric scores from one inventory to another, only one inventory type was
permitted in the training data for all participants at a time, and only one test-inventory item was

permitted as the target.

5. Models and Training: Four STS models were evaluated, each pre-trained on different corpuses of
general and medical text: (a) For the base model (MiniLMBERT), a pre-trained Bidirectional Encoder
Representations from Transformers (BERT) model was used. MiniLMBERT distilled the
self-attention module of the last transformer layer of a large transformer?’ trained on several million
sentence pairs.3® This model is publicly available online.?” Three other models pre-trained on
biomedical and clinical text were also evaluated: (b) ClinicalCovidBERT: A publicly available model
pre-trained on the CORD-19 medical dataset.?® (¢) VAClinicalDocsBERT: A clinically trained model
that used ClinicalCovidBERT as a base, but with additional pre-training on 500,000 generic clinical
operational documents from the Veterans Affair (VA) Corporate Data Warehouse (CDW??), including
admissions and discharge summaries. (d) VAMetadataBERT: A medically trained model that used
ClinicalCovidBERT as a base, with additional training on 1.5 million text strings of clinical lab names,

medication names, and document titles from the VA CDW.
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6. Hyperparameters and Tuning: To improve reproducibility, no fine tuning was performed. We did

not change any of the weights of models at any stage to tune to symptom inventory content.

7. Model Selection: The four BERT models were evaluated by comparing their relative performance at
the task of correctly converting scores across inventories. Given scores on one set of inventory items,
the task was to estimate all scores on another, fully distinct, set of inventory items. The ground truth
for this problem was two dually administered inventories per person. Performance was only evaluated

on held-out test participants.

8. Model Metrics. The primary metric in study was cosine similarity, S, which measures the semantic
similarity of two symptom descriptions in the range o - 1. A value of 0 indicates the symptom
descriptions share no meaningful similarity, while 1 means they have identical meanings. Model
prediction performance was measured using mean absolute error (MAE), binary accuracy, and
multinomial accuracy. Multinomial, or exact match accuracy (EMA), was defined as the percentage of
estimated scores that equaled the correct symptom severity on a five-point Likert scale. Although
accuracies near 50% normally indicate poor performance, the random guess accuracy was 20% for
EMA on a five-point scale. EMA was our preferred metric since it measures accuracy on the true scale,

and also strongly correlates with MAE (see Supplementary Figure S1).

Crosswalk Model

A ‘crosswalk’ refers to the process of relating items of one inventory to another. A conceptual overview
of the STS model process is shown in Figure 1. First, the pre-trained BERT transformer scored the
similarity of symptom descriptions across inventories (Figure 1a). For each item, its most similar

item descriptions were found on other inventories.

The second step adjusted for differences in scale response across items (Figure 1b). For example, on
the BSI-18, ‘Mild’ is defined as the second option on the five-point Likert scale. In contrast, ‘Mild’ is
the third point on the Likert scale for the RPQ. Therefore, different raw scores imply the same
symptom severity level. A percentile sampling approach was used to mitigate these differences (see
Supplemental Figure S2). If items had no single close analogue on other inventories, multiple
items were used for prediction (Figure 1c). After model construction, performance was assessed by

comparing estimated and actual inventory scores for dually administered assessments (Figure 1d).



Statistical Analysis

Analysis was performed in Python 3. Validation data required no covariate adjustment, as the same
set of individuals were dually administered the same two inventories. Chi-squared tests were used to
assess categorical variables and t-tests were used to compare continuous variables. The
sentence-transformers? Python package was used for text embedding, while the statsmodels* and

scikit-learn packages* were used to construct linear and machine learning models, respectively.

For prediction, we define A and B to be two dually administered assessments. The goal was to predict
a single item in B, named b, given all items in A. Various strategies were explored to predict scores
across inventories. Overall, a nearest-neighbour (NN) approach was implemented that selected only

the most semantically similar item in A, a = argmax[S(A,b)], to predict b, excluding all other scores.

Results

Data Summary

Table 1 summarises characteristics of the cohort (n=6,607). The cohort showed good representation
across age, sex, education level, race, ethnicity, and TBI status. In terms of injury severity, 1,159
participants (17.5%) were controls with no history of TBI, 5,400 participants (81.7%) had a history of
mild TBI, and just 48 participants (0.7%) had a history of moderate/severe TBI. Across all
participants, the median age was 29 years old, with an interquartile range of 20-43 years, and 29.4%
were female. Using appropriate scoring schema, the means (and standard deviations) of total scores
were BSI-18: 8.86 (10.52), RPQ: 17.49 (14.83), SCL-90-R: 70.5 (67.21), and NSI: 25.5 (16.95). An
overlapping sample of the same participants (n=2,056) was administered both the BSI and RPQ;

these included 286 controls.

Semantic Text Similarity

Initial analysis was performed using the general language model, MiniMLBERT. llustrative examples
of MiniMLBERT symptom similarities are shown in Table 2 for symptom pair comparisons. Figure
2 shows a stem plot of cosine similarities for one RPQ symptom, ‘Nausea and/or vomiting,” compared
to all BSI-18 symptom descriptions. Most of the 18 BSI-18 items were classified as conceptually
unrelated to the item, but ‘Nausea or upset stomach’ was strongly related. As these two items had
maximum similarity, they formed one cross-inventory pair. Conversely, the model did not link

unrelated items, even if they contained overlapping words (see Supplementary Note 2).
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To extend beyond single examples, Figure 3 shows the similarity scores of all items across all
inventories (NSI, SCL-90-R, BSI-18, and RPQ), sorted and colour-coded by cross-inventory
comparison. The SCL—BSI comparison had 18 near-identical item pairs (cyan stars, top). This means
that the BSI-18 was effectively a semantic subset of the SCL-90-R, as would be expected given the
BSI-18 uses items from the SCL-90 R. In this way, STS can rapidly screen for closely related items

across inventories, regardless of whether these relationships are established or not in the literature.

To assess the semantic similarity of different inventories in aggregate, the distribution of closest-pair
cosine similarities was found for each inventory pair (Figure 4). Overall, 41.7% of the closest pairs
were S>0.6, indicating that many single symptoms had close analogues in other inventories. When
considering aggregate similarity across inventories, directionality matters (i.e., A—B vs. B—A). The
NSI and RPQ, both TBI-related inventories, contained similar content, whereas the NSI and BSI-18

showed relatively low median similarity.

Inventory Score Prediction

Before implementing cross-inventory models, within-inventory score prediction was implemented to
assess the ability to convert scores in the absence of cross-inventory effects (Supplementary
Figure S3). Within-inventory models used data for all items in a given inventory (except one) as
explanatory variables to estimate scores on the single, reserved item. As these experiments were not
subject to any cross-inventory effects (e.g., differences in administration or scoring), they estimate an
upper bound on accuracy free of cross-inventory effects. The average prediction accuracy was 57.7%

for within-inventory estimation.

Figure 5 shows the cross-inventory prediction accuracies for four different models: 1. Semantic
Textual Similarity, 2. Linear regression, 3. Random Forest, and 4. Gradient Boosting. The data
included n=2,056 individuals who were administered both the RPQ and BSI-18, split randomly into
50/50 test-train groups (designating n=1,028 held out test participants). Only RPQ items were used
to estimate BSI item scores (RPQ—BSI-18, grey circles), and only BSI-18 items used to estimate RPQ
item scores (BSI-18 »RPQ, white circles). The STS model (blue line) achieved 54.3% accuracy when
predicting scores across inventories, consistently outperforming the benchmark models across a wide

range of symptoms, and reaching close to the estimated upper bound (57.7%).

Model Performance



Benchmark and AI models were evaluated by comparing their relative performance at cross-inventory
symptom score conversion for five different multinomial and binary -classification tasks
(Supplemental Table S2). Overall, the MiniLMBERT model trained on a general corpus of text
showed the highest accuracy, 74.8%, when averaged across all scenarios, consistently outperforming
the three clinically pretrained STS transformers (72.9% - 73.8%). MiniLMBERT also achieved 54.3%
on the more challenging multinomial EMA prediction task, outperforming all benchmark models
(40.6% - 48.0%), and the three other medically pretrained transformers (52.0% - 53.2%). The

symptom inventory conversion tool is available as a web interface (see Supplementary Figure S4).

To explore whether model efficacy varied across sex, MiniLMBERT performance was stratified for
dually administered male (N=1,349) and female (N=707) participants. The model predicted female
symptoms with 6% lower accuracy than male symptoms, equivalent to an effect size of d = -0.43
(p<0.001). Relatedly, only 14.7% of the training cohort were female. An age-stratified performance
evaluation was conducted for two groups of dually administered participants; aged 65 years or above
(N=190), and aged below 65 years (N=1,866). Interestingly, symptoms were more accurately
predicted for the elderly group (EMA: 61.7%), than for those below 65 years of age (EMA: 53.4%,
Pp<0.001).

Discussion

Providers often use standard inventories for initial evaluation and tracking of symptoms for many
health conditions. However, comparing results across distinct symptom inventories is challenging due
to subtle differences in how symptoms are described, assessed, and conceptualised. These differences
confound the aggregation of data and findings across clinical and research settings, and also limit the
comparison between historical and current studies. To address this problem, this study reported a
novel application of Al language models to rapidly and accurately link items and scores across

self-reported symptom inventories.

We tested four semantic symptom-linking models on data for thousands of individuals who each
completed two different symptom inventories. Overall, a deep learning model trained on a general
text corpus showed the highest accuracy, which confirmed our hypothesis. The superior performance
of the generic language model over clinically pretrained models is consistent with the straightforward

language inventories used to describe symptoms.

One issue when comparing symptom inventories is that their content can overlap. For example the
BSI-18 is a short version contained in the SCL-90. Initially considered a potential challenge for the

work, the existence of direct analogues across inventories was valuable because they provided



identical semantic ground truths across inventories. This facilitated the direct observation of the

effects of different inventory scoring schemes and scales for otherwise identical items.

This study also offers useful insights into the nature of TBI-related symptomatology and
measurement. Many studies conduct multiple inventory assessments to more completely capture a
wide range of potential patient experiences. Semantic insights could help to guide and optimise the
selection of complementary instruments. Across inventories, about two-thirds of the NSI and RPQ
symptoms were strongly related, confirming that they were semantically similar assessments, which
was anticipated since both assess TBI. By contrast, those wishing to pair a general and TBI specific
inventory could consider the NSI and BSI-18, as they had lower average similarity than other
inventory pairs. Beyond existing inventories, deep learning text similarity paradigms might also be
able to assist in the development of new, abbreviated questionnaires that more precisely assess

distress, and one could imagine a synthetic superscale that draws semantically from all inventories.

Although ‘harmonisation’ commonly refers to data aggregation and cleaning, true data harmonisation
aims to minimise unwanted measurement variations while preserving the underlying meaning of the
measures of interest. In the course of developing an Al pipeline for cross-walking across symptom
inventories, we observed that the STS model did not always link items with the highest empirical
correlation on scores. Instead, it detected and leveraged subtle relationships between symptom
phrasings, and in doing so, exceeded the performance of other empirically trained linear and machine
learning models. The current finding that the similarity of text describing symptoms was generally
more useful than training on empirical data is surprising. Perhaps the descriptive similarity of study

measures themselves could be used in other health domains to outperform pure learning models.

Many studies using Al in medicine have demonstrated impressive gains in diagnostic accuracy, but
the diagnostic labels needed to train AI models are often assigned using clinical evaluation tools with
long-standing data compatibility issues. This study leveraged Al to address this more fundamental
decision-focused task - the harmonisation of clinical measurements. If Al can be used to improve the
quality of tools that assign training data labels, then it may be possible to achieve further, untapped

gains in accuracy across a range of health-related deep learning tasks.
Strengths and Limitations

Strengths of this study include a large aggregated sample drawn from 16 data sources, high quality
dually administered test data, evaluation of multiple Al models trained on different medical and
general text sources, and detailed investigations of both disease-specific and general symptom

inventories. Other strengths include a close collaboration between Al and clinical experts that ensured



patient safety, privacy, and careful adherence to recommended Al reporting criteria, and both data

and code are made available.

There are some limitations of the current study worth noting. First, three or more inventories per
participant were unavailable. We also did not adjust for symptom validity. Three of the inventories
use distinct reference time frames, and differences in administration were not considered. However,
since the method was nearly as accurate when estimating scores across, compared to within,
inventories, cross-assessment effects were largely mitigated. Fourth, the data were drawn from 18
English language sources, including both military and civilian datasets. Therefore, the findings may
not generalise to specific populations. However, insofar as this was tested, stratifying the results by

age and sex showed only modest variations in performance.

Inventories do not capture all elements of personal experience, and some may even systematically
screen out or inadequately capture meaning. The extent to which crosswalk tools incur related loss of
information regarding the patient’s experience should be studied. Only inventories with five point
scales were used, but there is no reason why this approach could not be extended to inventories with
different numeric scales. Nevertheless, this study utilised one of the largest samples of symptom
inventory data in TBI yet assembled and focused upon the most widely used and recommended

measures in the field.+> 44
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Table 1. Descriptive characteristics for the cohort by measure. BSI-18: Brief Symptom

Inventory—18, RPQ: Rivermead Post Concussion Symptoms Questionnaire, SCL-90-R: Symptom

Checklist-9o-Revised, NSI: Neurobehavioral Symptom Inventory. T indicates overlapping n=2,056

administration.

BSI-18° RPQ' SCL-90-R NSI

Sample size (n):
Age (years): Mean (std)
> 65 years
Sex: Male
Female
Education: High School or less
Some College
Graduate degree
Race: Black
White
Other
Ethnicity: Hispanic/Latino
History of TBI of any severity

Measure Total Score (Std)

4,286 2,153 244 1,984
29.3(15.3)39.4 (16.3)59.3 (15.9) 39.0 (9.7)
4.0% 8.1% 54.9% 0.7%
63.1% 66.2% 89.3% 83.7%
36.9% 33.8% 10.7% 16.3%
2.9% 5.6% 3.7% 0.3%
80.5% 61% 50% 59.4%
16.6% 33.4% 46.3% 40.3%
19.1% 16.3% 7% 18.4%
77.1% 78.7% 91.8% 72.5%
3.8% 5.0% 1.2% 9.1%

14.3% 19.7% 2.5% 16.5%

88.3% 86.7% 57.0% 75.2%

8.9 (10.5) 17.5 (14.8)70.5 (67.2)25.5 (17.0)




Table 2: Example comparisons of symptoms ranked by semantic similarity. Small
changes have been made to protect instrumental integrity. Overlapping words are shown in bold.

Symptom text # 1 Symptom text # 2 Si(ljnoi:llll:ty
Numbness or tingling | Numbness or tingling 0.94
on parts of my body in parts of body '
Feeling dizzy Faintness or dizziness 0.76
Nausea Upset stomach 0.72
Feeling shy or uneasy | Nervousness or 0.55
with the opposite sex | shakiness inside '
Feeling nervous when | Suddenly scared for no 0.45
you are left alone reason '
Sensitivity to light or Feeling blue 0.32
sound
Poor coordination Feeling weak in parts of 0.31

your body
Trouble remembering | Trouble getting your 020
things breath '
Blaming yourself for | Change in taste and/or 0.03
things smell ’




Figure 1: Schematic representation of the STS crosswalk pipeline. (a) Transformers scored
the similarity of all symptom description pairs across inventories. The most similar item in the
inventory to be linked was found for each symptom description. (b) Empirical differences in the
response distribution of pairs were corrected using a stochastic sampling approach. (¢) Scores with
insufficiently similar linking items were predicted using within-inventory estimation after converting
similar item scores. (d) The estimated and actual inventory scores were compared per participant to

measure accuracy.
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Figure 2: Semantic text similarity (STS) of symptoms. A stem plot shows the cosine similarity
of the RPQ symptom ‘Nausea and/or vomiting’ with the 18 symptoms assessed by the BSI-18. BSI-18:

Brief Symptom Inventory—18, RPQ: Rivermead Post Concussion Symptoms Questionnaire.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

I I I I
Faintness or dizziness O
Feeling no interest in things ——O
Nervousness or shakiness ———oO
Pains in heart or chest —O
Feeling lonely ——O
Feeling tense or keyed up ————O
Nausea or upset stomach O
Feeling blue ————O
Suddenly scared for no reason O
Trouble getting your breath ——O
Feelings of worthlessness ——O
Spells of terror or panic ———O
Numbness of tingling in parts of body —— O
Feeling hopeless about the future O
Feeling so restless you couldn't sit still ———O
Feeling weak in parts of your body O
Thoughts of ending your life ——O
Feeling fearful ——O

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Cosine similarity with RPQ symptom
“Nausea and/or vomiting”

BSI symptom




Figure 3: Similarity of symptom pairs across all inventories. The semantic text similarities
for all items across the NSI, SCL-90-R, BSI-18, and RPQ are shown sorted, and colour-coded by
inventory pair. Semantically related items are embedded in a large background of unrelated
symptomatology; for example, the BSI-18 is a subset of the SCL-90-R , so there are 18 near-identical
SCL-BSI similarity scores (cyan stars, top). BSI-18: Brief Symptom Inventory—18, RPQ: Rivermead
Post Concussion Symptoms Questionnaire, SCL-90-R: Symptom Checklist-9o-Revised, NSI:

Neurobehavioral Symptom Inventory.
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Figure 4: Quantifying the similarity of symptom inventories. Boxplots show the distribution
of maximum semantic text similarities of symptoms broken out for each inventory crosswalk in both
directions. Overall, 5 of the 12 inventory comparisons showed maximum linked text similarity
medians of 0.6 or higher. BSI-18: Brief Symptom Inventory—18, RPQ: Rivermead Post Concussion
Symptoms Questionnaire, SCL-90-R: Symptom Checklist-go-Revised, NSI: Neurobehavioral

Symptom Inventory.
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Figure 5: Cross-inventory symptom prediction. Cross-inventory accuracies are shown for the
Semantic Text Similarity (STS) model, alongside three comparison models (OLS: Ordinary Least
Squares regression, RF: Random Forest, GB: Gradient Boosting). Predictions were tested with 50/50
test-train splitting of n=2,056 subjects who were all dually administered both the RPQ and BSI. Only
RPQ items were used to estimate BSI item scores (RPQ—BSI, right grey circles), and only BSI items
were used to estimate RPQ item scores (BSI—-RPQ, right white circles). The non-clinical STS model

(blue line) achieved 54.3% EMA, significantly (p<0.001) outperforming other approaches.
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Supplementary Table S1: Descriptive characteristics of the data sources.

missing.

Dataset

FITBIR-
C ARE45417

Duke Site#144

FITBIR-TRACK
TBISO—53

FITBIR-Okonkwo™
FITBIR-Lui”
LIMBIC-

CENC**’
FITBIR-King
iSCORE?®
Longitudinal Chronic

TBI in Veterans®

Blast-related TBI -
Cleveland®*!

Blast-related TBI -
Houston®®!

SPIRE
FITBIR-Gill

fMRI Blast Injury®

DoD-ADNI®¢4

Duke Site#2*4

N Controls
™)
2188 194
34 16
1952 238
93 0
112 51
1529 280
132 65
100 71
79 15
44 *
35 *
30 7
18 0
17 *
161 71
83 34

TBI
™)
1994
18
1714
93
61
1246
67

29

64

90

49

39%

24%

33%

19%

62%

13%

64%

13%

10%

0%

29%

0%

39%

0%

0%

31%

M

61%

76%

67%

81%

38%

87%

36%

87%

90%

100%

T1%

100%

61%

100%

100%

69%

Age range
(median)
17.00 - 25.00
(19.00)

25.00-57.00
(40.00)

17.00-88.00
(36.00)

22.00-60.00
(34.00)

18.00-64.00
(31.50)

22.00-71.00
(38.00)

18.00-60.00
(37.00)

19.00-51.00
(36.50)

23.00-54.00
(32.00)

29.00-52.00
(39.50)

19.00-46.00
(29.00)

26.00-50.00
(34.50)

22.00-60.00
(34.50)

31.00-45.00
(37.00)

61.00-84.00
(68.00)

23.00-67.00
(36.00)

Symptom
Inventory
BSI
BSI
BSI, RPQ
RPQ
BSI, RPQ
NSI
NSI
NSI
NSI
NSI
NSI
NSI
NSI
NSI

SCL

SCL

* indicates data

Missing
Variables

Education,
Race
Ethnicity, Race
None
None
None
None
Education
Ethnicity, Race
Ethnicity, Race
All

TBI

Education,

Race, Ethnicity

Ethnicity,
Race, TBI
All

None

Ethnicity, Race
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Model >0 >1 r>2 >3 EMA Average
Linear Regression 71.0% 80.2% 87.9% 95.1% 48.0% 74.4%
Gradient Boosting 63.2% 76.4% 86.6% 94.9% 40.6% 69.4%
Random Forest 70.2% 78.9% 87.6% 95.0% 47.0% 73.6%
MiniLMBERT 71.2% 76.9% 85.0% 92.8% 54.3% 74.8%
VAMetadataBERT 69.2% 75.0% 83.4% 92.5% 52.7% 73.3%
Clinical CovidBERT 70.0% 75.6% 84.1% 92.7% 53.2% 73.8%
VAClinicalDocsBERT 69.0% 74.7% 83.4% 92.3% 52.0% 72.9%

Supplementary Table S2: Cross-inventory model accuracies for seven models. Three
benchmark models (Linear OLS, Gradient boosting, and Random Forest), and four pre-trained
variants of STS model were evaluated for accuracy under different scenarios. The models are assessed
under five different scenarios: Prediction of binary classification at all four possible threshold scores
(0,1,2,3), and EMA. Predictions were tested with 50/50 test-train splitting of n=2,056 subjects who
were all dually administered both the RPQ and BSI. The STS model trained on generic, non-medical
text (MiniLMBERT) performed with the highest accuracy overall (74.8%), although linear regression
performed optimally at some thresholds. MiniLMBERT also performed optimally on the clinically

useful EMA metric, which does not presuppose a specific threshold to assess conversion performance.



Supplementary Figure Si1: Comparing multinomial exact match accuracy (EMA) to
mean absolute error (MAE). Scatterplots show a comparison of two model metrics; the MAE of
predicted scores, and multinomial accuracy on a Likert scale. Values were derived for subjects dually
administered the RPQ and BSI (n=2,056). Metrics were calculated for each RPQ and BSI item (a), and

for each subject (b). EMA is closely anticorrelated with mean absolute error.
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Supplemental Figure S2: Conceptual illustration of the percentile-based method to
adjust for different response scales. Stacked bar graphs show the percentile distributions of
5-point scale scores observed for different items of inventories. At (a) it is shown graphically that an
SCL score of 2 is equivalent to an NSI score of either 2 or 3 in percentile terms. Therefore, for
SCL—NSI, a score of 2 on the SCL item is converted to a score of either 2 or 3 on the related NSI item.
The model selects one of these two values at random, but weighted in proportion to their overlap
within a percentile bound (dotted lines). (b) Like (a), but for an NSI score of 1, crosswalked
NSI—-RPQ. An RPQ score of 1 is the most likely model decision, but a converted RPQ score of 0 or 2 is
also possible at lower probability (dotted lines). A routine stochastic simulation was used to perform
all possible scale crosswalks for all items. This process required only four percentile thresholds per

item, and did not involve training.
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Supplemental Figure S3: Within-inventory symptom score prediction. Multinomial
accuracies are shown for predicting items within different inventories as a function of randomly
sampled numbers of items made available for training. Internal symptom prediction accuracy varied
significantly by inventory. EMA improved with the number of items in the inventory that were
permitted for training. The average global within-inventory prediction accuracy was 57.7%, compared

to the random guess accuracy of 20%.
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Supplementary Figure S4: Annotated inventory conversion website interface.

Symptom Inventory Crosswalk Interface

Symptom Inventories Score Conversion

User selection of recorded inventory —3 == -

User selection of estimated inventory —p == S

User input of participant scores ——» BS| Table RPQ Table

Enter integer values between 1 and 5 Output symptoms Estimated Scores

Anxiety Affective

Feeling tense or keyed up 1 | Being initable, easily angered 3
Nenvousness or shakiness 2 Feeling depressed or tearful 5
Suddenly scared for no reason 1 ‘ Feeling frustrated or impatient 1
Spells of terror or panic 3 | Restlessness 1
Feeling so restless you couldn't sit still 1 Cognitive

Forgetfulness, poor memory 3
Feeling fearful 3

Poor concentration 3
Depression

Taking longer to think 1
Feeling no interest in things 1

Somatization

—> Feeling lonely n |
v Light sensitivity, easily upset by bright light 2 v

Run conversion —» @ +
Converted participant scores



Supplemental Note 1: Symptom Inventories.

Neurobehavioral Symptom Inventory

The 22-item Neurobehavioral Symptom Inventory (NSI#) evaluates cognitive, somatic, and emotional
symptoms commonly experienced by adults following a brain injury, including headache, dizziness,
memory problems, sleep disturbances, irritability, and difficulty concentrating. Symptom frequency
and severity are measured using a five-point Likert-Scale, where the respondent indicates their degree
to which they were disturbed by each symptom over the past two weeks from o (None) to 4 (Very

severe).

A total symptom severity score is calculated from the sum of all item responses (range = 0—78). Prior
work indicates a large effect size (report ES here) in NSI total scores when distinguishing TBI from
non-TBI samples.®> A number of studies evaluating the factor structure of the NSI in TBI samples
found 3-567, 4-%869 and 6-factor’ solutions. Several psychometric studies established that the NSI
has excellent internal consistency of total scores in civilian and military mild TBI”*"7? and in adults
with chronic mild to severe TBI.®>” Further, the NSI possesses excellent test-retest reliability over a

7-day period”” and adequate test-retest reliability over a 30-day period’ in mild TBI.
Rivermead Post-Concussion Symptoms Questionnaire

The 16-item Rivermead Post-Concussion Symptoms Questionnaire (RPQ*3) measures the presence
and severity of commonly reported TBI symptoms, including headache, dizziness, fatigue, irritability,
and concentration difficulties. Using a five-point Likert-Scale from o (not experienced) to 4 (severe
problem), respondents are instructed to rate the severity of each symptom experienced within the last
24 hours, relative to their experience of the symptom before injury. The total score for the RPQ (range
= 0—64) is determined by summing the scores across all symptoms that are rated at a level of mild
severity or above (i.e., with a score of 2 or higher). The RPQ can predict moderate to severe
limitations in psychosocial adjustment and participation in daily activities in acute’ and chronic’
mild TBI. The RPQ has well-established internal consistency,” test-retest reliability,” and internal

construct validity.””78

Brief Symptom Inventory—18

The 18-item Brief Symptom Inventory - 18 Item version (BSI-185) is a shortened version of the
Symptom Checklist-9o-Revised (SCL-90-R) and the original 53-item BSI designed to efficiently
assess psychological symptoms and distress in both healthy and patient populations. The BSI-18

consists of items rated on a five-point scale, ranging from o (not at all) to 4 (extremely), indicating
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https://paperpile.com/c/N5kADc/Hw8o+PA9U
https://paperpile.com/c/N5kADc/cikK
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https://paperpile.com/c/N5kADc/Zve3+CDnx
https://paperpile.com/c/N5kADc/9TRP
https://paperpile.com/c/N5kADc/eXYu
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https://paperpile.com/c/N5kADc/Zve3
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https://paperpile.com/c/N5kADc/X06C

how much the problems distressed or bothered respondents over the past seven days.5 Scoring the
BSI-18 involves summing the item responses within three primary symptom dimensions;
somatization, depression, and anxiety. Higher scores on each subscale indicate a higher level of
symptom severity, and an overall Global Severity Index (GSI) score can be calculated by summing all
item responses. The BSI-18 has demonstrated good reliability, with high internal consistency reported
for the three dimensions,”?°. Test-retest reliability has also proven satisfactory over short time
intervals.®® The BSI-18 has shown strong convergent validity, with significant correlations between its

dimensions and subscales of the SCL-90-R.%!
Symptom Checklist-9o-Revised

The Symptom Checklist-9o-Revised (SCL-90-R®) is a widely used self-report measure designed to
assess the presence, severity, and frequency of a broad range of psychological symptoms and
emotional distress, and like the BSI-18, is not just specific to TBI. Respondents rate each item on a
five-point scale from o (Not at all) to 4 (extremely), indicating how much they have been bothered or
distressed by the symptom over the past week. The responses to individual items are summed to
obtain scores for nine primary symptom dimensions, and a global average measure can be also
calculated as the total score / 90. The SCL-90-R demonstrates good internal consistency for the
different symptom dimensions,®-*? and measured test-retest reliability is satisfactory.®? The SCL-90-R
exhibits strong convergent validity, and good correlation between its dimensions and other
established measures of psychopathology.”® The SCL-90-R has been widely validated across various

patient populations and cultural contexts.
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Supplemental Note 2: Scoring unrelated phrases containing the same words.

This study relies on the ability of transformer models to measure true semantic similarity, as distinct
from overlapping/similar words across text descriptions. To assess this distinction, we tested sentence
pairs with overlapping words but different meaning, and sentence pairs with similar meaning but no
overlapping words. For example, using the primary sentence "Medspacy is a powerful library of
clinical language processing tools", we tested against two sentences 1 (related). "It is a repository of
methods for analysing medical text" and 2 (unrelated). "The ability to process language is powerful
when you are in the library". The unrelated sentence contains four of the same words as the primary
sentence “powerful”, “library”, “process”, “language”, whereas the related sentence contains no
overlapping words. MiniLMBERT correctly scored sentence 1 as S = 0.59 against the primary
sentence, and sentence 2 as S = 0.32 against the primary sentence. Across many examples,
transformer models were consistently sensitive to the semantic similarity of sentence pairs, and were

insensitive to overlapping words across sentences with semantically different use and meanings.



