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I. Abstract 

Given changes in technology, regulatory 
guidance, and COVID-19, there has been 
an explosion in the number of online 
studies in the social and clinical sciences. 
This, in turn, has led to a need for brief 
and accessible instruments that are 
designed and characterized with self-
administered, online research in mind. 
To fulfill this need, the Brief Attention 
and Mood Scale of 7 Items (BAMS-7) was 
developed and validated in five cohorts 
and four experiments to assess real-world 
attention and mood. In Experiment 1, an 
exploratory factor analysis was run on 
data from a large, healthy, adult sample 
(N=75,019, ages 18-89 years). Two 
subscales were defined and further 
characterized: one for Attention, the 
other for Mood. In Experiment 2, 
convergent validity (concordance) with 
existing questionnaires was established in 
a separate sample (N=150). Experiment 3 
used a receiver-operating characteristic 
(ROC) analysis to demonstrate known-
groups validity of the Attention and Mood 
subscales using a large sample (N=58,411) 
of participants reporting a lifetime 

diagnosis of ADHD, anxiety, or 
depression, as well as the healthy sample 
from Experiment 1. Experiment 3 also 
showed that the BAMS-7 Attention 
subscale provided superior classification 
performance for ADHD, and the Mood 
subscale provided superior classification 
for anxiety and depression. Finally, 
Experiment 4 applied the BAMS-7 
definition to reanalyze data (N=3,489) 
from a previously published cognitive 
training study (Hardy et al., 2015), finding 
that the Attention and Mood subscales 
were sensitive to the intervention 
(compared to an active control) to 
different degrees. In sum, the elucidated 
psychometric properties and large 
normative dataset (N=75,019) for BAMS-7 
may make it a useful instrument for 
assessing real-world attention and mood. 

II. Introduction 

Cognition and mood are impacted by 
numerous medical conditions 
(Armstrong & Okun, 2022; Bar, 2009; 
Eyre et al., 2015; Fast et al., 2023), lifestyle 
choices (Santos et al., 2014; Sarris et al., 
2020; van Gool et al., 2007), healthy 
development and aging (Fernandes & 
Wang, 2018; Mather & Carstensen, 2005; 
Tomaszewski Farias et al., 2024; 
Yurgelun-Todd, 2007), and medications 
or other interventions (Keshavan et al., 
2014; Koster et al., 2017; Reynolds et al., 
2021; Skirrow et al., 2009). Conditions 
principally defined by impaired cognition 
– such as ADHD or mild cognitive 
impairment – are often associated with 
concomitant changes in mood status, 
either directly or indirectly (Chen et al., 
2018; D’Agati et al., 2019; Ismail et al., 
2017; Retz et al., 2012; Yates & Woods, 
2013). Similarly, conditions principally 
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defined by one’s mood or emotions – 
such as anxiety or depression – often have 
a corresponding impact on cognition 
(Gkintoni & Ortiz, 2023; Gulpers et al., 
2016; Keller et al., 2019; Williams, 2016). 
Given the intimate relationship between 
cognition and mood, the ability to 
measure both in one scale may be both 
convenient and important. 

Due to advances in technological 
capabilities, changes in emphases in 
regulatory guidance, and a shifting 
research landscape from the COVID-19 
pandemic, there has been a recent surge 
of online studies in the social and clinical 
sciences (Arechar & Rand, 2020; 
Goodman & Wright, 2022; Lourenco & 
Tasimi, 2020; Saragih et al., 2022). As a 
result, instruments that are designed and 
characterized for online research are 
paramount. To collect reliable responses 
from large numbers of participants via 
their own internet-connected devices, 
instrument qualities like brevity and 
accessibility of language are required. For 
studies using relatively brief 
interventions, the time interval for 
evaluation is also important: for example, 
using Broadbent’s Cognitive Failures 
Questionnaire (CFQ) (e.g., Bridger et al., 
2013; Broadbent et al., 1982; Rast et al., 
2009) to evaluate cognitive failures over 
the past six months may not be 
appropriate for measuring change over a 
shorter period of time. Furthermore, 
instruments that have been normed and 
validated based on traditional, in-person 
administration may have different 
characteristics with at-home, self-
administration on one’s own computer or 
smart device. 

To provide a needed tool and a very large 
normative dataset to the research 
community, we present and describe a 
brief, seven-item scale of real-world 
attention and mood: the BAMS-7. The 
BAMS-7 moves beyond existing 
instruments in the literature by providing 
brevity, accessibility, and measures of 
multiple constructs (attention and mood) 
within one scale. Given that attention and 
mood are correlated in healthy (Carriere 
et al., 2008; Hobbiss et al., 2019; 
Irrmischer et al., 2018) and clinical 
populations (Bar, 2009; D’Agati et al., 
2019; Retz et al., 2012; Skirrow et al., 
2009), it may be advantageous to adopt 
one scale with separable measures of 
attention and mood. The scale may be 
useful both as an outcome measure (i.e., a 
dependent variable) or covariate (i.e., an 
independent variable). The BAMS-7 could 
be used to interpret the attention and 
mood of an individual by comparing with 
the large, normative population. 
Alternatively, the BAMS-7 could be used 
to analyze a population study-wide. 

The Initial Nine-Item Survey 

In 2015, Hardy et al. published the results 
of a large, online study evaluating an at-
home, computerized cognitive training 
program (described also in Ng et al., 2021). 
As a secondary outcome measure, the 
authors created a nine-item survey of 
“cognitive failures and successes as well as 
emotional status” (p. 6; Hardy et al., 2015). 
This original survey is shown in Table 1 
and consisted of two parts. In a first 
section of four items, participants 
responded to questions about the 
frequency of real-world cognitive failures 
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or successes within the last month. In a 
second section of five items, participants 
responded to questions about the extent 
of agreement with statements relating to 
feelings of positive or negative mood and 
emotions, creativity, and concentration 
within the last week. Hardy et al. (2015) 
created a composite measure – the 
“aggregate rating” – by averaging across 
items. 

Although the survey was not formally 
characterized, the first four items were 
similar to ones from the CFQ, and all 
items had a degree of face validity. 
Modifications of CFQ items reflected 
updates for modern-day relevance (e.g. 
removing “newspaper” as an example 
item that might be misplaced around the 
home) and for shortening the time 
interval of interest to make it possible to 
measure changes in a shorter study. 
Despite the reasonable set of items, it was 
clear that the survey was not designed to 
assess a single factor or construct. 
Although the authors reported that the 
average survey rating (and several 
individual items) improved as a result of a 

cognitive training intervention, more 
specificity may be warranted to interpret 
those changes. 

The Current Research 

Over the last several years, the same nine-
item survey has been made available to 
hundreds of thousands of users of the 
Lumosity cognitive training program 
(Lumos Labs, Inc., San Francisco, CA) to 
inform future development of the 
program. Within this larger group, a 
subset of individuals has also provided 
demographic information (age, 
educational attainment, gender) and 
aspects of health history, including 
whether they have been diagnosed with 
any of a number of medical conditions.  

Given this opportunity to 
psychometrically validate the survey, we 
conducted four experiments. Using data 
from 75,019 healthy individuals in this 
large, online cohort in Experiment 1, we 
explore the nine-item survey used by 
Hardy et al. (2015) and characterize a 
seven-item brief scale of real-world 
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attention and mood (the BAMS-7). 
Through factor analysis we identify two 
subscales, one for Attention and one for 
Mood, and identify distributional and 
psychometric properties. The two 
subscales are shown to have convergent 
validity with existing questionnaires of 
similar constructs in Experiment 2 in a 
separate sample of 150 individuals from 
Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Using 
cohorts of 12,976 individuals reporting an 
ADHD diagnosis, 20,577 individuals 
reporting an anxiety disorder diagnosis, 
and 24,858 individuals reporting a 
depression disorder diagnosis in 
Experiment 3, we show also that the 
BAMS-7 subscales have sound known-
groups validity in three psychiatric 
conditions. We demonstrate through a 
double dissociation that each of the two 
subscales (Attention and Mood) are best at 
discriminating between healthy controls 
and individuals with different clinical 
diagnoses; the Attention subscale is more 
sensitive to ADHD and the Mood subscale 
is more sensitive to anxiety and 
depression. In Experiment 4, we use data 
from the study originally reported by 
Hardy et al. (2015) and show that the 
subscales are sensitive to a cognitive 
training intervention.  

III. Methods 

Participants 

Data from five cohorts in four 
experiments were used in the following 
analyses. Survey responses from healthy 
participants (“Healthy cohort”) were used 
to develop the BAMS-7 and its subscales 
in Experiment 1. Responses from MTurk 
participants were used to provide 
convergent validity with existing 

questionnaires in Experiment 2. 
Responses from participants who 
reported that they have been diagnosed 
with ADHD (“ADHD cohort”), anxiety 
disorder (“Anxiety cohort”), or depression 
disorder (“Depression cohort”)  were used 
to evaluate known-groups validity of the 
BAMS-7 subscales in Experiment 3. 
Responses from participants in the study 
run by Hardy et al. (2015; “Hardy cohort”) 
were used to identify sensitivity to 
intervention effects in Experiment 4. See 
Table 2 for demographic characteristics 
of each cohort in each experiment. 

Ethics approval was provided by Western 
Institutional Review Board-Copernicus 
Group (WCGB IRB) for use of 
retrospective data from Lumosity users 
and for the collection and use of data 
from the MTurk sample. 

Data from the Healthy, ADHD, Anxiety, 
and Depression cohorts were collected 
during normal use of a feature of the 
Lumosity training program. In the 
Lumosity Privacy Policy 
(www.lumosity.com/legal/privacy_policy
), all participants agreed to the use and 
disclosure of non-personal data (e.g. de-
identified or aggregate data) for any 
purpose. Participants were included if 
they were 18-89 years of age. The Healthy 
cohort included 75,019 participants who 
reported no diagnoses from a list of 34 
options in an optional “information about 
you” survey. The ADHD cohort included 
12,976 participants who reported a 
diagnosis of ADHD. The Anxiety cohort 
included 20,577 participants who reported 
a diagnosis of anxiety disorder. The 
Depression cohort included 24,858 
participants who reported a diagnosis of 
depression disorder. Comorbid 
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conditions were allowed in the ADHD, 
Anxiety, and Depression cohorts, such 
that a participant could be in multiple 
cohorts. Data from the additional MTurk 
cohort included 150 participants who 
were 18 or older from the general 
population and based in the United States 
without further restrictions. 

The Hardy cohort included 3,489 
participants who participated in the large, 
online, cognitive training study run by 
Hardy et al. (2015) and who provided 
complete responses on the nine-item 
survey used as a secondary outcome 
measure. Participants ranged in age from 
18-80. Individuals completed the survey 
prior to randomization into a cognitive 
training intervention group or a 
crossword puzzle active control group, 
and completed the same survey following 
the 10-week intervention. A complete 
description of the cohort and study can be 
found in Hardy et al. (2015). 

Survey Items 

Individuals in all five cohorts in the four 
experiments took the original nine-item 
survey comprising items about cognitive 
failures, as well as mood, creativity, and 
concentration. As described in Hardy et 
al. (2015) and in the Introduction, the first 
four survey items related to a participant’s 
cognitive performance over the past 
month, and the additional five items 
related to a participant’s mood and 
emotional status over the past week. 
Response options for both sets of 
questions were on a five-point Likert 
scale, but the response options differed 
for the two sets. Response options for the 
first group of questions were “Never,” “1-
2 times during the month”, “1-2 times per 
week”, “Several times per week”, “Almost 
every day”. Response options for the 
second group of questions were “Strongly 
disagree”, “Disagree”, “Neither agree nor 
disagree”, “Agree”, “Strongly agree.”  
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Participants were able to skip an item by 
selecting “N/A” in Experiments 1, 3, and 4; 
the MTurk sample in Experiment 2 did 
not have this option. Only participants 
who responded to all items were included; 
scores are only considered valid or 
complete if there are responses to all 
items (i.e., no N/A values).  

Scoring involves numerically coding each 
response option on a scale from 0 to 4, 
where 0 represents the most negative 
response and 4 represents the most 
positive response. Items 1 (losing track of 
details reading), 2 (misplacing keys), 3 
(losing concentration), 7 (anxious), 8 (bad 
mood), and 9 (sad) are reverse scored to 
preserve consistency of the scale with 0 
representing the most negative response 
and 4 representing the most positive 
response. Thus, with this scale, a higher 
item score denotes better attention or 
more positive mood, depending on the 
focus of the question. 

Concordance With Existing Questionnaires 

To establish convergent validity with 
existing questionnaires in Experiment 2, 
data from 150 participants via MTurk 
were collected and analyzed for the 
BAMS-7. The additional questionnaires 
included: the 18-item Adult ADHD Self-
Report Scale with a 6-month time interval 
(ASRS; Kessler et al., 2005), 12-item 
Attention-Related Cognitive Errors Scale 
with an open (unspecified) time interval 
(ARCES; Cheyne et al., 2006), 9-item 
Patient Health Questionnaire with a 2-
week time interval (PHQ-9; Kroenke et al., 
2001), 20-item Positive and Negative 
Affect Schedule with a “few-weeks” time 
interval (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988), and 
7-item Generalized Anxiety Disorder 
questionnaire with a 2-week time interval 

(GAD-7; Spitzer et al., 2006). Standard 
scoring was adopted for each 
questionnaire: 

ASRS (Kessler et al., 2005). The three 
outcome variables are the sum of 9 items 
for Part A, the sum of 9 separate items for 
Part B, and the sum of all 18 items for 
Parts A+B. Each item is rated on a five-
point Likert scale (0=Never, 1=Rarely, 
2=Sometimes, 3=Often, 4=Very Often). A 
higher sum (ranging from 0-36) for Part A 
denotes more inattention, a higher sum 
(ranging from 0-36) for Part B denotes 
more hyperactivity/impulsivity, and a 
higher sum (ranging from 0-72) for Parts 
A+B denotes more inattention and 
hyperactivity/impulsivity. 

ARCES (Cheyne et al., 2006). The 
outcome variable is the item mean score 
across the 12 items. Each item is rated on 
a five-point Likert scale (1=Never, 
2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Often, 5=Very 
Often). A higher average (ranging from 1-
5) denotes more inattention.  

PHQ-9 (Kroenke et al., 2001). The 
outcome variable is the sum of the 9 
items. Each item is rated on a four-point 
Likert scale (0=Not at all, 1=Several days, 
2=More than half the days, 3=Nearly 
every day). A higher sum (ranging from 0-
27) reflects greater severity of depression, 
where a score of 1-4 is minimal, 5-9 is 
mild, 10-14 is moderate, 15-19 is 
moderately severe, and 20-27 is severe. 

PANAS (Watson et al., 1988). The two 
outcome variables are the sum of the 10 
positive items and the sum of the 10 
negative items, respectively. Each item is 
rated on a five-point Likert scale (1=Very 
slightly or not at all, 2=A little, 
3=Moderately, 4=Quite a bit, 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.05.24305401doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.05.24305401
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


BAMS-7   v2024.04 

7 
 

5=Extremely). A higher sum (ranging 
from 10-50) denotes more positive affect 
or more negative affect, respectively. 

GAD-7 (Spitzer et al., 2006). The one 
outcome variable is the sum of the 7 items. 
Each item is rated on a four-point Likert 
scale (0=Not at all, 1=Several days, 2=More 
than half the days, 3=Nearly every day). A 
higher sum (ranging from 0-21) reflects 
greater severity of anxiety, where a score 
of 0-4 is minimal, 5-9 is mild, 10-14 is 
moderate, and 15-21 is severe. 

The Supplemental Materials contain 
additional details regarding the MTurk 
approach and questionnaires. 

Statistical Approaches 

Four core approaches (Beavers et al., 2013; 
Brysbaert, 2024; Costello & Osborne, 
2005; Knetka et al., 2019) were 
implemented to establish the BAMS-7. 
First, exploratory factor analysis was run 
for the Healthy cohort in Experiment 1 to 
identify the items for the BAMS-7 and its 
subscales. For this approach, latent factors 
were extracted from the nine items of the 
survey by maximizing item loadings on 
one factor and minimizing loadings on 
the other factors via varimax rotation. To 
address collinearity and sampling 
distribution adequacy, correlations 
among the items were examined, along 
with the Bartlett sphericity test statistic for 
factorability. A Scree plot was then 
qualitatively assessed to understand the 
inflexion point on its curve and thereby 
justify the number of factors to retain. 
More formally, factors with eigenvalues 
greater than or equal to 1 were retained 
(based on Kaiser, 1960). The items that 
loaded onto each factor with a 
communality above 0.4 were identified, 

and Cronbach’s alpha was utilized to 
determine the internal consistency of 
each factor. Second, after appropriate 
removal of two of the nine items 
(Guvendir & Ozkan, 2022), convergent 
validity (concordance) was established in 
Experiment 2 by examining correlations 
between the two subscales and existing 
questionnaires of attention and mood 
from the MTurk sample. Third, the 
exploratory factor analysis informed the 
predictive approach for the ADHD, 
Anxiety, and Depression cohorts to 
evaluate known-groups validity of the 
subscales in Experiment 3. Fourth, an 
analysis of sensitivity to intervention 
effects was conducted with the Hardy 
cohort in Experiment 4. Model fit and 
covariance between factors were 
examined.  

Statistical Analysis 

All statistical analyses were conducted in 
Python (version 3.9.7) using Pandas 
(version 1.3.5) and NumPy (version 1.20.3) 
and the following freely available 
libraries. Exploratory factor analysis used 
the factor_analyzer library (version 0.3.1). 
Cronbach’s alpha was computed with 
Pingouin (version 0.5.2), as was the 
ANCOVA analysis to reanalyze the 
original Hardy et al. (2015) intervention 
results given the newly defined BAMS-7. 
Distribution skewness and kurtosis were 
computed with SciPy (version 1.7.3), as 
were correlations among questionnaires 
from the MTurk sample. Receiver 
operating characteristic (ROC) analysis 
used Scikit-learn (version 1.0.2). 

Unless otherwise stated, 95% confidence 
intervals and statistical comparisons were 
computed using standard bootstrap 
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procedures (Wright et al., 2011) with 
10,000 iterations. 

IV. Results 

Experiment 1 

Analysis of the Original Nine-Item Survey 

Survey results from the Healthy cohort 
(N=75,019) had varying degrees of inter-
item (pairwise) correlation, ranging from 
-0.05 to 0.53, as shown in Figure 1. All 
correlations were significantly different 
from 0 (with bootstrapped 95% 
confidence intervals) at the p<.0001 level. 
Item-total correlations ranged from 0.03 

(“Remembered Names”) to 0.52 (“Good 
Concentration”), with all p’s<.0001 
significantly different from 0. Cronbach’s 
alpha for the full survey was 0.705 (0.702-
0.708). Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 
significant (T=136408.60, p<.0001), 
indicating strong factorability and 
sampling adequacy in the dataset. 

Scree and eigenvalue analyses were used 
to determine the number of factors to 
retain in an exploratory factor analysis as 
displayed in Figure 2. The analysis with 
an eigenvalue cutoff of 1.0 indicates that a 
3-factor solution might be appropriate. 
The results of the 3-factor solution with 

Figure 1. Inter-item correlation coefficients of original nine-item survey in Experiment 1. Warmer colors show stronger 
correlations between respective items. All correlations are significantly different from 0 with p’s<.0001. 
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varimax rotation are shown in Table 3 
with factor loadings of 0.4 or greater in 
bold type. As expected, several of the 
items related to cognitive successes and 
failures loaded together, as did several of 
the items related to mood. The 
“Remembered Names” item did not load 
significantly onto any of the three factors, 
and was dropped. The “Good 
Concentration” item was the only one to 
load strongly onto multiple factors: both 
the first factor, which included other      
items related to cognitive failures 
primarily associated with attention 
functioning, and the third factor, which 
included the “Felt Creative” item. 

Cronbach’s alpha was computed to assess 
the internal consistency of each factor in 
the 3-factor solution. Factors 1 and 2 both 
had acceptable Cronbach’s alpha values of 

0.728 and 0.745, respectively, with 
bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals of 
0.725-0.731 and 0.742-0.748. Factor 3, 
however, had a lower Cronbach’s alpha 
value of 0.529, with a bootstrapped 95% 
confidence interval of 0.522-0.535. The 
low internal consistency and lack of an 
obvious description of Factor 3 led us to 
eliminate this factor, and subsequently to 
eliminate the orphaned item (“Felt 
Creative”) that no longer loaded onto a 
factor. 

Characterization of the BAMS-7 

The resulting seven-item, two-factor scale 
is the BAMS-7, shown in Table 4. On the 
basis of the factor analysis and the nature 
of the items, scores from items loading 
onto the first factor are averaged to 
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compute an Attention subscale, and 
scores from items loading onto the 
second factor are averaged to compute a 
Mood subscale. Note that the two groups 
of question types in the BAMS-7 do not 
correspond directly to the two factors. 
Instead, the item on “Good 

Concentration,” despite falling in the 
second group of questions, loads onto the 
first factor and therefore contributes to 
the Attention subscale.  

Distributional and psychometric 
properties of the BAMS-7 subscales are 
shown in Table 5 for the Healthy cohort. 
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Both of the subscales have modest, but 
significant, negative skewness and 
kurtosis. 

Both of the subscales are related to the 
demographic variables of gender and age 
in some way. With one-way ANOVAs, the 
Attention subscale significantly varied 
with gender (MeanMale=2.3608, 
MeanFemale=2.4011, MeanUnknown=2.3981; 
F=19.31, p<.0001) while the Mood subscale 
did not (MeanMale=0.9727, 
MeanFemale=0.9912, MeanUnknown=0.9785; 
F=1.33, p=.27). With correlation tests, both 
subscales are positively associated with 
age within the measured range (18-89 
years) (Attention: r=0.1994, p<.001; Mood: 
r=0.2285, p<.001). While an age-related 
increase on the Attention scale may be 
surprising given the well-established 
decline in cognitive performance during 
aging, this finding is consistent with the 
characteristics of the CFQ (see de Winter 
et al. 2015; Rast et al., 2009; for similar 
results with additional questionnaires, see 
Cyr & Anderson, 2019; Tassoni et al., 
2022). It is also consistent with the 
hypothesis that self-reported cognitive 
failures and successes may reflect 

something distinct from what is measured 
via objective cognitive tests (Eisenberg et 
al., 2019; Yapici-Eser et al., 2021).  

Norms for the BAMS-7 

An important goal of this paper is to 
provide a normative dataset for the 
BAMS-7. Norm distributions are shown 
across the whole population of 75,019 
healthy participants for the Attention 
subscale (Figure 3A) and Mood subscale 
(Figure 3D), by gender (Figure 3B and 
3E), and by age in decade (Figure 3C and 
3F).  

Norm tables across the whole population, 
by gender, and by age in decade are also 
provided in look-up format for the 
Attention subscale (Table 6A) and Mood 
subscale (Table 6B). 

Experiment 2 

Concordance with Existing Questionnaires 

To establish convergent validity, a series 
of correlations were computed relating 
the BAMS-7 Attention and Mood 
subscales to five known instruments of 
attention and mood over various  
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timescales from the independent online 
MTurk cohort. Table 7A shows r-values in 
a correlation matrix for the Attention 
subscale  with  the  attention   instruments, 
and Table 7B shows r-values for the Mood 
subscale with the mood instruments. All 
p-values for the correlations were < .001, 
meaning that the BAMS-7 Attention and 
Mood subscales showed significant 
relationships respectively with each 
existing questionnaire of attention and 
mood. The Attention subscale showed 
stronger relationships numerically with 
the attention instruments – ASRS and 
ARCES – while the Mood subscale 
showed stronger relationships with the 
mood instruments – GAD, PHQ, and 
PANAS. Note that many of the 
correlations are negative because a higher 
score on the BAMS-7 indicates higher 
attention or mood while a higher score on 

each of the known instruments (excluding 
PANAS positive affect) indicates higher 
inattention or lower mood. This pattern 
of results indicates that the BAMS-7 shows 
concordance with existing questionnaires. 
This can be seen in Supplementary Table 
1 in the Supplementary Materials, which 
shows the entire set of correlations 
between both BAMS-7 subscales and all 
five pre-existing attention and mood 
instruments (for similar results, see 
Carriere et al., 2008; Franklin et al., 2017; 
Jonkman et al., 2017). The Supplemental 
Materials also contain an additional table 
demonstrating strong item-level 
correlations between each of the BAMS-7 
questions and those from the existing 
questionnaires with similar descriptions, 
demonstrating additional concordance at 
the item level.  
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Experiment 3 

Discriminatory Power of the Subscales in 
ADHD, Anxiety, and Depression 

To evaluate the convergent and divergent 
validity of the BAMS-7, Attention and 
Mood subscale scores from the ADHD, 
Anxiety, and Depression cohorts were 
each compared to those from the Healthy 
cohort. A series of ROC analyses were 
performed to assess known-groups 
validity: (1) Attention subscale scores for 
ADHD vs Healthy, (2) Attention subscale 
scores for Anxiety vs Healthy, (3) 
Attention subscale scores for Depression 
vs Healthy, (4) Mood subscale scores for 
ADHD vs Healthy, (5) Mood subscale 
scores for Anxiety vs Healthy, and (6) 
Mood subscale scores for Depression vs 
Healthy. The resulting ROC curves are 
shown in Figure 4A for the Attention 

subscale and 4B for the Mood subscale, 
and the corresponding areas under the 
curves (AUCs) are shown in Table 8.  

Differences within each of the three 
psychiatric conditions vs healthy controls 
were assessed by subscale to examine 
discriminatory ability. Within ADHD vs 
Healthy, the Attention subscale had a 
significantly higher (p<.0001) AUC than 
the Mood subscale, which provides 
further evidence of the factor structure of 
the BAMS-7, given that ADHD is 
primarily a disorder of attention (Kessler 
et al., 2005). For both the Anxiety vs 
Healthy and Depression vs Healthy 
comparisons, it was instead the Mood 
subscale that was significantly better 
(p<.0001) at discriminating between 
populations compared to the Attention 
subscale. This profile provides additional 
validity of the meaning of the subscales 
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because mood is a hallmark of anxiety 
and depression (Kroenke et al., 2001; 
Spitzer et al., 2006). 

The ability of each of the BAMS-7 
subscales to discriminate between the 
three psychiatric populations was 
assessed. Indeed, for the Attention 

Note. In each figure, blue=ADHD cohort, red=Anxiety cohort, and magenta=Depression cohort. 
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subscale, the AUC was significantly 
greater (p<.0001) for the ADHD vs 
Healthy analysis relative to each of the 
Anxiety and Depression vs Healthy 
contrasts. There was no significant 
difference between the AUC of the 
Anxiety vs Healthy and Depression vs 
Healthy analysis for the Attention 
subscale. Conversely, the Mood subscale 
had the poorest discrimination in terms 
of AUC between ADHD vs Healthy. 
Instead the Mood subscale had the 
significantly highest (p<.0001) AUC for 
the Anxiety vs Healthy analysis followed 
by Depression vs Healthy followed by 
ADHD vs Healthy.  

Experiment 4 

Sensitivity to a Cognitive Intervention 

To test whether the BAMS-7 might have 
utility as an outcome measure in studies, 
we re-analyzed the data from Hardy et al. 
(2015) using the new characterization of 
the BAMS-7 and its Attention and Mood 
subscales, excluding any participants with 
null responses. Following the original 
analysis of Hardy et al. (2015), statistical 
analysis used an ANCOVA with baseline 

score as a covariate to test for intervention 
effects. Age was also entered as a covariate 
to examine effects of intervention across 
the lifespan (for covariate results, see the 
Supplemental Materials). The 
intervention effect on a given measure 
was the change (post - pretest) in the 
Lumosity group vs change in the active 
control Crosswords group.  

Table 9 shows the results of the sensitivity 
analysis of the Hardy cohort on the 
BAMS-7 Attention and Mood subscales. 
Consistent with the original analysis, 
there was a group effect on the change in 
both the Attention and Mood subscales 
with the cognitive training group 
improving more than the crosswords one 
(Attention: F(1,3485)=53.73, p<.0001; 
Mood: F(1,3485)=17.57, p<.001). However, 
as might be expected for a cognitive 
intervention, the effect size (Cohen’s d of 
ANCOVA-adjusted change scores) was 
greater for the Attention subscale (0.247) 
than for the Mood subscale (0.148). These 
results demonstrate that the subscales of 
the BAMS-7 are sensitive to a cognitive 
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intervention, and therefore may have 
utility as outcome measures in studies. 

V. Discussion 

We describe a brief, seven-item scale of 
real-world attention and mood 
established from five cohorts in four 
experiments: the BAMS-7. The scale is 
designed and characterized for at-home, 
self-administered use and shows promise 
for measuring multiple constructs with 
brevity and accessibility in mind.  

The four experiments established the 
validity and reliability of the BAMS-7. 
The scale was developed using a very 
large data set of 75,019 healthy individuals 
who participated in the Lumosity 
cognitive training program in 
Experiment 1; Experiment 1 was also used 
to characterize the inter-item correlation 
coefficients of the original nine items of 
the initial survey, and to determine 
Cronbach’s alpha and establish 
distributional and psychometric 
properties of the BAMS-7. Concordance 
with existing scales was indicated from an 
MTurk sample in Experiment 2 in the 
form of convergent validity. The resulting 
scale was further validated in 
Experiments 3 and 4. Experiment 3 
established known-groups validity in 
cohorts of Lumosity users reporting 
diagnoses of conditions that might be 
expected to have specific impairments on 

one or the other subscale of the scale 
(ADHD on the Attention subscale and 
anxiety or depression on the Mood 
subscale). Experiment 4 re-examined data 
with the scale from a 2015 study published 
by Hardy on intervention effects with a 
formal sensitivity analysis. 

Factor analysis indicates two latent factors 
in the seven-item scale. The first factor 
includes adaptations of three items from 
the CFQ that focus on real-world 
attention function, and one item that 
queries the extent to which the responder 
agrees with the statement “I had good 
concentration” over the past week. The 
second factor includes items related to 
mood and anxiety. The resulting 
subscales – Attention and Mood, 
respectively – have acceptable internal 
consistency and descriptive statistics that 
may make them particularly useful in 
research. 

A strength of the BAMS-7 is the size and 
diversity of its normative data set. Age 
norms in the range 18-89 are provided, 
along with normed distribution and look-
up tables across the whole population, by 
gender, and by age in decade for each 
subscale. These norms have potential to 
assist in comparisons from study to study 
and in standardized  effect sizes, along 
with the identification of outliers 
(Brysbaert, 2024). Both the Attention and 
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Mood subscales are positively correlated 
with age, which may appear paradoxical 
given the extensive literature on age-
related cognitive decline. However, this 
relationship with age is consistent with the 
CFQ (e.g, de Winter et al., 2015; Rast et al., 
2009), suggesting a general divergence 
between objective and subjective 
measures of cognitive performance. It 
should be noted that the correlation with 
age is observed on a cross-sectional basis, 
so an alternative hypothesis is that there 
are generational differences in the 
perception of cognitive functioning. 
Future research should determine how 
subjective cognitive measures like the 
BAMS-7 change in longitudinal studies. 

There are at least a few questions that 
stem from the current work on the 
BAMS-7. First, is there really a need for 
another scale of this kind? We think that 
the answer is yes because of the pressing 
need for short, accessible, self-
administered, and online-appropriate 
assessments. Second, is it okay that time 
intervals are a little different between 
attention and mood items, with the 
former mostly highlighting the past 
month and the latter the last week? We 
think that this is adequate for a behavioral 
measure of cognition and mood for two 
reasons: fluctuations that are significant in 
mood and attention may not operate on 
the same time scales (Esterman & 
Rothlein, 2019; Irrmischer et al., 2018; 
McConville & Cooper, 1997; Zanesco et 
al., 2022), and relatedly, a scale of 
attention and mood needs to offer time 
intervals for probing in which 
opportunities to capture fluctuations in 
attention and mood are available and 
likely. 

A limitation of the work is that validation 
of the BAMS-7 may be constrained by the 
fact that the ADHD, Anxiety, and 
Depression cohorts were defined by self-
reports of a clinical diagnosis. Date of 
diagnosis was not reported, nor was 
current status; it is worth noting, however, 
that studies of prevalence of clinical 
disorders, including ADHD, are typically 
based on self-report (Barbaresi et al., 2013; 
Faraone et al., 2006). In addition, because 
many people in the ADHD, Anxiety, and 
Depression cohorts may have been 
receiving medication or other treatment 
to reduce their symptoms, it may be 
surprising that the BAMS-7 subscales 
could successfully discriminate between 
the three disorders. Further use with 
more traditional cohorts would be 
helpful, and it is possible that the 
classification performance measures 
reported here underestimate the 
measures for untreated patients.  

Overall, the pattern of results indicate that 
self-administered, online instruments 
with brevity and accessibility that 
measure multiple constructs are possible 
in the research landscape. Scales such as 
the BAMS-7 show the promise of utilizing 
large-scale datasets from online research 
for improving measurement and 
understanding of cognition and mood in 
the wild for social and clinical sciences.  
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VIII. Supplemental Materials 

Experiment 2 

MTurk Design for Concordance 

We intended to recruit up to 200 
individuals ages 18 and older who resided 
in the United States for a 7 min online 
Amazon MTurk HIT (human intelligence 
task) of “Cognition and Emotion” that 
paid $1.00. Various attention checks in the 
task reduced the sample from 200 to 150 
participants for analysis. The attention 
checks involved identifying response 
inconsistencies, random clicking, too little 
or too long spent on HIT, and bots. One 
of the attention checks involved having 
participants re-rate five items from across 
the different questionnaires; participants 
were excluded if their average response 
mismatch was 1-point or more. After 
demographics, questionnaires included 
the ASRS, ARCES, Hardy survey (with 
emphasis on BAMS-7 items), PHQ-9, 
PANAS, and GAD-7. 

Questionnaire Descriptions for Concordance 

Adult ADHD Self-Report Scale (ASRS; 
Kessler et al., 2005). The ASRS symptom 
checklist from the World Health 
Organization measures for probable 
ADHD in adults as well as ADHD 
symptoms. The checklist asks 
respondents to indicate how they have 
felt and conducted themselves over the 
past 6 months in terms of frequency of 
inattention and hyperactivity/impulsivity 
symptoms.  

Attention-Related Cognitive Errors  
Scale (ARCES; Cheyne et al., 2006). The 
ARCES measures the frequency of 
cognitive errors in everyday situations 

that are attributed to attention lapsing. It 
is well-validated and reliable for remote 
assessment in populations across the 
lifespan (Carriere et al., 2008, 2013; 
Cheyne et al., 2006). Score on the ARCES 
is related to self-reported cognitive and 
clinical outcomes from independent 
questionnaires, including memory 
failures, boredom, fidgeting, mind 
wandering, daydreaming, media 
multitasking, lack of attentional control, 
and symptoms of depression and ADHD 
(Franklin et al., 2017; Jonkman et al., 2017; 
Ralph et al., 2014). Score on the ARCES is 
related to task-based continuous 
performance test (CPT) commission 
errors (Rosenberg et al., 2013), and 
psychometric work has shown that it is 
also separable from that of the CFQ 
(Smilek et al., 2010). 

Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ-9; 
Kroenke et al., 2001). The PHQ-9 
measures for probable major depressive 
episodes as well as depressive symptom 
severity. Each item represents one of the 
diagnostic criteria for major depressive 
episodes. The PHQ-9 asks participants to 
report the presence of each symptom 
within the last 2 weeks. 

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule 
(PANAS; Watson et al., 1988). The PANAS 
measures positive and negative affect 
along various emotion and mood 
dimensions over various time-sensitive 
intervals, including over the past few 
weeks. The positive affect score and 
negative affect score are separable. It is 
well-validated and reliable for clinical and 
social sciences. 

Generalized Anxiety Disorder (GAD-7; 
Spitzer et al., 2006). The GAD-7 measures 
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for probable generalized anxiety disorder 
as well as anxiety symptom severity. The 
GAD-7 asks participants to report the 
presence of each symptom within the last 
2 weeks. 

MTurk Results for Concordance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Supplementary Table 1. Questionnaire correlation matrix of the BAMS-7 Attention and Mood subscales with the 5 existing 
instruments (ASRS, ARCES, PHQ-9, PANAS, and GAD-7) in Experiment 2. 

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, △p<.10. 
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Supplementary Table 2. Item-level concordance analysis with correlation matrix of each BAMS-7 item and related items from 
the 5 existing questionnaires (ASRS, ARCES, PHQ-9, PANAS, and GAD-7) in Experiment 2. 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 9, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.05.24305401doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.04.05.24305401
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


BAMS-7   v2024.04 

25 
 

Experiment 4 

ANCOVA Results with Covariates of Baseline 
Score and Age 

In line with the original ANCOVA analysis 
(Hardy et al. , 2015), the covariate of 
baseline BAMS-7 on intervention effects 
was significant. Participants who had 
lower pre-intervention Attention and 
Mood scores exhibited greater post-
intervention improvements on the 
Attention subscale in both Lumosity and 
Crosswords (F(1,3485)=1277.94, p<.001) 
and Mood subscale (F(1,3485)=1474.06, 
p<.001). There was also a significant effect 
of the covariate of age on the Mood 
subscale (F(1,3485)=26.57, p<.001) but not 
the Attention subscale F(1,3485)=0.27, 
p=.606), in Lumosity and Crosswords. 
Participants showed greater 
improvements on the Mood subscale 
across interventions with increasing age. 

Additional References in Supplemental Materials 
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both mind and body: Individual differences in mind 
wandering and inattention predict fidgeting. Canadian 
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Ralph, B. C., Thomson, D. R., Cheyne, J. A., & Smilek, D. 
(2014). Media multitasking and failures of attention in 
everyday life. Psychological Research, 78(5), 661-669. 
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(2013). Sustaining visual attention in the face of 
distraction: A novel gradual-onset continuous 
performance task. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 
75(3), 426-439. 
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