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Abstract—Attention is a vital cognitive process in the learning
and memory environment, particularly in the context of online
learning. Traditional methods for classifying attention states of
online learners based on behavioral signals are prone to distor-
tion, leading to increased interest in using electroencephalog-
raphy (EEG) signals for authentic and accurate assessment.
However, the field of attention state classification based on
EEG signals in online learning faces challenges, including the
scarcity of publicly available datasets, the lack of standardized
data collection paradigms, and the requirement to consider
the interplay between attention and other psychological states.
In light of this, we present the Multi-label EEG dataset for
classifying Mental Attention states (MEMA) in online learning.
We meticulously designed a reliable and standard experimental
paradigm with three attention states: neutral, relaxing, and con-
centrating, considering human physiological and psychological
characteristics. This paradigm collected EEG signals from 20
subjects, each participating in 12 trials, resulting in 1,060 minutes
of data. Emotional state labels, basic personal information, and
personality traits were also collected to investigate the relation-
ship between attention and other psychological states. Extensive
quantitative and qualitative analysis, including a multi-label
correlation study, validated the quality of the EEG attention data.
The MEMA dataset and analysis provide valuable insights for
advancing research on attention in online learning. The dataset
is publicly available at https://github.com/XJTU-EEG/MEMA.

Index Terms—EEG dataset, Attention classification, Multi-
label, Data validation

I. INTRODUCTION

Attention refers to the ability to focus on task-related
information stimuli for a relatively long period of time while
consciously attempting to ignore other stimuli [1]. It is es-
sentially governed by three networks in the brain: alertness,
orientation, and execution [2]. Attention is closely related to
a learner’s education quality as a crucial cognitive process
in the learning and memory environment. With the rise of
online learning, the online learning environment, characterized
by a massive number of learners online simultaneously and a
lack of supervisors, contrasts sharply with traditional offline
learning scenarios. This has made the need for automated
assessment of learners’ states more urgent and has also drawn
increased research focus to this area.

#Equal contribution, *Corresponding author.

Traditional methods for classifying the attention states of
online learners are based on behavioral signals observed in
online videos, including speech, facial expressions, gestures,
and body movements [3], [4]. Although these methods can
somewhat reflect the learners’ attention states, they are easily
influenced by their subjective actions, allowing for the pos-
sibility of deliberately deceiving the classification algorithms
through active disguises. On the contrary, the classification of
online learners’ attention states based on electroencephalogra-
phy (EEG), a physiological signal, has garnered widespread
attention due to its authenticity. Meanwhile, EEG has a high
temporal resolution by directly measuring brain activity and
has been proven to accurately reflect changes in attention
states [5]. With the increasing portability and affordability
of EEG devices, the prospects of employing EEG to monitor
learners’ attention in online learning scenarios are becoming
increasingly promising.

Despite some progress, the field of EEG-based attention
state classification in online learning still faces several chal-
lenges. Firstly, a significant drawback is the scarcity of pub-
licly available datasets, and those that are available often
suffer from inadequate data quality validation. This deficiency
severely hampers the reproducibility and comparability of
research in the field [6], [7]. Secondly, the lack of standardized
or uniform data collection paradigms and arbitrary processes
further compounds the challenge. Various stages lack the
incorporation of pertinent psychological and physiological
knowledge, such as the selection of collection times, the design
of collection processes, and the formulation of experimental
tasks [8], [9]. Consequently, adhering to a consistent collection
paradigm becomes difficult. Thirdly, research about learners’
attention is often overly simplistic and idealized, leading to
limited data, labels, and gathered information. It is worth
noting that attention is closely intertwined with other psycho-
logical states, such as emotional states [10], [11].

The above discussion indicates that this field is still hun-
gry for fundamental data construction research. In light of
this, we propose a Multi-label EEG dataset for classifying
Mental Attention states (MEMA) in the context of online
learning. Specifically, we have meticulously designed a re-
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Fig. 1: Overall collection procedure consists of two parts:
preparation before recording and EEG data recording.
liable paradigm with three distinct attention states: neutral,
relaxing, and concentrating. The details of the paradigm,
such as task and duration for each state, have been carefully
established, considering human physiological and psycholog-
ical characteristics to ensure standardization and rationality
throughout. Employing this paradigm, we gather EEG signals
from a cohort of 20 subjects, each participating in 12 trials,
resulting in a total of 1,060 minutes of data. Additionally,
to investigate the relationship between attention and other
psychological states, we collect emotional state labels [12],
[13], basic personal information, and subjects’ personality
traits. Furthermore, we conducted extensive quantitative and
qualitative analysis involving a multi-label correlation study
to validate the quality of the EEG attention data.

The contributions of this study are as follows:
• We have made a fundamental research achievement by

constructing a multi-label EEG dataset for classifying
mental attention states in the context of online learning.

• We meticulously designed a reliable and standardized
paradigm tailored for attention, integrating physiological
and psychological principles, acquiring EEG signals from
20 subjects for more than 1,000 minutes.

• We validated the quality of the EEG attention data
through extensive quantitative and qualitative analysis,
including a multi-label correlation study. The baseline
algorithms achieved accuracy rates of up to 85.12% and
64.84% for subject-dependent and cross-subject attention
state classification tasks, respectively.

II. DATA ACQUISITION PARADIGM

This section introduces the data acquisition paradigm, in-
cluding the collection procedure, task design, and multi-label
information collection.

A. Overall Collection Procedure

The acquisition process of attention EEG signals is depicted
in Figure 1, with each module explained in the following

sections. All sessions follow a sequential procedure.
In the “preparation before recording” phase, the collector

sets up the scene, including questionnaires and equipment.
Subjects then complete personal information and Big Five
Inventory (BFI) questionnaires. Researchers ensure subjects
fully understand the data collection process, with details on
scene setup and information collection provided later.

During the “EEG data recording” phase, subjects complete
12 tasks across three types. Each task starts with a 5s hint,
followed by a video clip (1 to 6 minutes). Afterward, subjects
have 15s for self-assessment of attention and emotional states,
followed by a 15s rest, which can be extended if needed. This
cycle repeats until all tasks are finished.

B. Preparation before Recording

1) Scene setting: Data collection occurs in a controlled,
well-lit, quiet, and isolated room with essential equipment.
The setup includes computers for stimuli delivery and data
collection, along with a wireless multichannel EEG system
(ZhenTec-NT1-32). The EEG cap, fitted with 32 electrodes
following the international 10-10 system, positions the ref-
erence electrode at CPz and the ground electrode at FPz.
Electrodes maintain an impedance below 20 kΩ and sample
at 500 Hz, with signals amplified and transmitted by an EEG
acquisition amplifier and data receiver. The upper right corner
of Figure 1 shows the preparation process.

2) Individual information collection: To enrich the dataset,
auxiliary information such as subjects’ basic individual details
and Big Five personality assessments is gathered alongside
EEG signals and corresponding attention and emotion state
labels. This data helps explore complex patterns and tasks.
Basic individual information. EEG data varies significantly
across subjects [14], closely linked to their individual at-
tributes [15]. Attention levels also correlate with these at-
tributes. Therefore, subjects complete a basic questionnaire
covering age, gender, handedness, education level, and current
emotional state at the experiment’s start.
Big Five personality assessment. One’s attention level is in-
fluenced by their personality. While various methods measure
personality, the Big Five traits are the most widely recognized
in scientific research [19]. Hence, at the experiment’s start,
subjects complete the 44-item BFI questionnaire, selecting
options that best match their actual conditions.

C. Task Design for Each Trail

Considering individual physiological and psychological
characteristics, and previous related dataset-building re-
search [7], [9], we categorize attention states into three types:
neutral, relaxing, and concentrating, and design specific ex-
perimental tasks for each state.

Each subject undergoes four rounds of experiments, each
including one task of each type, totaling 12 trials. The task
order within each round is randomized to avoid sequence
effects that could bias subjects and affect data reliability. The
tasks are as follows:



TABLE I: Dataset statistical comparison between existing attention EEG datasets and ours.

Dataset Public Scene #Subject #Trial Duration Validation Extra Data

Toa et al. [16] No Unclear 30 40 2,400 min ERP, C Eye
Alirezaei et al. [9] No mental arithmetic 12 — 273 min C None
Ghasemy et al. [7] No auditory attention 10 8 560 min S, C None
Gupta et al. [6] No online learning 80 1 800 min T, S None
Sethi et al. [17] No online learning 42 2 — S None
Wang et al. [8] Yes Unclear 1 80 — S, C None
Ni et al. [18] Yes online learning 28 3 420 min S I
MEMA(Ours) Yes online learning 20 12 1,060 min B, T, S, C, M E, I, P

ERP: event-related potential, C: classification, Eye: eye gaze, S: statistical analysis, T: time-frequency analysis, B: brain electrical activity
mapping, M: multi-label correlation study, E: emotion labels, I: individual information, P: personality

Neutral Task: A one-minute blank video is played, and
subjects are instructed to maintain a normal state while watch-
ing the screen. The “Neutral” state lies between “relaxing”
and “concentrating,” with subjects neither actively relaxing nor
consciously focusing.

Relaxing Task: A five-minute soothing video of beautiful
scenery, accompanied by relaxing music, is played to help sub-
jects relax and reduce focus, as relaxing music has been shown
to aid in physiological and psychological relaxation [20].
Subjects are instructed to stay as relaxed as possible.

Concentrating Task: A five-minute video clip from a
well-known machine learning course1 is played, covering a
knowledge point. This duration is based on research from [21]
on the Continuous Performance Test (CPT) task. Subjects are
required to concentrate, actively learn, and think about the
material. After the video, subjects answer a simple multiple-
choice question related to the content to assess their focus.

After watching the video, subjects perform two mental state
assessments: self-assessment of attention and emotion. For
the attention self-assessment, they select the option that best
matches their attention state from three states. For the emo-
tion [22]–[24], subjects rate their emotions using the “Valence-
Arousal-Dominance” (VAD) model [25], scoring each dimen-
sion on a scale from 1 to 5.

III. TECHNICAL VALIDATION

In this section, we present the constructed multi-label EEG
dataset MEMA and conduct comprehensive qualitative and
quantitative analysis experiments for quality validation.

A. Dataset Description and Comparison

As shown in Table I, we summarize our collected dataset
and several related datasets to facilitate a comparison from
various dimensions, including whether it is publicly available,
the application scene, the number of subjects sampled, the
number of trials per subject, the total duration of EEG data
collected, which kinds of data quality validation have been
conducted, and which kinds of data beyond attention states
have been collected. The table shows that our dataset is quite
extensive, only surpassed by one dataset that is not publicly
available. We also conduct quality validation to ensure the
integrity of our dataset, a feature lacking in other datasets.

1https://www.coursera.org/specializations/machine-learning-introduction

Fig. 2: Average power results (on topographical maps) and
time-frequency of one subject.

Moreover, we collect additional data on emotional labels and
subjects’ personality traits, enabling more complex explo-
rations of cognitive mechanisms on our dataset.

B. Qualitative Analysis

To reduce noise in EEG signals [24], we apply standard
preprocessing: a 50 Hz notch filter for power line noise
removal, a band-pass filter (8-30 Hz) for relevant frequen-
cies, and Independent Component Analysis (ICA) for artifact
elimination. We then qualitatively analyze one subject’s brain
activity via brain mapping and time-frequency analysis to
study activation differences (Figure 2). By averaging power
in the α (8-13 Hz) and β (13-30 Hz) bands and plotting
topographic maps focused on the frontal lobe [26], we observe
that as attention decreases, α power increases while β power
decreases, consistent with prior studies [27]–[29]. This pattern
is further validated through time-frequency analysis with the
Morlet wavelet transform, showing similar trends in the α and
β bands at FP1 across three attention states.

C. Quantitative Analysis

We employ several classical machine learning (SVM [30],
Decision Tree [31], and Random Forest [32]), and deep
learning (EEGNet [33], ACRNN [34], and DGCNN [35])
algorithms of the EEG analysis field to perform our dataset’s
attention and emotion classification tasks. Additionally, we



TABLE II: Mean accuracy (ACC, %) and mean F1 score (%) of classical methods on the attention state classification tasks
(green areas) and emotion classification (V for valence, A for arousal and D for dominance) tasks (blue areas).

Method
Subject-dependent Cross-subject

Attention Emotion-V Emotion-A Emotion-D Attention Emotion-V Emotion-A Emotion-D

ACC F1 ACC F1 ACC F1 ACC F1 ACC F1 ACC F1 ACC F1 ACC F1

SVM 78.71 54.82 77.94 43.78 78.56 56.24 64.47 47.19 62.28 43.35 65.78 33.33 61.58 25.92 50.13 48.01
RF 80.55 59.56 78.71 65.45 74.73 65.45 65.54 56.93 56.03 45.21 58.57 41.11 60.09 43.78 44.67 34.33
DT 82.38 57.83 81.92 45.00 75.95 64.85 64.77 55.56 60.12 41.92 58.12 44.44 56.96 32.03 48.42 36.67

EEGNet 85.12 59.64 82.71 63.88 81.66 65.66 71.42 56.84 64.84 45.13 65.18 31.78 65.11 39.36 51.80 22.82
ACRNN 82.53 57.94 81.77 56.21 80.13 47.59 72.01 60.72 63.27 43.69 64.70 46.23 63.25 38.71 51.02 33.78
DGCNN 82.14 47.59 80.92 64.73 83.54 65.45 72.65 55.24 63.91 43.65 63.58 31.86 64.03 39.00 53.70 39.33

TABLE III: Statistical analysis of emotional labels.

Attention State Valence Arousal Dominance

Concentrating 2.70±0.66 2.30±1.04 2.86±1.20
Neutral 2.62±0.70 1.70±0.60 2.76±1.36

Relaxing 3.14±0.87 1.30±0.77 2.74±1.17

χ2 35.29 25.10 3.51

conduct multi-label correlation studies, i.e., Chi-squared test
and multi-task learning, thereby exploring the association
between attention and emotion states.

1) Attention state classification: We conduct attention state
classification experiments on our dataset using two common
setups: subject-dependent and cross-subject. In the subject-
dependent scenario, the first 9 of one subject’s trials used
for training and the last 3 for testing. In the cross-subject
scenario, we apply leave-one-out cross-validation. Green areas
of the Table II presents the results of the task. The results
indicate that most methods achieve accuracies above 80%
in the subject-dependent setup and above 60% in the cross-
subject setup, confirming the effectiveness of our dataset for
attention state classification.

2) Emotion classification: We conduct emotion classifi-
cation tasks using six classical models, following the same
subject-dependent and cross-subject setups as in the atten-
tion classification tasks. Blue area of the Table II reports
the results of the task. The results show that deep learning
algorithms generally outperform machine learning algorithms
due to their superior feature extraction capabilities, with each
deep learning model excelling in different emotional labels.
All methods consistently achieve accuracies well above 33%,
demonstrating the effectiveness of the EEG data and emotional
labels for emotion classification.

3) Multi-label correlation study: Firstly, we calculate the
average values and standard deviations for the three emotional
labels across the three attention states for all subjects, and the
Chi-squared test, as shown in Table III. The statistical results
from the first three rows indicate that attention states have a
stronger association with the valence and arousal dimensions,
while the association with dominance is weaker. This is
consistent with the Chi-square test results in the last row [36].
Besides, we use Hard Parameter Sharing (HPS) [37] with three
deep learning models to combine attention and emotion clas-

(a) Subject-dependent (b) Cross-subject

Fig. 3: The comparison of the accuracy of attention state
classification in single-task and multi-task scenarios based on
three base models with the subject-dependent setting and the
cross-subject setting.

sification. Figure 3 presents the comparison of attention state
classification in single-task and multi-task learning. The results
show that only combining the valence dimension with attention
state classification significantly enhances performance across
all models in both scenarios. This supports the notion that
correct task pairing in multi-task learning boosts performance,
while incorrect pairing may cause stagnation or decline [38],
[39]. Research indicates that valence is most closely related
to attention states [10].

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we developed an experimental paradigm
to gather a multi-label EEG dataset for classifying mental
attention states in online learning, based on physiological and
psychological principles. We systematically collected EEG
data, corresponding labels, and auxiliary information from
20 subjects, totaling over 1,060 minutes of recorded data.
Comprehensive qualitative and quantitative analyses confirmed
the dataset’s high quality and reliability. Our multi-task exper-
iments, incorporating emotional labels, offer deeper insights
into the links between attention states and emotions, highlight-
ing the dataset’s potential to advance research in this field.
Future work will explore the relationship between attention
and collected personality traits and expand the dataset by
including more subjects and trials.
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