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Abstract

Understanding the causal interactions in simple brain tasks, such as face detection,
remains a challenging and ambiguous process for researchers. In this study, we
address this issue by employing a novel causal discovery method -Directed Acyclic
Graphs via M-matrices for Acyclicity (DAGMA)- to investigate the causal structure
of the brain’s face-selective network and gain deeper insights into its mechanism.
Using natural movie stimuli, we extract causal network of face-selective regions
and analyze how frames containing faces influence this network. Our findings
reveal that the presence of faces in the stimuli have causal effect both on the number
and strength of causal connections within the network. Additionally, our results
highlight the crucial role of subcortical regions in satisfying causal sufficiency,
emphasizing it’s importance in causal studies of brain. This study provides a new
perspective on understanding the causal architecture of the face-selective network
of the brain, motivating further research on neural causality.

1 Introduction

With the advancement of Non-invasive brain imaging technologies like functional Magnetic
Resonance Imaging (fMRI) we can assess brain activity of a living subject. Localization of brain
activity in response to a cognitive task as done in conventional fMRI studies doesn’t provide us with
enough information to understand brain’s mechanism. For that, one must know how brain regions are
interacting with each other, i.e. considering brain as a network, we are interested in the information
flow. This is the question that brain connectivity models are trying to answer [1]. The most basic
connectome, i.e. structural connectome, represents the physical connections between brain regions,
typically based on white matter tracts that are derived from diffusion MRI [2]. More advanced
types of connectivity are functional and effective connectivity (EC). Functional connectivity (FC)
depicts pattern of co-activation between brain regions, representing statistical dependency of neuronal
activities. At the apex these models, is effective connectivity which aims to capture causal relationship
of the regions through measuring the influence that one neural system exerts over another [3, 4]. As
in other causal discovery problems, the goal of EC is the extraction of a precise effective connectome
of human brain to be used later for inference. As proposed in [5], one can employ the model to
recommend intervention targets in neural circuits to correct the desired biases while minimizing
the affect to other parts of the network. Gaining even a weak understanding of the reward circuit
is motivating clinical interventions for individuals suffering from depression, addiction, obsessive
compulsive disorder, obesity, etc.

Existing causal methods can be classified into two categories: data-driven methods and parameter
learning or model fitting methods. In the latter category there are two major approaches that has
been excluded in this study: Dynamic Causal Model (DCM;[6]) and structural equation modelling
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Table 1: Comparison of causal methods

Feature

Method
Causal

Structure
Learning

Causal
Direction
Learning

Causal
Inference

Guarantee
of

Causality

Static/
Dynamic
Learning

Cycle
Detection

Granger Causality No Yes No No Both Yes
Dynamic Causal
Model

No No No No Dynamic
Only

Yes

Structural
Equation Model

No Yes Yes Yes Both Yes

Probabilistic
Graphical Models

Yes Yes Yes Yes Both No

(SEM;[7, 8]). The primary reason is that neither method is able to effectively search across the full
range of possible network topologies. In general, both approaches need (at most) a few potential
networks to be hypothesised and compared with their respective modelling approaches [9]. Instead
we will focus on the data-driven methods and especially graphical approaches, that has been shown
[10] to perform more accurate in identifying underlying causal structure especially for large scale
network. Table 1 Shows a brief, high-level comparison of different methods. Although first attempts
on graphical models dates back to even before Granger-causality (GC) [11], to the early 20th century,
recent advances on Directed Graphical Causal models (DCGM) and probablistic view of causality
are influenced mostly by J. Pearl’s works (e.g. [12]). A conventional method for identifying causal
relationships is through interventions or randomized experiments. However, in many cases, this
approach is too expensive, too time-consuming, unethical or even impossible. Therefore, revealing
causal information by analyzing purely observational data, known as causal discovery, has drawn
much attention. Causal discovery algorithms based on DCGMs fall into two categories: (1) constraint-
based and (2) score-based. One of the oldest constraint-based algorithms is PC, which identifies the
structure of the network by performing conditional independence tests among variables. On the other
hand, Greedy Equivalence Search (GES) algorithm is one of the score-based algorithms. While PC
starts from full graph and prone it by performing CI tests and some other rules, GES is a two-phase
algorithm that starts from empty graph and adds edges to maximize a score (first phase) and then
removes the edges to improve the score further (second phase). Under certain assumptions and large
samples, the two algorithms converge to the same Markov Equivalence Class (MEC). Both algorithms
assumes causal sufficiency. This assumption is crucial for their correctness and ability to recover
the true causal structure [13]. A paradigm shift occurs after introduction of Non-combinatorial
Optimization via Trace Exponential and Augmented lagRangian for Structure learning (NOTEARS)
by Zheng et al. [14], which formulated the learning problem as a continuous constrained optimization
task, by leveraging an algebraic characterization of DAGness. Gradient-based Optimization of dag-
penalized Likelihood for learning linear dag Models (GOLEM) of Ng et al. [15], further improved
the accuracy of NOTEARS and then the latest method that outperform all previous static structure
learning methods is Directed Acyclic Graphs via M-matrices for Acyclicity (DAGMA) introduced by
Bello et al [16].

fMRI Studies have shown that the human brain contains several distinct face-selective regions that
consistently respond more strongly to face-related stimuli compared to other stimuli. Based on their
response patterns, faces can be distinguished from other stimuli in regions such as the Fusiform
Face Area (FFA), Occipital Face Area (OFA), posterior Superior Temporal Sulcus (pSTS), Anterior
Inferior Temporal Lobe (AITL), and several other areas. However, do these regions process the same
information? If not, what specific information is encoded in each of these face-selective regions,
and how do these regions interact with each other or with other cortical areas? In most studies,
the regions involved in face processing are divided into two systems: the “core system” and the
“extended system”, which work together. The FFA, OFA, and pSTS in both hemispheres form the
core system, responsible for the initial analysis of faces. The extended system includes brain regions
that can work in coordination with the core system to extract different meanings and higher-level
features from observed faces. Unlike the core system regions, there is less consensus on the exact
regions comprising the extended system. Different studies have reported various regions, including
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the ATL, amygdala, precuneus, mPFC, and anterior parts of the brain. These regions are involved in
higher-level cognitive processes such as semantic processing, emotional evaluation, motivation, and
personality trait analysis [17–24].

Large size of the whole-brain networks and limited sample size, makes discovering an accurate EC a
challenging task. Using a prior information favoring sparsity of the graph, can significantly increase
accuracy. Another challenge is to assess accuracy of extracted EC, while there is no access to the
ground truth. Works like [25], address these challenges. Studying the brain dynamically, is crucial
for understanding its complex mechanism. This is addressed by Dynamic Effective Connectome
(DEC) methods like [26]. Causal sufficiency assumption, plays a vital role on the validity of any
discovered causal structure. A fact that is often overlooked in causal studies of brain networks. In
[27], an algorithmic identification was approach proposed for determining essential exogenous nodes
that satisfy the critical need for causal sufficiency to adhere to it in such inquiries.

Contributions: In this study, we provide a performance comparison of GC, as one of the most widely
used causal methods, and two recent gaphical methods namely GOLEM and DAGMA using synthetic
fMRI data and we show that DAGMA outperforms other methods. Then we apply DAGMA on real
fMRI data from movie watching task, provided by Human Connectome Project (HCP). Concretely,
our contributions are as follows:

• We extract the causal network of face-selective network of a group of 30 subjects during
watching natural movie stimuli.

• We show that the presence of movie frames containing face have causal effect on the number
and strength of the extracted significant edges in the network.

• We show the essential role of inclusion of subcortical regions in the discovered causal
structure as a confounding node of the network.

2 Method

In this section, we begin by reviewing the relevant material from the literature. Specifically, we
discuss Granger causality, Bayesian Networks, and two causal structure learning methods: GOLEM
and DAGMA. Next, in the data subsection, we describe the process of generating synthetic data
and present the HCP datasets used in our analyses, providing details about data acquisition and
preprocessing procedures.

2.1 Preliminaries

2.1.1 Granger Causality (GC)

For two stationary timeseries, X “Granger-causes” Y if considering past values of X yields more
accurate prediction of future of Y compared to only considering past values of Y . In other words,
there is some unique information in X relevant for Y that is not contained in Y’s past as well as the
past of “all the information in the universe”. In practice however, typically only Y’s past is used
(bivariate Granger causality). Among different variations of Granger causality, we consider the most
typical linear Auto-Regressive (AR) model:

Xt =

τmax∑
τ=1

Φ(τ)Xt−τ + ηt (1)

where, Xt = (X1
t , . . . , X

N
t ), Φ(τ) is the N ×N coefficient matrix at lag τ , τmax some maximum

time lag, and η denotes an independent noise term. In the equation (1), Xi Granger-causes Xj if any
of the coefficients Φji(τ) at lag τ is non-zero. A non-zero Φji(τ) can then be denoted as a causal
link Xi

t−τ → Xj
t at lag τ . Another option is to compare the residual variances of the VAR fitted with

and without including the variable Xi [28].

2.1.2 Bayesian Networks (BNs)

BNs are a class of Probabilistic Graphical Models (PGMs) that consider the underlying relationship
among variables as a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG). The term “Bayesian” is used due to the use of
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Bayesian decomposition rule, i.e. chain rule which simplifies the probability distribution, otherwise
there is nothing Bayesian about it. Specifically, for N nodes in the network, X1, . . . , XNG

, the joint
probability distribution. is expressed as:

p(X1:NG
) = p(X1)p(X2|X1)p(X3|X2, X1) . . . p(XNG

|X1, . . . , XNG−1)

=

NG∏
i=1

p(Xi|PAi) (2)

Where PAi = {Xj : Xj → Xi ∈ G} denotes the set of parents, or direct causes, of Xi in G.
While many other entangled factorizations are possible, only (2) decomposes the joint distribution
into causal conditionals, or causal mechanisms, p(Xi|PAi), which can have a meaningful physical
interpretation (Causal Markov Condition). A BN has: (1) a set of random variables as it’s nodes, (2)
a set of directed edges, where lack of edge between two nodes implies Conditional Independence
(CI), and (3) a joint probability distribution over the possible values of all of the variables. For a
Bayesian Network to be Causal Bayesian Network (CBN), directed edges Xj → Xi must represent a
direct causal effect of Xj on Xi which enables reasoning about the outcome of interventions using
the do-operator.

Sometimes, we can prune the edges of a CBN using domain knowledge (or other information like
temporal ordering) to uncover the causal relationships between variables When such knowledge is
unavailable or incomplete, we need to perform causal discovery, i.e. causal structure learning from
available data. This necessitates faithfulness condition [13, 29, 30]. Another crucial assumption
needed to make sure the true causal structure is being identified is causal sufficiency assumption as
presented in [10] which is implicitly considered in the following causal discovery algorithms.

2.1.3 Causal structure learning

GOLEM

Let’s denote a DAG model defined over a set of random variables X = (X1, . . . , Xd), by
G = (V (G), E(G)) and the joint distribution P (X) (with density p(x)). GOLEM assumes linear
DAG model with Gaussian noise. In terms of linear Structural Equation Models (SEMs), it can be
represented by Xi = BT

i X +Ni equation for each of the variables, where Bi is a coefficient vector
and Ni is the exogenous noise variable corresponding to variable Xi. In matrix form, if follows
X = BTX +N , where B = [B1| . . . |Bd] is a weighted adjacency matrix and N = (N1, . . . , Nd) is
a noise vector with independent elements. The structure of G is defined by the nonzero coefficients in
B, i.e., Xj → Xi ∈ E(G) if and only if the coefficient in Bi corresponding to Xj is nonzero. Given
i.i.d. samples x = {x(k)}nk=1, the goal is to infer the matrix B. The unconstrained optimization
problem that GOLEM considers for it’s score function with soft ℓ1 penalty and DAG constraints, is
as follows:

min
B∈Rd×d

Si(B;x) = Li(B;x) + λ1∥B∥1 + λ2h(B) (3)

where i = 1, 2, λ1 and λ2 are the sparsity and DAGness penalty coefficients, respectively. ∥B∥1
is defined element-wise, and h(B) = tr

(
eB◦B)− d is the characterization of DAGness proposed

by Zheng et al. [14] in which ◦ is the Hadamard or element-wise product. The score functions
Si(B;x), i = 1, 2 correspond to the likelihood objectives for nonequal and equal noise variances,
shown in equations (4) and (5), respectively [15].

L1(B;x) =
1

2

d∑
i=1

log

(
n∑

k=1

(
x
(k)
i −B⊤

i x(k)
)2)

− log |det(I −B)| (4)

L2(B;x) =
d

2
log

(
d∑

i=1

n∑
k=1

(
x
(k)
i −B⊤

i x(k)
)2)

− log |det(I −B)| (5)
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DAGMA

DAGMA approaches the problem from a more generic perspective, considering SEM equations of
the form:

Xj = fj(X,Zj), ∀j ∈ {1 . . . d} (6)

where X = (X1, . . . , Xd) is a d-dimensional random vector, fj : Rd+1 → R is a nonlinear
nonparametric function in general, and Zj is an exogenous variable. It considers the Markovian
model, which assumes that each Zj is an independent random variable. Note that each fj depends
only on a subset of X (i.e., the parents of Xj) and Zj . In practice, f is replaced with a flexible
family of parametrized functions such as deep neural networks to shrink the problem space to finite
dimensions. The score function to assess given data is defined as:

Q(f ;X) =

d∑
j=1

loss(xj , fj(X)) (7)

where loss can be any loss function such as least squares loss or the log-likelihood function. The
constrained optimization that DAGMA solves is:

min
θ

Q(fθ;X) + β1∥θ∥1

subject to hs
ldet(W (θ)) = 0

(8)

where Q is score function, fθ denote a model with parameters θ for the functions fj in (6), e.g., neural
networks and hs

ldet(W ) is the new log-determinant acyclicity characterization introduced, which is
defined as:

hs
ldet(W )

def
= − log det(sI −W ◦W ) + d log s (9)

The score function is also augmented with a ℓ1 regularizer to promote sparse solutions [16].

2.2 Data

2.2.1 Synthetic fMRI data

A total of 50 datasets generated as follows: Erdos-Renyi graphs of 5 nodes, 5 edges and 500
time points where created for each node (procedure similar to [16]). The result is then convolved
with spm_hrf of SPM package which is an implementation of canonical haemodynanmic response
function (HRF). Gaussian noise N (0, 0.8) has been added to the resultant signal from previous step.
Finally it is sampled and used for algorithms.

2.2.2 Real fMRI data

Two real task fMRI dataset has been used in this study: (1) Working memory task [31] (2) Movie-
watching task [32], both of them released by Human Connectome Project (HCP). Both of the datasets
has been preprocessed using minimal pipeline provided by HCP, which includes three structural
pipelines, two functional pipelines and a Diffusion preprocessing pipeline [33]. A total of 175
subjects have the data for both of these tasks.

Working memory task

Working memory is assessed using an N-back task in which participants are asked to monitor
sequentially presented pictures. Participants are presented with blocks of trials that consisted pictures
from 4 categories: faces, places, tools, and body parts. Subjects performed two runs of the working
memory task. Each run contained eight task blocks (25 s each) and four fixation blocks (15 s each).
The four different stimulus types (faces, places, tools, and body parts) were presented in separate
task blocks. Each task block contained ten trials. On each trial, the stimulus was presented for 2 s,
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followed by a 500 ms inter-trial interval. Within each run, four blocks used a 2-back working memory
task (respond “target” whenever the current stimulus was the same as the one 2-back) and the other
four blocks used a 0-back working memory task (respond “target” whenever the current stimulus
was the same as the target stimulus presented at the start of the block). A 2.5 s cue indicated the task
type (and target for 0-back) at the start of the block. In each block, there were two targets and 2–3
nontarget stimuli (repeated items in the wrong n-back position, either 1-back or 3-back).

This dataset has been used in this study as “functional localizer” to obtain category-specific
representations [34]. Category-selective maps were obtained by statistical comparison of the
activation for one category versus the average activation for the other three categories. For a
given contrast, the maps were based on z-statistic. In this study, face-selective maps was used. Maps
from all subjects were projected onto a standard grayordinates space [35]. The grayordinates space
contained 91,282 cortical and subcortical gray matter voxels/vertices.

Movie-watching task

The fMRI data from movie watching task of HCP, was collected from subjects during watching
naturalistic stimuli. There were four total scan sessions acquired over two or three days; we focus
here on the first and last session (which we refer to as session 1 and session 2), since these contained
the movie-watching runs. REST and MOVIE runs were collected using the same gradient-echo-planar
imaging (EPI) sequence. The direction of phase encoding alternated between posterior-to-anterior
(PA; REST1, MOVIE2, MOVIE3) and anterior-to-posterior (AP; REST4, MOVIE1, MOVIE4).
During REST runs, subjects were instructed to keep their eyes open and maintain relaxed fixation
on a projected bright crosshair on a dark background. Within a session, REST runs were always
acquired first, followed by the movie runs in a fixed order, such that session 1 consisted of REST1,
MOVIE1, and MOVIE3, and session 2 consisted of REST4, MOVIE3, and MOVIE4. During MOVIE
runs, subjects passively viewed a series of video clips with audiovisual content. Each MOVIE run
consisted of 4 or 5 clips, separated by 20s of rest (indicated by the word “REST” in white text on a
black background). Two of the runs, MOVIE1 and MOVIE3, contained clips from independent films
(both fiction and documentary) made freely available under Creative Commons license on Vimeo.
The other two runs, MOVIE2 and MOVIE4, contained clips from Hollywood films. The last clip was
always a montage of brief (1.5 s) videos that was identical across each of the four runs (to facilitate
test-retest and/or validation analyses). Each REST run was 900 TRs, or 15:00 min, in length. MOVIE
runs 1-4 were 921, 918, 915, and 901 TRs, respectively.

Table 2: Performance of data-driven methods across 50 synthetic fMRI data in terms of mean and
standard deviation

Method

Metric Granger GOLEM DAGMA

Structural Hamming Distance (SHD) 8.76± 1.030 5.38± 1.481 1.12± 1.657

False Discovery Rate (FDR) 1.752± 0.206 1.076± 0.296 0.0699± 0.104

True Positive Rate (TPR) 0.124± 0.103 0.462± 0.148 0.914± 0.121

False Positive Rate (FPR) 0.194± 0.023 0.119± 0.033 0.019± 0.029

3 Results

3.1 Results of synthetic data

We executed Granger, GOLEM and DAGMA methods on 50 synthetic fMRI datasets, thresholded
the connectivity matrices and kept 10 edges having the largest weights and finally binarized the result.
Figure 1 and table 2 show the results in terms of mean and standard deviation across multiple metrics:
Structural Hamming Distance (SHD), False Discovery Rate (FDR), True Positive Rate (TPR), False
Positive Rate (FPR) and Number of Non-Zero elements (NNZ). For definition of these metrics see
Appendix.
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Granger GOLEM DAGMA

SHD

NNZ FPR

FDR TPR

Figure 1: Comparison of performance of data-driven methods across 50 synthetic datasets in terms of
mean and standard deviation across multiple metrics: Structural Hamming Distance (SHD), False
Discovery Rate (FDR), True Positive Rate (TPR), False Positive Rate (FPR) and Number of Non-Zero
elements (NNZ).

As shown in the figure 1 and table 2, DAGMA outperforms other methods in all metrics. NNZ
metric shows that all of the methods have found similar number of non-zero elements. However, TPR
and FDR metrics show that DAGMA has found more correct edges and has lower error. TPR and
FDR metrics gain more value as network grows in size where the ground truth is usually a sparse
matrix. [16] shows that DAGMA’s superiority to other methods in the large networks maintained
or improved. This is of significant importance, namely in the whole-scale causal studies of the
brain. Also note that Granger has perform the worst, in comparison to graphical methods. Setting
performance matrics aside, Granger also raises some other concerns, e.g. in the case of brain study
with fMRI data, neuronal activity occurring first in one area and then in the second area may be
seen in the haemodynamic responses in the second area, before the first. This violates the temporal
precedence assumption in the GC which is taken as a measure of causality [36]. Furthermore, it is a
prediction framework. It can’t answer causal questions related to consequences of interventions and
counterfactuals [37].

3.2 Results of real data

Face-selective network: A subset of 30 subjects was selected for this study. First, face-selective
maps were averaged across the subjects. Next, face-selective vertices/voxels were defined as the
top 1% of voxels (913 out of 91,282) with the highest z-values in the given contrast. The 99th
percentile corresponded to a cutoff z-value of 4.354. Based on remained cortical vertices, six clusters
were selected with reference to the [20] study based on the size of active clusters(figure 2). Table
3 lists their corresponding center coordinates. Of the total 913 vertices/voxels, 238 were located
in the subcortical area, which was considered as another cluster to ensure the validity of the causal
sufficiency assumption [10]. Together, these clusters formed a total of seven nodes for our network
after averaging their corresponding time series.

Movie clips: Table 4 shows the details of selecteed movie clips for this study. To quantify the
number of movie frames containing faces in each clip, the following steps were taken: Images were
extracted from each movie clip at a frequency of 1 Hz using the ffmpeg package (originally, movie
files contained 24 frames a second). EfficientNet_B3 has been finetuned on a small subset of
frames to classify them into containing/not containing faces. Then, used the finetuned network to
classify all of the images. The result has been double checked by human reviewer. The ratio of
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Figure 2: Top 1 % cortical vertices, i.e. face-selective vertices on the 2D flat map of left and right
hemispheres and the center of selected clusters shown in solid-color circles.

Table 3: Coordinates of cluster centers on the flat map of cortex

Cluster Center coordinate (x, y)

MFA_L (137.783, 149.590)

pSTS_L (100.472, 10.090)

FFA_L (164.458,−18.507)

MFA_R (−125.207, 125.119)

pSTS_R (−107.803,−19.216)

FFA_R (−164.030,−44.811)

number of face frames to all frames for Bridgeville movie clip was about 58%, whereas this ratio for
Flower movie clip was about 1%.

The causal network of face-selective network during watching aformentioned clips have been
extracted using DAGMA. The result has been normalized to [−1, 1]. Next, Fisher transform has been
applied and the edges with weights greater than significance level of α = 0.01 has been considered as
significant. Figure 4a and 4b shows the significant edges for the Bridgeville and Flower movie clips,
respectively. As can be seen in figure 4, Bridgeville clip has 20 significant edges for the whereas this
number for Flower clip decreases to 13. Not only Bridgeville has more significant edges but also it’s
network has more stronger weights. This means more regions of the network are interacting with
each other and they are more active, compared to the Flower’s network. Futhermore, if we only focus
on 5 edges of each network having more weights (figure 5), we observe that even the weakest edge of
the Bridgeville has stronger weight than the strongest edge of Flower network. Since we have only
put the network of face-selective regions under inspection and the only difference in the networks of
the Bridgeville and Flower clips, correspond to the presence of frames containing faces, we conclude
that the presence of face frames, have causal effect on the number and strength of significant edges
extracted for the network.

Table 4: Details of the selected movie clips [32]

Run Clip name Duration(min:sec) Description

MOVIE1 Bridgeville 03:41
People describe why they love living in small-town

America; a collection of scenes from community life.

MOVIE3 Flower 03:00
A flower escapes its pot and goes on a journey through

the neighborhood.
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Another interesting thing to point out is the role subcortical region in the extracted network for
the Bridgeville as a confounding node. In the connectivity matrix shown in figure 4a, rows and
columns corespond causes and effects, respectively. This means that subcortical node drives 4 out
of 6 nodes and it is doing so with a large amplitude. This aligns with the fact that Bridgeville clip
has emotional, motivational, musical and sport contents, which can stimulate subcortical regions
like Amygdala. It also contains some old and nostalgic scenes, which can activate regions like
hippocampus that is involved in processing of information related to memory. This is in accordance
with the neuroscientific findings like [38, 39] and emphasize on the key part that inclusion of
subcortical regions have in the causal studies of the brain

3.3 Future works

In this study, we focused into one specific network in the brain, which decrease number of variables
significantly. However, as stated previously, one of the problems in extracting a precise EC at the
scale of whole-brain is related to discrepancy between the sizes of the whole-brain networks and
available samples. We know that the edges in the EC are a subset of the edges in the structural
connectome [40]. So incorporating inforamtion of structural data as prior in favor of sparsity, can
lead us to a more reliable result. Here, we investivgated the responce of face-selective regions to the
movie watching data in a static framework. To gain more detailed insights, one can leverage dymanic
methods in combination with HCP movie labels provided by [41, 42], and/or neural networks to
extract the information of different frame and investigate how much do the results align.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigated the causal structure of face-selective network in the brain in the
naturalistic setting. we extracted causal networks of face-selective regions. The results showed that
the presence of faces in the stimuli have causal effect on both the number and strength of causal
connections within the network. Moreover, the results emphasize on the crucial role of subcortical
regions in satisfying causal sufficiency, in causal studies of brain.

(a) (b)

Figure 3: A few frames from the (a) Bridgeville (b) Flower movie clips.
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(a)

(b)

Figure 4: Connectogram on the left and connectivity matrix on the right showing significant edges
of the extracted causal network of face-selective regions for (a) Bridgeville (b) Flower movie clips.
In the connectivity matrix shown on the right, rows and columns correspond to causes and effects,
respectively. The numbers on the colorbars show the weights of the edges.
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Figure 5: Five significant edges with the largest weights for the Bridgeville and Flower movie clips.

References
[1] Supat Saetia, Natsue Yoshimura, and Yasuharu Koike. Constructing brain connectivity model

using causal network reconstruction approach. Frontiers in Neuroinformatics, 15:619557, 2021.

[2] Olaf Sporns, Giulio Tononi, and Rolf Kötter. The human connectome: a structural description
of the human brain. PLoS computational biology, 1(4):e42, 2005.

[3] Stephen M Smith, Diego Vidaurre, Christian F Beckmann, Matthew F Glasser, Mark Jenkinson,
Karla L Miller, Thomas E Nichols, Emma C Robinson, Gholamreza Salimi-Khorshidi, Mark W
Woolrich, et al. Functional connectomics from resting-state fmri. Trends in cognitive sciences,
17(12):666–682, 2013.

[4] Karl J Friston. Functional and effective connectivity: a review. Brain connectivity, 1(1):13–36,
2011.

[5] Praveen Venkatesh, Sanghamitra Dutta, Neil Mehta, and Pulkit Grover. Can information flows
suggest targets for interventions in neural circuits? Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 34:3149–3162, 2021.

[6] Karl J Friston, Lee Harrison, and Will Penny. Dynamic causal modelling. Neuroimage, 19(4):
1273–1302, 2003.

[7] Sewall Wright. Correlation and causation. Journal of agricultural research, 20(7):557, 1921.

[8] AR Mclntosh and Francisco Gonzalez-Lima. Structural equation modeling and its application
to network analysis in functional brain imaging. Human brain mapping, 2(1-2):2–22, 1994.

[9] Stephen M Smith, Karla L Miller, Gholamreza Salimi-Khorshidi, Matthew Webster, Christian F
Beckmann, Thomas E Nichols, Joseph D Ramsey, and Mark W Woolrich. Network modelling
methods for fmri. Neuroimage, 54(2):875–891, 2011.

[10] Peter Spirtes, Clark Glymour, and Richard Scheines. Causation, prediction, and search. MIT
press, 2001.

[11] Clive WJ Granger. Investigating causal relations by econometric models and cross-spectral
methods. Econometrica: journal of the Econometric Society, pages 424–438, 1969.

[12] Judea Pearl et al. Causality. models, reasoning and inference. Cambridge, UK: CambridgeUni-
versityPress, 19(2):3, 2000.

11



[13] Clark Glymour, Kun Zhang, and Peter Spirtes. Review of causal discovery methods based on
graphical models. Frontiers in genetics, 10:524, 2019.

[14] Xun Zheng, Bryon Aragam, Pradeep K Ravikumar, and Eric P Xing. Dags with no tears:
Continuous optimization for structure learning. Advances in neural information processing
systems, 31, 2018.

[15] Ignavier Ng, AmirEmad Ghassami, and Kun Zhang. On the role of sparsity and dag constraints
for learning linear dags. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33:17943–17954,
2020.

[16] Kevin Bello, Bryon Aragam, and Pradeep Ravikumar. Dagma: Learning dags via m-matrices
and a log-determinant acyclicity characterization. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 35:8226–8239, 2022.

[17] J Swaroop Guntupalli, Kelsey G Wheeler, and M Ida Gobbini. Disentangling the representation
of identity from head view along the human face processing pathway. Cerebral Cortex, 27(1):
46–53, 2017.

[18] Maria Tsantani, Nikolaus Kriegeskorte, Katherine Storrs, Adrian Lloyd Williams, Carolyn
McGettigan, and Lúcia Garrido. Ffa and ofa encode distinct types of face identity information.
Journal of Neuroscience, 41(9):1952–1969, 2021.

[19] Charlotta Marina Eick, Gyula Kovács, Sophie-Marie Rostalski, Lisa Röhrig, and Géza Gergely
Ambrus. The occipital face area is causally involved in identity-related visual-semantic associa-
tions. Brain Structure and Function, 225:1483–1493, 2020.

[20] Nooshin Abbasi, John Duncan, and Reza Rajimehr. Genetic influence is linked to cortical
morphology in category-selective areas of visual cortex. Nature Communications, 11(1):709,
2020.

[21] Michal Bernstein, Yaara Erez, Idan Blank, and Galit Yovel. An integrated neural framework for
dynamic and static face processing. Scientific reports, 8(1):7036, 2018.

[22] Andrew J Calder. Oxford handbook of face perception. Oxford University Press, USA, 2011.

[23] Gillian Rhodes, Patricia T Michie, Matthew E Hughes, and Graham Byatt. The fusiform face
area and occipital face area show sensitivity to spatial relations in faces. European Journal of
Neuroscience, 30(4):721–733, 2009.

[24] Christopher J Fox, So Young Moon, Giuseppe Iaria, and Jason JS Barton. The correlates of
subjective perception of identity and expression in the face network: an fmri adaptation study.
Neuroimage, 44(2):569–580, 2009.

[25] Abdolmahdi Bagheri, Mahdi Dehshiri, Yamin Bagheri, Alireza Akhondi-Asl, and Babak Nad-
jar Araabi. Brain effective connectome based on fmri and dti data: Bayesian causal learning
and assessment. Plos one, 18(8):e0289406, 2023.

[26] Abdolmahdi Bagheri, Mohammad Pasande, Kevin Bello, Babak Nadjar Araabi, and Alireza
Akhondi-Asl. Discovering the effective connectome of the brain with dynamic bayesian dag
learning. NeuroImage, page 120684, 2024.

[27] Abdolmahdi Bagheri, Mahdi Dehshiri, Babak Nadjar Araabi, and Alireza Akhondi Asl. Al-
gorithmic identification of essential exogenous nodes for causal sufficiency in brain networks.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.05407, 2024.

[28] Jakob Runge. Causal network reconstruction from time series: From theoretical assumptions to
practical estimation. Chaos: An Interdisciplinary Journal of Nonlinear Science, 28(7), 2018.

[29] Jeanette A Mumford and Joseph D Ramsey. Bayesian networks for fmri: a primer. Neuroimage,
86:573–582, 2014.

[30] Bernhard Schölkopf and Julius von Kügelgen. From statistical to causal learning. In Proceedings
of the International Congress of Mathematicians, page 1, 2022.

12



[31] Deanna M Barch, Gregory C Burgess, Michael P Harms, Steven E Petersen, Bradley L Schlaggar,
Maurizio Corbetta, Matthew F Glasser, Sandra Curtiss, Sachin Dixit, Cindy Feldt, et al. Function
in the human connectome: task-fmri and individual differences in behavior. Neuroimage, 80:
169–189, 2013.

[32] Emily S Finn and Peter A Bandettini. Movie-watching outperforms rest for functional
connectivity-based prediction of behavior. NeuroImage, 235:117963, 2021.

[33] Matthew F Glasser, Stamatios N Sotiropoulos, J Anthony Wilson, Timothy S Coalson, Bruce
Fischl, Jesper L Andersson, Junqian Xu, Saad Jbabdi, Matthew Webster, Jonathan R Polimeni,
et al. The minimal preprocessing pipelines for the human connectome project. Neuroimage, 80:
105–124, 2013.

[34] Alexander Drobyshevsky, Stephen B Baumann, and Walter Schneider. A rapid fmri task battery
for mapping of visual, motor, cognitive, and emotional function. Neuroimage, 31(2):732–744,
2006.

[35] Matthew F Glasser, Stephen M Smith, Daniel S Marcus, Jesper LR Andersson, Edward J
Auerbach, Timothy EJ Behrens, Timothy S Coalson, Michael P Harms, Mark Jenkinson, Steen
Moeller, et al. The human connectome project’s neuroimaging approach. Nature neuroscience,
19(9):1175–1187, 2016.

[36] Karl Friston. Causal modelling and brain connectivity in functional magnetic resonance imaging.
PLoS biology, 7(2):e1000033, 2009.

[37] Rahul Biswas and Eli Shlizerman. Statistical perspective on functional and causal neural
connectomics: A comparative study. Frontiers in Systems Neuroscience, 16:817962, 2022.

[38] Nim Tottenham and Margaret A Sheridan. A review of adversity, the amygdala and the
hippocampus: a consideration of developmental timing. Frontiers in human neuroscience, 3:
1019, 2010.

[39] Gal Richter-Levin and Irit Akirav. Amygdala-hippocampus dynamic interaction in relation to
memory. Molecular neurobiology, 22:11–20, 2000.

[40] Olaf Sporns. Structure and function of complex brain networks. Dialogues in clinical neuro-
science, 15(3):247–262, 2013.

[41] Alexander G Huth, Shinji Nishimoto, An T Vu, and Jack L Gallant. A continuous semantic
space describes the representation of thousands of object and action categories across the human
brain. Neuron, 76(6):1210–1224, 2012.

[42] Shinji Nishimoto, An T Vu, Thomas Naselaris, Yuval Benjamini, Bin Yu, and Jack L Gallant.
Reconstructing visual experiences from brain activity evoked by natural movies. Current
biology, 21(19):1641–1646, 2011.

13



Appendix

Metrics used to assess synthetic data are defined as follows:

• Structural Hamming Distance (SHD): A standard measurement for structure learning that
counts the total number of edges additions, deletions, and reversals needed to convert the
estimated graph into the true graph.

• False Discovery Rate (FDR): Measures the proportion of incorrectly identified edges with
respect to the total number of identified edges.

• False Positive Rate (FPR): Measures the proportion of incorrectly identified edges with
respect to the total number of absent edges in the ground-truth DAG.

• True Positive Rate (TPR): Measures the proportion of correctly identified edges with
respect to the total number of edges in the ground-truth DAG.
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