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Abstract

Prediction of consumer behavior is one of the important purposes in marketing,
cognitive neuroscience, and human-computer interaction. The electroencephalog-
raphy (EEG) data can help analyze the decision process by providing detailed
information about the brain’s neural activity. In this research, a comparative
approach is utilized for predicting consumer behavior by EEG data. In the first
step, the features of the EEG data from the NeuMa dataset were extracted and
cleaned. For the Graph Neural Network (GNN) models, the brain connectivity
features were created. Different machine learning models, such as classical mod-
els and Graph Neural Networks, are used and compared. The GNN models with
different architectures are implemented to have a comprehensive comparison; fur-
thermore, a wide range of classical models, such as ensemble models, are applied,
which can be very helpful to show the difference and performance of each model
on the dataset. Although the results did not show a significant difference overall,
the GNN models generally performed better in some basic criteria where clas-
sical models were not satisfactory. This study not only shows that combining
EEG signal analysis and machine learning models can provide an approach to
deeper understanding of consumer behavior, but also provides a comprehensive
comparison between the machine learning models that have been widely used
in previous studies in the EEG-based neuromarketing such as Support Vector
Machine (SVM), and the models which are not used or rarely used in the field,
like Graph Neural Networks.
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1 Introduction

Understanding and predicting consumer behaviour is one of the key issues in today’s
world for businesses and companies [1], due to its importance in product design [2],
advertisements, and user experience [3]. Using brain data, machine learning, and data
mining methods would lead to data-driven decisions. This can be more helpful for a
better decision-making [4] process than using the classical methods. The classical data
gathering methods, such as surveys, field studies, and interviews [5], [6], [7] in spite
of being applied, have biases and limitations [8], [9], [10] like outcome bias and halo
effect [11]. In this condition, using neuro signals can provide a clearer picture of the
decision-making process [12].

As purchasing decisions and consumer behaviour play a crucial role and have a
significant impact on the success or failure of a business, a deeper understanding of
this process has become particularly important for marketing [13], [14], [15], [16] and
product development [17], [18]. Companies and organizations can optimize their mar-
keting strategies [19], personalize advertisements for their consumers, and present a
better user experience [20] by analyzing the way their consumers behave. Especially,
in today’s competitive markets [21], the ability to predict consumers’ reactions to mar-
keting campaigns and newly released products would make a competitive advantage
and could cause a decrease in costs [22].

Many different methods are used to study and analyse brain activities that
are related to the decision-making process and consumer behaviour. These meth-
ods include Functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) [23], [24], Functional
near-infrared spectroscopy (fNIRS) [25], Magnetoencephalography (MEG) [26], and
Electroencephalography. Each of these methods has its own advantages and disadvan-
tages. For example, fMRI has high spatial resolution [27] but is costly [28] and limited
to laboratory environments, while EEG, due to its portability [29], lower cost [30],
and high time resolution [5], [9], [31], [32], has become one of the most useful tools
for analyzing the cognitive processes and decision-making in consumer neuroscience
research [33], [34], [35].

EEG can record the rapid changes in brain activity by measuring the electrical
potential difference caused by the activity of neurons [29]. Due to this feature, it is
possible to measure neural responses to marketing stimuli and products and detect
brain patterns that are related to buying preferences [9]. For this reason, EEG plays
an important role in developing consumer behavior prediction models and, when com-
bined with machine learning methods, provides a deeper insight into cognitive and
emotional mechanisms [36]. Analyzing EEG signals in this field has usually been done
by classical machine learning algorithms such as Support Vector Machine (SVM),
Random Forest (RF), and k-Nearest Neighbors (KNN), and deep learning models
such as Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) and Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM)
[37]. These models usually use features from the time, frequency, and time-frequency
domains, and they do not explicitly model the brain’s inter-channel communication
structure, while this can be shown as a graph of connections between electrodes, which
has a noticeable effect on a better understanding of the decision-making process [38],
[39].



Graph Neural Network (GNN) based models are specifically designed for graph-
structured data and allow learning topology-based representations [40]. In the context
of EEG, it is possible to assign nodes to electrodes and edges to connectivity values
and use GNNs for extracting cognitive-related patterns [38], [41], [42]. However, GNNs
have been used in different EEG tasks, such as emotion detection [43], [44], [45],
seizure detection [46] and Alzheimer detection [47]; they have not been widely used in
EEG-based neuromarketing tasks.

One of the major gaps in neuromarketing research is the lack of application of
graph-based models like graph neural networks. Most previous studies have used clas-
sical machine learning methods or neural network models such as CNN and LSTM.
Although these models are successful in extracting time-frequency features, they are
unable to explicitly model the connectivity structure between brain channels, even
though these interactions and connections play a key role in cognitive tasks and con-
sumer decision-making [48]. Furthermore, another limitation in previous studies in the
field is the lack of comprehensive comparisons evaluating a diverse range of models
and comparing them.

This research proposed a framework for consumer behavior prediction by using
EEG signals, with the aim of addressing these gaps and introducing several key
innovations as follows:

® Modelling brain connectivity, transforming EEG data to graphs, and extracting
connectivity features for GNNs.

e Utilizing a diverse range of GNNs architectures and layers, such as Graph Convolu-
tional Network (GCN), Graph Attention Networks (GAT), and Graph Sample and
Aggregate (GraphSAGE).

e Using Classical models, which have not been widely implemented in other EEG-
based neuromarketing studies, such as XGBoost and Light GBM.

® Designing and implementing an ensemble stacking model combining different
classical algorithms.

® Comparing the performance of classical models trained on common EEG extracted
features, as well as evaluating and comparing different GNN architectures based on
brain connectivity features in consumer behavior classification.

To increase reliability and repeatability, the NeuMa dataset [49] is used in this
research, which is publicly available. Results have shown that there is no significant
difference between the models, but overall, GNNs achieve better performance on the
minority and unbalanced classes.

The research is structured as follows: In the Related Works section, previous studies
and gaps will be explained. In the Methodology, the dataset, EEG preprocessing, and
models will be introduced. The training settings and models’ architectures will be
explained in the Experiments section. In the Results section, the results of evaluating
models with different metrics will be discussed, and a comparison between the models
will be provided. The Conclusions section will focus on the findings, limitations, and
future directions of this study.



2 Related works

In recent decades, neuromarketing research has increasingly utilized novel methods to
understand the consumer decision-making process. EEG is recognized as a key tool in
the field, due to its high temporal resolution, cost-effectiveness, and lower complexity
compared to imaging methods. Previous studies tried to use time domain, frequency
domain, or time-frequency domain features of EEG signals to extract indicators related
to attention, motivation, or product evaluation and correlate them with behavioral
variables.

2.1 Datasets, stimuli, objectives, and task types

EEG-based neuromarketing studies have been used with different datasets, stimuli,
objectives, and task types. Stimuli include a range of visual [50], [51], [52], [53], [54],
taste [55], [56], olfactory [57], [58], [59], and auditory stimuli [60], [61]. Visual stimuli
are the most used [48], and they include promotional and product images and videos,
as well as product pages in a web environment simulation. Taste stimuli contain edible
products; olfactory stimuli include gas sampling and food samples [57], and musical
pieces are used as auditory stimuli [60]. In addition, audiovisual stimuli are also used.
Previous studies in this field have been defined by different objectives, such as mobile
phone [51], [62], sports shoes [52], coffee brand preferences [55], and user behavior in
web stores [53]. These objectives are associated with different task types, including
classification of binary buy or not buy decisions [50], preference and like/dislike rat-
ings [52], identifying willingness to pay [63], and predicting like and view rates [64].
Furthermore, other data, such as eye tracking and physiological data [65], have been
used as supplementary data for EEG signals.

2.2 Extracted features

The dominant approach in feature extraction is based on three domains: time, fre-
quency, and time-frequency [54], [66]. For the time domain, Hjorth Parameters [52],
[58], [59] and Riemannian Geometry [67] are the common methods, while Fast Fourier
Transform (FFT) [68], [69] and Power Spectral Density (PSD) [69], [70], [71], [72]
are used as frequency domain features. Moreover, for the time-frequency domain, the
Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT) [73], [74], [75], [76] is used.

In recent years, functional connectivity analysis has been widely used as a network-
level feature in EEG-based tasks. Pearson correlation, spectral coherence, fuzzy
measures such as PLV, PLI and wPLI, and directional indices such as DTF and PDC
are used to model information flow between electrodes [77]. By using these methods,
a graph can be constructed that has information about brain activity in response to
stimuli.

2.3 Models: Classical, Ensemble, and Neural Networks

Classical models like Support Vector Machine (SVM) [51], [54], [66], [68], [74], [78],
Random Forest (RF) [72], [74], [76], [79], and k-nearest neighbors (KNN) [52], [65],
[74], [78] are the most common models in neuromarketing. The key advantage of



these models is low computational cost; also, they do not require huge datasets com-
pared with neural network models. Various ensemble models are also used in the EEG
analysis tasks with different architectures. Furthermore, principal component analysis
(PCA) [53], [61], [75] is commonly used for the dimensionality reduction of EEG data.

In the neural network models, convolutional neural network (CNN) [55], [75], Mul-
tilayer perceptron (MLP) [64], long short-term memory (LSTM) [71], [76], [80], and
deep architectures [72], [79], [81] are utilized in the EEG-based neuromarketing tasks,
while recurrent neural network (RNN) [82], CNN-RNN [83], and graph neural network
(GNN) have been used in other EEG-based neuroscience tasks. GNN models can be
applied to benefit from the brain connectivity network. Graph Convolutional Network
(GCN) [44], [45], Graph Attention Networks (GAT) [84], and GraphSAGE [85] are
the common models used in the previous studies for EEG analysis.

2.4 Research gaps and innovations of this research

Despite significant advances in the EEG-based neuromarketing studies, the existing
literature has several structural limitations, including restricted use of machine learn-
ing models, dimensionality reduction and feature selection methods, and the lack of
a comprehensive comparison between different models. In this research, in addition
to utilizing a wide range of classical models such as XGBoost and Light GBM, which
are used in other tasks related to EEG signals in neuroscience fields [42], [82], differ-
ent dimensionality reduction and feature selection methods are utilized. Further, an
ensemble stacking model is designed and implemented to take advantage of combining
multiple algorithms. In this research, brain connectivity features were extracted and
represented as data in a graph structure. This graph representation allows the use of
GNNs, and varied GNN architectures, including GCN, GAT, and GraphSAGE, have
been utilized.

This diversity in methods and models allows for a comprehensive comparison
between the performance of algorithms. This comparison is carried out in this study.
Such an approach not only covers the weaknesses of previous research but also opens
up new horizons in EEG data analysis in neuromarketing.

3 Methodology

The methodology of this research is illustrated in Figure 1. In the next subsections,
the dataset, different pipelines, various machine learning models, and deep learning
models will be explained.

3.1 Dataset

For this study, the pre-processed version of the NeuMa dataset [49], which is publicly
available, was used. The NeuMa dataset is a multimodal EEG-based neuromarket-
ing dataset designed to investigate consumer decision-making behavior. This dataset
contains data from 42 healthy adult participants (23 males and 19 females, age 31.5
+ 8.84 years), all native Greek speakers, engaged in a supermarket brochure brows-
ing task (six pages, 24 products per page, totaling 144 products). Participants could
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Fig. 1 shows the summary of the introduced method

select the products they intended to purchase while their brain activity (EEG) and
eye movement were recorded, along with behavioral and questionnaire data.

The products are labelled in two different classes, “Buy” and “NoBuy”. Further-
more, on average, each participant selected 18 products, and 126 products remained
unselected. The EEG associated with each product was separated during the period
when the participant viewed it. EEG signals were pre-processed with a Butterworth
bandpass filter (0.5 to 45 Hz, 3rd order, zero phase) and artifact removal using Artifact
Subspace Reconstruction (ASR) [86] and FORCe [87].

The brain activity was recorded using 21 dry EEG sensors according to the inter-
national 10-20 system, including two reference electrodes, with a sampling rate of
300 Hz. In the pre-processed NeuMa dataset, 19 channels covering the main EEG
electrodes were provided for analysis, while the reference channels were removed.

3.2 Classical Models
3.2.1 Feature extraction

Preparing the EEG data for classical machine learning has several steps, which include
filtering, segmentation, and feature extraction. In the first step, EEG signals were
filtered using a third-order Butterworth bandpass filter. This filtering was used for
each of the standard frequency bands, including delta, theta, alpha, beta, and gamma,
and the distinct frequency components of each EEG channel were extracted.

In the next step, the data were segmented according to the structure of the study.
Each sample is related to a user, a page, and a product. Only the segments longer than
0.5 seconds were considered in the analysis to ensure feature stability and reliability.
For each valid segment, spectral features were calculated from two perspectives: (1)
Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) to compute the frequency domain and extract the
statistical indicators of mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis, and (2)
Power Spectral Density (PSD) using the Welch method with the same statistical
indices extracted. Finally, for each EEG channel and frequency band, eight statistical
features were computed.



3.2.2 Dimensionality Reduction and Data Preparation Pipelines

Since the final data is a large matrix with 760 features, there was a need to reduce
dimensionality. This process had been done in three different pipelines: (1) Using
correlation between features and principal component analysis (PCA), a correlation
coeflicient greater than 0.90 between pairs of features was used, then PCA was applied
in a way that more than 90% of the data variance was retained; (2) Using correlation
method and uniform manifold approximation and projection (UMAP) for representing
data in 50-dimensional space; (3) the top 100 features were selected based on an
independent t-test (with a significance threshold of 0.05) and then PCA was applied
to this set, which explained more than 95% of the variance.

3.2.3 Classical Models Descriptions

To classify EEG data into two different classes, “Buy” and “NoBuy,” a wide range of
classical machine learning algorithms was employed. These models included logistic
regression (LR), k-nearest neighbors (KNN), support vector machines (SVM) with
RBF kernel, random forests (RF), gradient-based algorithms including XGBoost and
Light GBM, and two probabilistic models, Naive Bayes (NB) and Gaussian Process
Classifier.

The diversity of these models makes it possible to analyze the performance of
different algorithmic categories (linear, tree-based, distance-based, and probabilistic).
Each model was trained independently on different dimensionality reduction pipelines
to analyze the combined effects of different pipelines and models.

3.2.4 Stacking Ensemble Models

To combine the strengths of different models, a stacking-based ensemble model was
used. In this method, four different models were trained, and their outputs were fed
into a meta-level model. The base models included LR, KNN, NB, and Light GBM to
maximize structural diversity. In the final stage, a powerful gradient-boosting model,
XGBoost, was employed as the meta-model to make the final prediction.

This structure could consider complex nonlinear interactions and non-local rela-
tionships in the data, in addition to simple patterns. In this way, the stacking ensemble
method can play an important role in improving the model’s performance.

3.3 Graph Neural Network Models

3.3.1 Feature Extraction

For the neural network-based method, at first spectrum features of EEG signals were
extracted, including detailed spectral indices in the delta, theta, alpha, beta, and
gamma bands. These features were computed from both the Fourier domain (FFT) and
the power spectral density (PSD). Similar to the classical models’ feature extraction
method, a third-order Butterworth bandpass filter and a channel segmentation method
were implemented.



3.3.2 Brain Connectivity Modelling

To model the functional connections between different brain regions, each electrode
was represented as a graph node, and edges were calculated by using the Pearson
correlation coefficient. This coefficient is defined as follows:
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where z;; is the k-th feature of electrode i, #; is the mean of the features of
electrode i, and n is the total number of features.
The result of these calculations was a correlation matrix representing the con-
nectivity between every pair of electrodes. This graph-based representation not only

considers spectral features but also models the interactions and connections between
regions.

Tij =

3.3.3 GNN Architectures and Model Descriptions

After constructing the brain graphs, several graph neural network architectures were
utilized to model the graphs and analyze them. These models contain baseline models
and layers such as Graph Convolutional Network (GCN), which can generate new rep-
resentations for nodes by applying smoothing operations over their neighbourhoods.
This architecture can extract the local dependencies in the graph structure and provide
a representation of the entire graph. GraphSAGE employed a sampling and aggrega-
tion strategy that is suitable for large-scale data. Graph Attention Networks (GAT)
used an attention mechanism to dynamically weight the importance of edges, and
allowed the model to detect the significance of the role of different brain regions.

In addition to baseline models, more advanced architectures were also applied.
A Residual architecture was used with the skip connections mechanism to facilitate
gradient flow and prevent information degradation in deeper networks. Furthermore,
multilayer models were proposed, which combine different types of layers to take
advantage of different architectures and their combination. In addition, lighter archi-
tectures were used to reduce computational complexity, and deeper architectures were
utilized to enhance the representational capacity of the models.

To train and evaluate the models, K-fold cross-validation was used; each model
was trained on the data of each fold and then predictions were made on the test data.
Finally, the prediction results of each fold were merged together in the form of majority
voting, and the major votes obtained was considered as the final results of the model.

4 Experiments

This section aims to provide details of different classical, ensemble, and graph neural
network architectures. In these experiments, several different pipelines are defined,
each based on a different combination of feature extraction, dimension selection or
reduction, and modelling steps. In the following, details regarding the implementation,
experimental setup, and features used in each class of models are provided.



4.1 Setup and Implementation Details

All implementations were done in Python 3.10.18, and standard machine learning and
deep learning libraries, including scikit-learn, XGBoost, Light GBM, PyTorch, and
PyTorch Geometric, were used for development and execution. The classical models
were run on the CPU (AMD Ryzen 77435HS), while the deeper, graph-based models
were trained on the GPU (NVIDIA RTX 3050, 4GB VRAM).

4.2 Classical and Ensemble Models
4.2.1 Feature Extraction Pipelines

Three different pipelines were designed for data preprocessing and dimensionality
reduction:

¢ Pipeline A: Remove high correlations (threshold |r| > 0.9), normalize with Stan-
dard Scaler, and perform dimensionality reduction with PCA based on 90% of
explained variance.

e Pipeline B: Remove high correlations, normalize with Standard Scaler, and
perform dimensionality reduction with UMAP to 50 components.

¢ Pipeline C: Select top 100 features with an independent t-test (p < 0.05), normal-
ize with Standard Scaler, and perform dimensionality reduction with PCA based on
95% of explained variance.

These three pipelines allowed the model evaluation under different dimensionality
reduction conditions.

4.2.2 Hyperparameter Selection and Optimization

For all models, Grid Search was used with 5-fold cross-validation. The main optimiza-
tion criterion was the weighted F1 to better handle the class imbalance issue. Other
criteria were also used to report the final results.

To prevent data leakage, all normalization, dimensionality reduction, and feature
selection steps were performed only on the training data and then applied to the test
data.

4.2.3 Classical Models

A set of classical machine learning methods, including logistic regression, K-nearest
neighbors, random forest, XGBoost, Light GBM, support vector machine with RBF
kernel, Naive Bayes, and Gaussian process classifier, was used. These models have
been previously used in areas related to EEG signal analysis, but have been less
systematically evaluated in the context of neuromarketing.

4.2.4 Ensemble Models

To combine the power of different models, a stacking framework was designed, which
includes:

® Base models: Naive Bayes, Logistic Regression, KNN, Light GBM



® Meta-learner: XGBoost

The use of 5-part Stratified KFold cross-validation ensured that out-of-fold predic-
tions were generated correctly for training the meta-model.

4.3 Graph Neural Network Models
4.3.1 Feature representation and graph construction

For each EEG sample, spectral features were extracted in five frequency bands, result-
ing in 98-dimensional vectors for each electrode. The electrode placement system
followed the international standard 10-20, with 19 nodes (electrodes) per graph. To
model brain connectivity, a fully connected graph was used, in which edge weights
were calculated as the Pearson correlation coefficient between the spectral features of
the electrodes

4.3.2 Graph Neural Network Architectures

This study evaluated a diverse set of GNN architectures, ranging from basic and
lightweight models to deep and hybrid architectures. The purpose of this diversity
was to investigate the ability of each architecture to extract spectral features and
inter-electrode connections. The models studied include the following;:

® BaselineGCN — consisting of two GCN layers with ReLLU and Dropout activators,
along with a linear layer for classification.

® BaselineGAT - consisting of two GAT layers with a multi-head attention mecha-
nism (4 heads in the first layer and 1 head in the second layer), an ELU activator,
and a final linear layer.

¢ BaselineSAGE — consisting of two GraphSAGE layers for neighborhood informa-
tion aggregation, along with Dropout and ReLU activators.

® ResidualGCN - an extended version of BaselineGCN with residual connections
to improve gradient flow in deeper models.

® HybridModel — a combination of MLP, GCN, and GAT layers in sequence, to
simultaneously cover local features and graph dependencies.

® Regularized GNNN — alternating architecture of GCN and GAT with LayerNorm
and structured classifier, to improve generalizability.

e Lightweight GCN — very simple architecture with only one GCN layer and one
linear layer, as a lightweight baseline.

¢ BalancedGAT — a compact model with one input MLP layer, one GAT layer, and
one final linear layer, suitable for lightweight attention-based modelling.

¢ MultiGNN — multi-branch architecture consisting of three parallel paths (GCN,
GAT, and GraphSAGE) with different Pooling methods, which are finally combined
by a classification layer.

® ResidualAttentionGNN — consisting of two GAT layers with residual connections
and a learnable attention mechanism for weighting features.

® DeepGNN - deep hierarchical architecture with three blocks including parallel
GCN, GAT, and GraphSAGE sub-sections, along with residual connections and a
multilayer classifier.
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4.3.3 Training Settings

All models were trained using the AdamW optimizer (learning rate = 0.001, weight
decay = 0.01, batch size = 32). For adaptive adjustment of the learning rate, ReduceL-
ROnPlateau was used, which reduces the learning rate by a factor of 0.5 if the
validation accuracy does not improve within 5 cycles. The models were trained for a
maximum of 100 cycles, with an early stop at a threshold of 15 cycles (based on val-
idation error). The loss function used was class-weighted cross-entropy. Summary of
each model provided in Table 1.

Table 1 Summary of evaluated GNN architectures

Model Layers Key Features Special Mechanisms
BaselineGCN 2 GCN + 1 Linear Simple spectral ~ ReLU, Dropout
propagation
BaselineGAT 2 GAT + 1 Linear Multi-head atten- 441 heads, ELU
tion
BaselineSAGE 2 SAGE + 1 Linear Neighborhood ReLU, Dropout
sampling
Residual GCN 2 GCN + Residual +1 Improved gradient Skip connection
Linear flow
HybridModel MLP + GCN + GAT  Sequential BatchNorm, Dropout
+ GCN + Linear hybridization
RegularizedGNN 1 GCN 4+ 1 GAT + 2 Normalization LayerNorm, structured
Linear classifier
Lightweight GCN 1 GCN + 1 Linear Minimal baseline Fast, low-complexity
BalancedGAT MLP + GAT + Linear Compact attention  Single-head attention
model
MultiGNN Encoder + (GCN +  Parallel multi- Mixed pooling, concate-
GAT + SAGE) + Clas-  branch nation
sifier
ResidualAttentionGNN  Input MLP 4+ 2 GAT +  Residual + learned  Softmax-weighted fea-
Attention + Classifier attention tures
DeepGNN Input +  Hierarchical deep Skip connections, paral-
3X(GCN+GAT+SAGE) model lel sublayers
+ Classifier
5 Results

This section presents the results of applying different machine learning approaches to
the data. The main goal is to explain the performance of three groups of models: (1)
classical machine learning models, (2) ensemble models, and (3) graph neural networks.
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For a comprehensive assessment, the results are reported based on the standard
metrics of Accuracy, Precision, Recall, and F1 score. These metrics provide both a
general picture of the models’ performance and a more detailed understanding of their
behavior at the class level.

The results are presented in two complementary forms: numerical tables that sum-
marize the performance of each model, and an analytical explanation that discusses
the results, highlighting strengths and weaknesses among the models.

5.1 Results of Classical Models
5.1.1 Pipeline A

In the PCA-based pipeline, tree-based and kernel-based methods (such as Random
Forest and SVM with RBF kernel) achieved the highest overall accuracy (the accuracy
of Random Forest was reported to be around 0.79, and SVM-RBF was around 0.78).
However, examination of the discriminant metrics showed that such performance was
largely due to the high accuracy in identifying the major class (class 0). For example,
Random Forest was able to correctly identify almost all class 0 samples (Recall =~
0.99), but practically failed to identify the minority class (class 1) (Recall ~ 0.01).
This pattern indicates a strong bias of the models towards the major class and their
inefficiency in predicting purchases (minority class). Furthermore, Logistic Regression
and Naive Bayes, in contrast, showed a more balanced performance between the two
classes (Class 1 Recall around 0.44), although their overall accuracy was lower. These
results indicate that in unbalanced data, the accuracy measure alone cannot reflect the
true power of the models in identifying important but small classes. Table 2 provides
the summary of PCA-based pipeline results.

Table 2 Summary of PCA-based pipeline results

Model Accuracy Class 0 Class 0 Class Class 1 Class 1 Class
Preci- Recall 0 F1 Preci- Recall 1F1
sion sion

LR 0.593 0.81 0.63 0.71 0.24 0.44 0.31

KNN 0.742 0.80 0.89 0.85 0.29 0.17 0.21

Random Forest 0.786 0.79 0.99 0.88 0.20 0.01 0.01

XGBoost 0.750 0.81 0.90 0.85 0.32 0.18 0.23

Light GBM 0.743 0.81 0.88 0.84 0.34 0.24 0.28

SVM-RBF 0.780 0.81 0.94 0.87 0.44 0.18 0.25

Naive Bayes 0.730 0.82 0.85 0.83 0.32 0.27 0.30

Gaussian Process  0.699 0.81 0.82 0.81 0.27 0.26 0.26
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5.1.2 Pipeline B

Dimensionality reduction with UMAP had different effects than PCA. In some models,
such as Logistic Regression, the use of UMAP resulted in a relatively improved sensi-
tivity to the minority class (Class 1 Recall of about 0.51 compared to 0.44 in PCA).
This suggests that UMAP may have been able to reveal some of the nonlinear struc-
tures in the data that are useful for detecting purchases. However, the overall pattern
remained the same; many models, such as Gaussian Process and SVM-RBF, had high
overall accuracy (about 0.79) but very low sensitivity to the minority (Class 1 Recall
~ 0.02). Therefore, it can be concluded that although UMAP helps to improve minor-
ity detection in some cases, it alone cannot solve the problem of imbalanced data, and
the choice of model and optimization criteria plays a more decisive role. In Table 3
the results of the UMAP-based method can be seen.

Table 3 Summary of UMAP-based pipeline results

Model Accuracy Class 0 Class 0 Class Class 1 Class 1 Class
Preci- Recall 0F1 Preci- Recall 1F1
sion sion

LR 0.599 0.83 0.62 0.71 0.26 0.51 0.35

KNN 0.745 0.81 0.89 0.85 0.31 0.18 0.23

Random Forest 0.724 0.79 0.88 0.83 0.23 0.14 0.17

XGBoost 0.753 0.81 0.90 0.85 0.35 0.21 0.26

LightGBM 0.771 0.81 0.93 0.87 0.39 0.17 0.24

SVM-RBF 0.785 0.79 0.98 0.88 0.33 0.03 0.05

Naive Bayes 0.624 0.81 0.68 0.74 0.25 0.41 0.31

Gaussian Process  0.793 0.79 1.00 0.88 0.60 0.02 0.04

5.1.3 Pipeline C

The use of statistical feature selection (t-test) and then dimensionality reduction with
PCA led to improvements in Logistic Regression, with a better overall accuracy and
a better performance than the PCA-based and similar to the UMAP-based method
on minority class detection. Logistic Regression in this case recorded a class 1 recall
of 0.51, while its overall accuracy remained around 0.64. This finding suggests that
noise removal and focusing on discriminant features can increase the sensitivity of the
model to minorities. However, Random Forest still provided higher overall accuracy
(Accuracy =~ 0.78), but their minority class recall remained very low. These results
suggest that feature selection alone is not able to eliminate bias towards the dominant
class, although it can be effective for models that are more sensitive to data structure
(such as logistic regression). The summary of top features-based method is provided
in the Table 4.

13



Table 4 Summary of top features-based pipeline results

Model Accuracy Class 0 Class 0 Class Class 1 Class 1 Class
Preci- Recall 0F1 Preci- Recall 1F1
sion sion

LR 0.644 0.84 0.68 0.75 0.29 0.51 0.37

KNN 0.753 0.80 0.92 0.86 0.26 0.10 0.15

Random Forest 0.780 0.80 0.97 0.87 0.36 0.07 0.11

XGBoost 0.720 0.80 0.86 0.83 0.27 0.20 0.23

LightGBM 0.751 0.80 0.91 0.85 0.30 0.15 0.20

SVM-RBF 0.762 0.80 0.94 0.86 0.29 0.10 0.14

Naive Bayes 0.757 0.81 0.91 0.86 0.34 0.17 0.23

Gaussian Process  0.793 0.80 0.99 0.88 0.57 0.03 0.06

5.2 Results of Ensemble Models

The results from the different pipelines show that the use of dimensionality reduction
and feature selection methods has an impact on the performance of the Stacking mod-
els. As can be seen in Table 5, the overall accuracy in the three modes of PCA, UMAP,
and Top Features is 0.733, 0.765, and 0.759, respectively. These results indicate that
the use of UMAP in combination with Stacking provides the best overall performance
and has been able to provide higher accuracy than other approaches. However, in all
pipelines, it is observed that the model is mainly more successful in classifying the
dominant class (class 0) and still faces weakness in recall for the minority class (class
1).

In general, it can be concluded that the combined pipelines have been able to
enhance the performance of the model by increasing the resolution of the data, espe-
cially at the level of features related to the major class. Although these approaches
have had a slight effect on improving the minority class-related metrics, there is still
a significant gap with a balanced classification. Therefore, the results obtained show
that although the use of dimensionality reduction and feature selection can change
the performance of hybrid models, complementary methods such as resampling or
data imbalance-sensitive algorithms are needed to achieve optimal performance in
unbalanced data. The results of the ensemble models are available in Table 5.

5.3 Results of Graph Neural Network Models

The results obtained from the GNNs (Table 6) show that these approaches have been
able to provide acceptable performance in extracting structural features from EEG
data, but still face challenges in minority class classification. As can be seen, the overall
accuracy of the models is mainly in the range of 0.62 to 0.69. Among them, Residual-
GCN with an accuracy of about 0.69 and DeepGNN with an accuracy of about 0.67
have performed better than other models, indicating that increasing the network depth
or using residual connections can have a positive role in improving generalizability.
In contrast, baseline models such as BaselineGCN, BaselineGAT, and BaselineSAGE
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Table 5 Summary of ensemble models results

Pipeline Accuracy Class 0 Class 0 Class Class 1 Class 1 Class
Preci- Recall 0F1 Preci- Recall 1F1
sion sion

A 0.733 0.81 0.87 0.84 0.30 0.21 0.25

B 0.765 0.81 0.91 0.86 0.38 0.21 0.27

C 0.759 0.80 0.92 0.86 0.32 0.13 0.19

have obtained lower accuracy, which indicates their limitations in learning complex
relationships between nodes.

In terms of class-based analysis, almost all models were successful in identifying the
major class, achieving Precision and F1 values above 0.74 for this class. In contrast,
the performance for the minority class was significantly weaker, with Recall for this
class remaining below 0.46 in most models. Interestingly, although the BalancedGAT
model had a lower overall accuracy, it provided a better Recall for the minority class,
thus achieving a greater balance between the two classes.

Overall, the results indicate that GNNs are capable of learning the association
features between EEG signals, but to achieve a balanced performance across classes,
complementary strategies such as data balancing methods, adaptive attention, or a
combination with classical models and dimensionality reduction methods are needed.
This suggests that although GNNs have been able to provide relatively good overall
accuracy, the data imbalance issue remains a major challenge.

Table 6 Summary of graph neural network models results

Model Accuracy Class 0 Class 0 Class Class 1 Class 1 Class
Preci- Recall 0F1 Preci- Recall 1F1
sion sion

BaselineGCN 0.637 0.82 0.70 0.75 0.27 0.42 0.33

BaselineGAT 0.631 0.82 0.68 0.75 0.27 0.45 0.34

BaselineSAGE 0.628 0.83 0.67 0.74 0.27 0.46 0.34

Residual GCN 0.691 0.80 0.80 0.81 0.26 0.25 0.25

HybridModel 0.627 0.83 0.67 0.74 0.27 0.48 0.35

RegularizedGNN 0.630 0.83 0.68 0.74 0.27 0.46 0.34

Lightweight GCN 0.634 0.82 0.68 0.75 0.27 0.44 0.34

BalancedGAT 0.619 0.84 0.64 0.73 0.29 0.54 0.37

MultiGNN 0.644 0.82 0.70 0.76 0.27 0.40 0.32

Residual Attention 0.644 0.83 0.70 0.76 0.28 0.44 0.34

GNN

DeepGNN 0.677 0.82 0.76 0.79 0.28 0.35 0.31
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6 Conclusion

In this study, the performance of different machine learning pipelines for predicting
consumer behavior based on EEG signals in the field of neuromarketing was investi-
gated. Two main approaches were compared: (1) classical and hybrid pipelines that
rely on EEG statistical features and use conventional classifiers, and (2) graph-based
approaches that exploit spectral features and brain connectivity representations and
are modeled with the help of graph neural networks (GNNs). The experimental results
showed that although classical and hybrid models have an acceptable performance in
terms of accuracy, GNN-based approaches offer better performance for predicting the
minor class.

The findings of this study demonstrate the significant potential of GNNs for mod-
eling consumer behavior based on EEG and highlight their advantage in interactions
of brain networks. However, classical methods remain competitive in situations where
computational simplicity and interpretability are more important. This suggests that
the choice of method depends on the specific circumstances and needs of each problem.

Despite these promising results, some limitations should be noted. This study was
conducted on a limited dataset, which may affect the robustness and generalizability of
the results. Also, only a limited set of connectivity features was examined, which allows
for extension to richer multimodal data and the use of more advanced connectivity
estimators in future research.

Overall, this study provides valuable empirical evidence confirming the effective-
ness of graph-based learning in neuromarketing applications and introduces a way for
the development of more accurate, scalable, and interpretable models for predicting
consumer decisions. In the future, this line of research could be pursued by combin-
ing classic and deep learning models, developing real-time prediction frameworks, and
integrating EEG with other modalities such as eye tracking or physiological signals.
Such approaches could further advance neuromarketing applications towards practical
implementation in real-world settings, while having a solid scientific basis.
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