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The aim of the present study was to test whether transcranial electrical stimulation can modulate illusory perception in the auditory domain. In two separate experiments we applied transcranial Direct Current Stimulation (anodal/cathodal tDCS, 2 mA; N = 60) and high-frequency transcranial Random Noise Stimulation (hf-tRNS, 1.5 mA, offset 0; N = 45) on the temporal cortex during the presentation of the stimuli eliciting the Deutsch's illusion. The illusion arises when two sine tones spaced one octave apart (400 and 800 Hz) are presented dichotically in alternation, one in the left and the other in the right ear, so that when the right ear receives the high tone, the left ear receives the low tone, and vice versa. The majority of the population perceives one high-pitched tone in one ear alternating with one low-pitched tone in the other ear. The results revealed that neither anodal nor cathodal tDCS applied over the left/right temporal cortex modulated the perception of the illusion, whereas hf-tRNS applied bilaterally on the temporal cortex reduced the number of times the sequence of sounds is perceived as the Deutsch's illusion with respect to the sham control condition. The stimulation time before the beginning of the task (5 or 15 min) did not influence the perceptual outcome. In accordance with previous findings, we conclude that hf-tRNS can modulate auditory perception more efficiently than tDCS.
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INTRODUCTION

The effects of transcranial Electrical Stimulation (tES) have been widely exploited in the last decade to investigate the causal relationship between cortical activity of specific brain areas and cognitive or perceptual tasks (e.g., Miniussi and Ruzzoli, 2013; Filmer et al., 2014). Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) is a type of tES that modulates cortical excitability in a polarity-dependent manner. During the stimulation, the current is direct and flows from an active to a reference electrode, inducing a polarization of cortical neurons at a subthreshold level (Miniussi et al., 2013). The effects of tDCS depend on the current polarity: anodal stimulation typically induces a cellular membrane depolarization and cathodal stimulation determines a hyperpolarization (Nitsche and Paulus, 2000; Nitsche et al., 2003). In a realistic head model the current is oriented toward the closest conducting brain area, but it can reach also distant regions with respect to the target site, even if the median current density tends to decrease with increasing distance from the electrodes (Wagner et al., 2013). Anodal and cathodal stimulations produce respectively a facilitation and an inhibition of neural processing (Antal et al., 2004; Fregni et al., 2005). A different type of current release characterizes transcranial random noise stimulation (tRNS). It consists in the application of repetitive alternating current over the cortex at random frequencies (0.1–640 Hz). Through the application of tRNS at high frequency (100–640 Hz) and with an intensity equal to or >1 mA, it has been shown that the stimulation is able to positively modulate the excitability of motor and auditory areas (Moliadze et al., 2012; Van Doren et al., 2014) as well as to improve performance in behavioral tasks, for example in the domain of motor and visual perception learning (Terney et al., 2008; Fertonani et al., 2011).

Despite the bulk of studies investigating the effects of tES in the motor (Sehm et al., 2013; Inukai et al., 2016), visual (Accornero et al., 2007; van der Groen and Wenderoth, 2016) and cognitive domain (Heimrath et al., 2012; Dormal et al., 2016), relatively few studies have explored tES effects in the auditory modality (for a recent review see Heimrath et al., 2016). Moreover, some studies evidenced the potential of tDCS to alter neuronal excitability in the auditory cortex (AC; Zaehle et al., 2011). Effects of tDCS have also been found in auditory perceptual processing. For instance, anodal stimulation over AC improves auditory temporal resolution abilities (Ladeira et al., 2011). tDCS also interferes with pitch discrimination, mainly during the stimulation of the right rather than the left Heschl's gyrus (Mathys et al., 2010; Tang and Hammond, 2013; Matsushita et al., 2015) and it enhances mismatch negativity response during the presentation of tones with deviant frequencies (Impey and Knott, 2015). Further, tRNS applied at high frequency (101–640 Hz) was found to induce increased excitability in AC, as measured with EEG auditory steady-state responses (Van Doren et al., 2014).

Considering the results obtained in the modulation of AC excitability and the possibility to interfere with auditory perception, in the present study we intended to shed more light on the domain of AC stimulation and auditory perception. To this aim, we decided to use an acoustic sequence eliciting the Deutsch's illusion (also called “Octave illusion;” Deutsch, 1974a) in which, starting from an identical stimulus, subjects can experience different auditory percepts. The illusion is composed of a sequence of dichotic tones, alternating in frequency typically between 400 and 800 Hz (Brancucci et al., 2009) and presented repeatedly and in alternation, so that when the right ear receives the high tone, the left ear receives simultaneously the low tone and vice versa. Most listeners report perceiving a single high-pitched tone in one ear alternating with a single low-pitched tone in the other ear (see Figure 2).

Studies investigating the neural bases of the illusion demonstrated that when the same acoustic stimulus is perceived in different ways it produces brain activations which vary along with the perception of two dimensions, i.e., pitch, a high or a low tone, and side, a tone perceived at the left or right ear (Brancucci et al., 2011, 2016). Given that the perception of the illusion, and in particular of the pitch, involves the activation of a bilateral network including the Heschl's gyrus, we wanted to test whether the application of tES on AC could lead to a different perception of the illusion. Specifically, we hypothesized that the hyper-activity of the temporal cortex induced by tES could interfere with auditory processing, making more difficult the emergence of illusory percepts (Ross and Tervaniemi, 1996; Brancucci et al., 2016). In a first study we evaluated the effects of anodal and cathodal tDCS, starting from polarity specific effects which were found with AC stimulation (Joos et al., 2014): we used an active electrode located on the left or right temporal cortex and a non-cephalic reference electrode, in order to eliminate potential confounding effects of the reference electrode. In this study we hypothesized that anodal and cathodal tDCS may respectively favor and prevent the veridical perception of the auditory sequence normally eliciting the Deutsch's illusion. Furthermore, in a second study, we applied hf-tRNS on the temporal cortex with a bilateral temporal montage, given that tRNS has no current directionality. In both studies, we stimulated before and during the presentation of the acoustic stimuli (online) because different results showed that online stimulation is more effective in inducing facilitating effects than offline stimulation, during perceptual tasks (e.g., Stagg et al., 2011; Pirulli et al., 2013).

We expected to observe a modulation of the subjective perception of the illusion: the main hypothesis was that tES applied over the temporal cortex could improve the (veridical) processing of the tone sequence (pitch/ear), hampering the perception of the illusion. Furthermore, we expected to find that the perception of the illusion would be differently affected in relation to the different type of stimulation (anodal tDCS, cathodal tDCS, tRNS). In particular, starting from the results of previous studies, showing that during a verbal dichotic listening paradigm hf-tRNS applied on the AC bilaterally enhances the well-known right ear advantage with respect to sham stimulation (Prete et al., under review), whereas unilateral tDCS does not have effects on it (D'Anselmo et al., 2015), we predicted bilateral tRNS to be more efficient than unilateral tDCS in modulating auditory perception. Due to the different montages used in the present studies (i.e., unilateral montage in the tDCS study and bilateral montage in the tRNS study), we could not directly compare the effects of the two stimulation setups, but we aimed at investigating the possible effects of two different techniques and two different electrode montages on the Deutsch's illusion, starting from the scarcity of evidence in this field.

EXPERIMENT 1 (TDCS)

Materials and Methods

Participants

A sample of 60 healthy volunteers took part in the study. Subjects were randomly divided into two subgroups: 30 participants were assigned to the cathodal group (15 females, mean age = 21.67 ± 0.65), and 30 participants were assigned to the anodal group (15 females, mean age = 20.33 ± 0.19). Handedness scores were calculated using the Edinburgh Handedness Inventory (Oldfield, 1971), according to which the handedness score ranges from −100 (totally left handed) to +100 (totally right handed). For the first group (cathodal stimulation) the mean value of the handedness scores was 44.36 (±1.42), including three left-handers (scores <0). For the second group (anodal stimulation) the mean value of the handedness scores was 44.43 (±1.4), including three left-handers.

Participants were enrolled if they did not show auditory impairments and no different hearing thresholds (±5 dBA) between left and right ears, as measured by an audiometric functional assessment (Brancucci et al., 2005). All participants were free from any history of psychiatric or neurological disorders, had normal or corrected-to-normal vision and no implanted metal objects. The whole procedure was carried out in accordance with the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki, the protocol was approved by the Biomedical Research Ethics Committee, University of Chieti-Pescara, and participants gave written and informed consent before beginning the experiment.

tDCS and General Procedure

tDCS was delivered by a battery-driven, constant current stimulator (DC-Stimulator, NeuroConn GmbH, Germany) through a pair of surface saline-soaked sponge electrodes (5 × 7 cm, area: 35 cm2) kept firm by elastic bands. A constant current of 2 mA was applied for 20 min, according to safety guidelines (Poreisz et al., 2007) with a ramping period of 60 s both at the beginning and at the end of the stimulation.

The active electrode was placed between C3/4 and T3/4 sites (specifically C5 and C6 sites) of the 10–20 system of EEG electrode positioning. This position of the electrode ensured that the auditory cortex was stimulated (Joos et al., 2014). The reference electrode was placed on the contralateral shoulder. Each participant took part in three different sessions, carried out in 3 different days and separated by at least 24 h. Each session corresponded to one of the three conditions: “Left” (left-hemispheric stimulation), “Right” (right-hemispheric stimulation), and “Sham” (unreal stimulation: control condition). In the sham condition the electrode was placed on one of the two stimulation sites (balanced between subjects), and the current was turned off after 15 s, so that participants can feel the initial itching sensation of being stimulated, without undergoing effective modulation of cognitive functions by tDCS (Gandiga et al., 2006). The order of three sessions was counterbalanced across subjects.

Participants were tested in isolation, they comfortably sat at a distance of ~80 cm from the computer screen, in a dark and silent room, and they were informed that they could stop the experiment at any time by asking the experimenter who stood behind them. The task lasted about 5 min and it was completed online (i.e., during the stimulation). In order to control for the possible effect of the stimulation duration, an half of the sample was instructed to start the task after 5 min from the beginning of the stimulation, and the other participants were required to start after 15 min. In order to keep a high attention level of participants and to make unclear which was the main task, all participants were involved in the main auditory task (Deutsch's illusion) as well as in a multimodal audiovisual filler task (not analyzed). Participants who started the auditory task after 5 min of stimulation were required to carry out the audiovisual task during the last 10 min of stimulation (after the auditory task), whereas participants who started the auditory task after 15 min of stimulation were required to carry out the audiovisual task after 5 min of stimulation (before the auditory task). The time of stimulation before the beginning of the task was randomized among participants, and—within each participant—among sessions (Left, Right, Sham). The procedure is shown in Figure 1A.
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FIGURE 1. Experimental procedure of Experiment 1: tDCS (A), and Experiment 2: tRNS (B). Participants completed three sessions in Experiment 1 (Left stimulation, Right stimulation, Sham), and two sessions in Experiment 2 (tRNS, Sham). Each session lasted 20 min: after 5 or 15 min from the beginning of stimulation, participants performed the task. Order of sessions and interval of stimulation before the task were balanced among participants.



At the end of the whole procedure (after the third session), during debriefing, participants were asked whether they noticed something in particular during any session (i.e., if they believed to receive real stimulation or sham during each session), and none of the participants reported any difference between the real stimulation and the sham condition.

Stimuli and Procedure

The task consisted in the classical paradigm of the “Deutsch illusion” (Deutsch, 1974a,b; Deutsch, 1975, 1978): a couple of tones was presented, each in one ear (dichotic presentation), one of 400 Hz and the other of 800 Hz frequency. Each tone was a sinusoid lasting 500 ms and presenting an amplitude envelope with an attack of 10 ms and a decay of 490 ms. The two tones were alternately presented in the two ears without interstimulus interval, constituting a sequence of 20 dichotic stimuli for each trial, which lasted 10 s (see Figure 2). Half of the sequences started with the 800 Hz-tone in the left and the 400 Hz-tone in the right ear, the other half started with the 400 Hz-tone in the left and the 800 Hz tone in the right ear; this difference was balanced among participants and sessions. Sequences of sounds were delivered through headphones at an intensity of 70 dBA.
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FIGURE 2. The upper panel represents the stimuli constituting the experimental trials (numbers indicate tone frequencies in Hz; in each trial 20 dichotic stimuli were presented). The lower panel represents the typical perception of a participant during the Deutsch's illusion. Low and High refer to the pitch of tones (400-Hz tone: low-pitched tone; 800-Hz tone: high-pitched tone).



In each of the three stimulation sessions (Left, Right, Sham), eight sequences were presented (4 starting with the 400 Hz-tone and 4 starting with the 800 Hz-tone in the left ear). At the end of each sequence, participants were asked to judge if they perceived the “typical” Deutsch's illusion or otherwise. In the first case participants were asked to judge the last sound heard, choosing from a list of four possible responses (Windows Option buttons): (1) low-pitched tone in the left ear; (2) low-pitched tone in the right ear; (3) high-pitched tone in the left ear; (4) high-pitched tone in the right ear. If participants did not perceive the sequence of tones in an illusory manner they could choose from the following responses: (5) a single sound (a sound that does or does not oscillate between left and right ear); (6) more sounds (overlapping sounds, that could be perceived at the same time in both ears); (7) other (other types of percepts, not included in the previous categories). In each trial, after the presentation of the sequence of tones, the list of seven responses was presented in the center of the computer screen and participants were asked to chose which of them better defined the last sound they heard, by using the mouse. After clicking on the corresponding button, subjects pressed another button (by using the mouse) to move to the next trial. This means that before pressing the button which allows participants to shift to the next trial, they could change the response given.

The list of the responses was shown to participants before the beginning of the task and they were presented together with a high- and a low-pitched tone, in order to clarify the definition of “high-pitched tone” and “low-pitched tone” and to ensure the understanding of all of the response alternatives. Moreover, in order to become familiar with the task, before the experimental trials participants were presented with two control trials and they were asked to verbally describe their percept. Finally, they were asked to take all the time they needed in each trial to accurately select the response which better described their perception. All participants were instructed to provide the responses using the right hand.

Data Analysis

The frequency of each response type (1–7) obtained from each participant was transformed into percentage. The mean percentage was then computed for each of the three sessions (Left, Right, Sham) and for each experimental group (anodal stimulation, cathodal stimulation), separately. Participants perceiving the illusion (low/high-pitched tone in the left/right ear) in <50% of the trials in the Sham session were excluded from further analysis (one participant in the anodal group, and three participants in the cathodal group). Mean percentages and standard errors for each category of response from the 56 remaining participants are shown in Table 1A.


Table 1. Mean percentages (and standard errors) for each category of responses: 1 = low-pitched tone in the left ear; 2 = low-pitched tone in the right ear; 3 = high-pitched tone in the left ear; 4 = high-pitched tone in the right ear; 5 = a single sound; 6 = more sounds; 7 = other.
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The first step of the analysis was aimed at evaluating the effect of the duration of the stimulation applied before the beginning of the task on the illusory perception. Since this time changed among participants but also among the three sessions for each participant, the effect was considered in each stimulation session (Left, Right, Sham), separately. In particular, for both groups (Anodal, Cathodal), three one-way analysis of variance (ANOVAs) were carried out, using the percentage of the 4 “illusory response” categories considered together (ILL, response 1, low-pitched tone in the left ear; 2, low-pitched tone in the right ear; 3, high-pitched tone in the left ear; 4, high-pitched tone in the right ear) as the dependent variable, and the Duration of stimulation before the beginning of the task (Short: 5 min; Long: 15 min) as the between-subjects factor.

The second step of the analysis was aimed at directly evaluating the effect of the stimulation on the percentage of illusory and non-illusory responses: the percentage of responses was used as dependent variable in an ANOVA in which Stimulation (Anodal, Cathodal) was considered as between-subjects factor and Category of response (“illusory response” categories, ILL = 1, 2, 3, 4; “non-illusory response” categories, NO-ILL = 5, 6, 7) and Session (Left, Right, Sham) were considered as within-subjects factors. Furthermore, considering that there were 4 illusory response categories and 3 non-illusory response categories, the effect of Category of response was further investigated by means of exact t-tests: the percentage of illusory responses was compared to the probability value of illusory categories, 57% (four illusory response categories over seven possible categories), and the percentage of non-illusory responses was compared to the probability value of non-illusory categories, 43% (three non-illusory response categories over seven possible categories). Moreover, the same analysis was repeated by dividing the percentage of response categories for Stimulation (Anodal, Cathodal) and Session (Left, Right, Sham).

The last step of the analysis was aimed at assessing the possible influence of tDCS on the different illusory response categories (low/high pitch tone in the left/right ear). A further ANOVA was carried out excluding the non-illusory responses: Session (Left, Right, Sham), Perceived frequency (Low, High) and Perceived ear (Left, Right) were considered as within-subjects factors, and Stimulation (Anodal, Cathodal) was considered as between-subjects factor. The percentage of responses was the dependent variable.

Results

The results of the first analysis were not significant, showing that the onset of stimulation before the beginning of task did not influence the perception of the illusion (see Table 2A), and thus this factor was not considered in further analyses.


Table 2. Results of the one-way ANOVAs in which the percentage of the illusory response categories (low/high-pitched tones in the left/right ear) was used as dependent variable, and the duration of stimulation before the beginning of the task (Short: 5 min; Long: 15 min) was used as between-subjects factor.
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The results of the second analysis revealed that only the main effect of Category of response was significant [F(1, 54) = 1409.73, p < 0.001, [image: image] = 0.96]: the percentage of illusory responses was higher than the percentage of non-illusory responses (ILL = 94.42% ± 1.54; NO-ILL = 5.58% ± 1.54). Importantly, the interaction among Category of response, Session and Stimulation was not significant [F(2, 108) = 1.05, p = 0.352], showing that neither anodal nor cathodal tDCS applied on the left/right temporal cortex influenced the perception of the Deutsch's illusion.

The significant results of the t-tests confirmed that participants heard the illusion [ILL: t(55) = 31.74, p < 0.001; NO-ILL: t(55) = −31.74, p < 0.001]. This evidence was also confirmed when the percentage of response categories was considered separately for Stimulation (Anodal, Cathodal) and Session (Left, Right, Sham), both for illusory and non-illusory responses (p < 0.001 for all comparisons), showing that participants gave more illusory responses than expected by chance (57%) and less non-illusory responses than expected by chance (43%) in all conditions (see Table 1A).

No significant results were found in the last analysis, aimed at assessing the possible influence of tDCS on the different illusory response categories, showing that tDCS did not influence the perception of the Deutsch's illusion (see Table 1A).

EXPERIMENT 2 (TRNS)

Materials and Methods

Participants

A sample of 45 healthy volunteers took part in the study (28 females, mean age: 22.67 ± 0.42). None of them took part in Experiment 1. All participants were right-handed and the mean handedness score of the sample was 64.39 (±3.23), as measured by the Edinburgh Handedness Inventory (Oldfield, 1971). Participants were enrolled if they did not show auditory impairments and no different hearing thresholds (±5 dBA) between left and right ears, as measured by an audiometric functional assessment (Brancucci et al., 2005), and if they were free from psychiatric or neurological disorders. All participants had normal or corrected-to-normal vision, and no implanted metal objects. They gave their written consent before beginning the experiment and they were informed that they could withdraw from the study at any time by asking the experimenter who was positioned behind them. The whole procedure was carried out in accordance with the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki, the protocol was approved by the Biomedical Research Ethics Committee, University of Chieti-Pescara, and participants gave written and informed consent before beginning the experiment.

tRNS and General Procedure

Transcranial random noise stimulation (tRNS) was delivered by a battery-driven, constant current stimulator (DC-Stimulator, NeuroConn GmbH, Germany) through a pair of surface saline-soaked sponge electrodes, one measuring 5 × 9.5 cm and the other measuring 5 × 5 cm, kept firm by elastic bands. A random noise current with intensity 1.5 mA and with 0 mA offset was applied for 20 min at random frequencies ranging from 100 to 640 Hz (high frequency), according to safety guidelines (Poreisz et al., 2007), with a ramping period of 15 s both at the beginning and at the end of the stimulation.

A bilateral montage was used in order to stimulate the left and right temporal lobes, placing the electrodes between C3/T3 and C4/T4 (specifically centered on C5 and C6 sites) sites of the 10–20 EEG positioning system, thus ensuring that the auditory cortex was stimulated (Joos et al., 2014). In order to sidestep the disadvantage of having possible unwanted excitability due to cephalic montage with equally sized electrodes, and from the evidence of a better spatial resolution obtained by using electrodes with different areas due to the higher current density under the smaller electrode (Nitsche et al., 2007), the size of the electrodes was arranged in order to be asymmetrical. Thus, when the larger electrode was placed on the left hemisphere, the smaller electrode was placed on right hemisphere, and vice versa. However, since hf-tRNS with offset 0 was used, in both cases a bilateral temporal stimulation was obtained. We decided to use electrodes with different sizes as in a number of previous tRNS paradigms (e.g., Terney et al., 2008; Fertonani et al., 2011; Pirulli et al., 2013), but we did not expect to find differences between the two montages (smaller electrode over the left/right AC) because the polarity-independent stimulation used ensures a bilateral temporal stimulation.

Each participant took part in two different sessions: tRNS and Sham. In the Sham session the current was turned off after 15 s, ensuring that there was no effective current delivery after this time, and the order of sessions was counterbalanced across participants. As in Experiment 1, half of the sample was required to start the task 5 min after the beginning of the stimulation and the other half was required to start 15 min after it, in order to control for the possible effect of the prior duration of the stimulation. The stimuli and all of the other procedural details were similar to those described in Experiment 1 (see Figure 1B).

Data Analysis

The frequency of responses was transformed into percentage for each participant. The mean percentage was then obtained for each session (tRNS and Sham). Participants who referred to perceive the illusion (low/high-pitched tone in the left/right ear) in <50% of the trials in the Sham session were excluded from further analysis (four participants). Mean percentages and standard errors for each category of responses from the remaining 41 participants are shown in Table 1B.

The same analysis as that carried out in Experiment 1 was also applied in the present Experiment. Firstly, two one-way ANOVAs were carried out in order to control for the possible effect of the duration of the stimulation applied before the beginning of the task in each stimulation session (tRNS, Sham), separately. Duration of stimulation before the beginning of the task (Short: 5 min; Long: 15 min) was used as the between-subjects factor and the percentage of the 4 “illusory response” categories considered together (ILL: low/high-pitched tones in the left/right ear) was used as the dependent variable.

In a second step of the analysis, the percentage of responses was used as dependent variable in an ANOVA in which Category of response (“illusory response” categories, ILL = 1, 2, 3, 4; “non-illusory response” categories, NO-ILL = 5, 6, 7) and Session (tRNS, Sham) were considered as within-subjects factors. Furthermore, considering that there were 4 illusory response categories and 3 non-illusory response categories, the effect of Category of response was further investigated by means of exact t-tests: the percentage of illusory responses was compared to the probability value of illusory categories, 57% (4 illusory response categories over 7 possible categories), and the percentage of non-illusory responses was compared to the probability value of non-illusory categories, 43% (3 non-illusory response categories over 7 possible categories). Moreover, the same analysis was repeated by dividing the percentage of response categories for Session (Stimulation, Sham).

Finally, in order to assess the possible influence of tRNS on the different illusory response categories, in the last ANOVA the percentage of responses was used as the dependent variable, and Perceived frequency (High, Low), Perceived ear (Left, Right) and Session (hf-tRNS, Sham) were considered as within-subjects factors.

Results

The results of the one-way ANOVAs were not significant in both tRNS and Sham (see Table 2B), and thus this factor was not further considered in following analyses.

The second analysis revealed that the main effect of Category of response was significant [F(1, 40) = 685.56, p < 0.001, [image: image] = 0.94]: illusory responses were higher than non-illusory responses (ILL = 93.29 ± 1.29; NO-ILL = 6.71 ± 1.29). Also the interaction between Category of response and Session was significant [F(1, 40) = 9.01, p = 0.005, [image: image] = 0.18; see Table 1B], as well as all of the post-hoc comparisons carried out by means of Duncan test. In particular, illusory responses were higher than non-illusory responses in both tRNS and Sham (p < 0.001 for both comparisons), and—importantly—participants gave more illusory responses during the Sham than during tRNS (p = 0.040), and they also gave more non-illusory responses during tRNS than during the Sham (p = 0.040; see Figure 3).
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FIGURE 3. Percentage of responses indicating whether the sequence of sounds was perceived as the Deutsch's illusion (ILL) or in a non-illusory manner (NO-ILL), during the real stimulation (tRNS) and during the control condition (Sham). Asterisks show the significant comparisons and bars represent standard errors.



The results of the t-tests were significant both for illusory and not-illusory responses [ILL: t(40) = 21.95, p < 0.001; NO-ILL: t(40) = −21.95, p < 0.001], confirming that participants heard the illusion. Similarly, the results were also significant when the percentage of response categories was considered separately for Stimulation and Sham session, both for illusory and non-illusory responses (p < 0.001 for all comparisons), confirming that participants gave more illusory responses than expected by chance (57%) and less non-illusory responses than expected by chance (43%) in all conditions (see Table 1B).

In the last ANOVA, only the main effect of Session was significant [F(1, 40) = 9.01, p = 0.005, [image: image] = 0.18], confirming that participants selected the illusory responses more frequently during tRNS than during sham, but no difference was found among the different illusory response categories (low/high frequency in the left/right ear).

DISCUSSION

The main result of the present study is that hf-tRNS applied bilaterally over the temporal cortex reduces the perception of the Deutsch's illusion. We can speculate that this evidence indirectly shows the involvement of AC in the genesis of the illusion, and that this effect can be ascribed either to the enhancement of the temporal cortex excitability or to the interference due to tRNS. The second important result of this study, however, is that this effect has been obtained only in Experiment 2, in which hf-tRNS has been used, but not in Experiment 1, in which the stimulation was delivered by means of anodal/cathodal tDCS applied over the left and right temporal cortex. A similar pattern of results has already been reported using a different auditory task, i.e., the dichotic listening paradigm. We showed that tDCS did not influence the expected right ear advantage during the dichotic presentation of consonant-vowel syllables (D'Anselmo et al., 2015), whereas bilateral hf-tRNS enhanced the expected bias compared to sham (Prete et al., under review).

The core role of the primary AC in the perception of the illusion is substantiated by neuroimaging evidence. In a magnetoencephalography study in which the neural bases of auditory consciousness were investigated using the Deutsch's illusion (Brancucci et al., 2011), it was shown that temporo-parietal areas are bilaterally involved in the conscious experience of both illusory pitch (low/high frequency) and illusory side (left/right ear) of tones. Specifically, besides the activity in frontal areas, a bilateral network including the Heschl's gyrus and the middle temporal gyrus was activated during the experience of low/high pitched tones, and a following bilateral activity in the inferior parietal lobe accompanied the perception of the side. Of note, the dimension of the electrodes we used in present study does not allow us to exclude that the stimulation also reaches the inferior parietal lobe. Similar results were observed in an fMRI study in which a variant of the Deutsch's illusion was used, made necessary because of the low temporal resolution of fMRI (Brancucci et al., 2016). By using psychophysics and EEG, Mehta et al. (2016) found that the perception of the Deutsch's illusion can be modulated by manipulating the attentional focus and that it is based upon mechanisms involving auditory stream segregation. In a following study, Mehta et al. (2017) suggested that the illusion can be due to a misattribution of time across perceptual streams, rather than a misattribution of location within a stream. Finally, the involvement of AC in the (non-illusory) perception of sequences of tones alternating in frequency (400–800 Hz) and/or side (left/right ear) has been also shown in an EEG study (Brancucci et al., 2012). All these findings suggest that AC is involved in the perception of the Deutsch's illusion, substantiating the effectiveness of the present electrical stimulation.

The present results reveal on one hand that hf-tRNS applied bilaterally over the AC decreases the classical perception of the Deutsch's illusion, and on the other hand that neither anodal nor cathodal tDCS applied unilaterally over the left and right AC influences the same task. In line with the present results Vanneste et al. (2013) found that tRNS induced stronger effects with respect to both tDCS and transcranial alternating current stimulation (tACS) on the tinnitus loudness (and related distress), when tES is applied on the AC bilaterally.

Moreover, it has to be highlighted that besides the different tES techniques we used in the two studies, also the electrode montage changed between one another: we used an extracephalic montage in the tDCS study, and a bilateral cephalic montage in the tRNS study. This difference is due to the fact that in the first study we aimed at investigating the effects of anodal/cathodal tDCS applied over the left and right AC, and thus we decided to place the reference electrode outside of the head, in order to avoid possible confounding effects of the reference electrode with an opposite current polarity. In the second study, the use of tRNS with offset 0 prevented this issue, due to the fact that this type of stimulation is not polarity-dependent. For this reason, we decided to exploit a bilateral montage with the aim to increase the AC stimulation. The bilateral montage itself can be intended as a possible reason for the stronger effects elicited by hf-tRNS on the perception of the Deutsch's illusion, not only because both left and right AC were simultaneously stimulated, but also because it has been shown that shorter inter-electrodes distance enhances the effect of tES (Moliadze et al., 2010). Moreover, it has to be noticed that in the present study only eight trials were used in each session. The low number of repetitions could be seen as a limitation of the study, but we preferred to avoid a higher number of repetitions in order to avoid participants to become anchored to one response. In fact, the fact that participants were presented more times with the same stimuli and the same responses could lead to possible response biases.

The present results, taken together with previous evidence, suggest that tRNS is efficient in affecting auditory processing, whereas tDCS seems to be less useful in this regard. Nevertheless, the methodological differences between the two studies here described prevent us to draw conclusions about a direct comparison between the two techniques, and further studies are needed to clarify the effects of specific manipulations (e.g., current intensity, electrodes position and distance, and so on). This study could be intended as a pioneering evidence of the effects of tES on a specific auditory illusion, since only a few studies until today have explored the effects of tES on deceptive perception. For instance, it has been shown that tDCS applied over the primary visual cortex, but not over the pre-motor cortex, decreases the visual illusion of motion in the “two-thirds power law” illusion (Scocchia et al., 2015). Similarly, Strüber et al. (2014) found that 40 Hz tACS applied over occipito-parietal cortex bilaterally influences the perception of bistable apparent motion stimuli. Moreover, tDCS applied over the temporal cortex decreases the audio-visual illusion known as “McGurk illusion” (whereas the illusory percept is enhanced by the stimulation applied over the multisensory parietal cortex; Marques et al., 2014), as well as it can influence also the “sound-induced flash illusion” (Bolognini et al., 2011). Despite these few investigations on the tDCS effects concerning perceptual illusions, to our knowledge no evidences are yet collected concerning illusions in the pure auditory domain. Our study not only is the first one in this direction, but also allows us an indirect comparison between anodal/cathodal tDCS and hf-tRNS. The finding of a relationship between AC stimulation and the Deutsch's illusion confirms on one hand the link between this cerebral substrate and the illusory perception, confirming previous neuroimaging evidence (Brancucci et al., 2011, 2012, 2016), and on the other hand it confirms the more general involvement of primary sensory areas in the genesis of perceptual illusions (e.g., Bolognini et al., 2011; Marques et al., 2014; Scocchia et al., 2015). Finally, although more studies are needed in this regard, the present results suggest that hf-tRNS is efficient in modulating the perception of an auditory illusion when applied over the AC, whereas both anodal and cathodal tDCS seems to be less efficient in AC modulation.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

AB designed the paradigm, GP and AD administered the task and wrote the draft, GP analyzed the data, AB and LT revised the manuscript.

REFERENCES

 Accornero, N., Voti, P. L., La Riccia, M., and Gregori, B. (2007). Visual evoked potentials modulation during direct current cortical polarization. Exp. Brain Res. 178, 261–266. doi: 10.1007/s00221-006-0733-y

 Antal, A., Nitsche, M. A., Kincses, T. Z., Kruse, W., Hoffmann, K. P., and Paulus, W. (2004). Facilitation of visuo-motor learning by transcranial direct current stimulation of the motor and extrastriate visual areas in humans. Eur. J. Neurosci. 19, 2888–2892. doi: 10.1111/j.1460-9568.2004.03367.x

 Bolognini, N., Rossetti, A., Casati, C., Mancini, F., and Vallar, G. (2011). Neuromodulation of multisensory perception: a tDCS study of the sound-induced flash illusion. Neuropsychologia 49, 231–237. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.11.015

 Brancucci, A., Babiloni, C., Rossini, P. M., and Romani, G. L. (2005). Right hemisphere specialization for intensity discrimination of musical and speech sounds. Neuropsychologia 43, 1916–1923. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2005.03.005

 Brancucci, A., Franciotti, R., D'Anselmo, A., della Penna, S., and Tommasi, L. (2011). The sound of consciousness: neural underpinnings of auditory perception. J. Neurosci. 31, 16611–16618. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3949-11.2011

 Brancucci, A., Lugli, V., Perrucci, M. G., Del Gratta, C., and Tommasi, L. (2016). A frontal but not parietal neural correlate of auditory consciousness. Brain Struct. Funct. 221, 463–472. doi: 10.1007/s00429-014-0918-2

 Brancucci, A., Padulo, C., and Tommasi, L. (2009). “Octave illusion” or “Deutsch's illusion”? Psychol. Res. 73, 303–307. doi: 10.1007/s00426-008-0153-7

 Brancucci, A., Prete, G., Meraglia, E., di Domenico, A., Lugli, V., Penolazzi, B., et al. (2012). Asymmetric cortical adaptation effects during alternating auditory stimulation. PLoS ONE 7:e34367. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0034367

 D'Anselmo, A., Prete, G., Tommasi, L., and Brancucci, A. (2015). The dichotic right ear advantage does not change with transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS). Brain Stimul. 8, 1238–1240. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2015.09.007

 Deutsch, D. (1974a). An auditory illusion. J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 55, S18–S19. doi: 10.1121/1.1919587

 Deutsch, D. (1974b). An auditory illusion. Nature 251, 307–309. doi: 10.1038/251307a0

 Deutsch, D. (1975). Musical illusions. Sci. Am. 233, 92–104. doi: 10.1038/scientificamerican1075-92

 Deutsch, D. (1978). Lateralization by frequency for repeating sequences of dichotic 400- and 800-Hz tones. J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 63, 184–186. doi: 10.1121/1.381710

 Dormal, V., Javadi, A. H., Pesenti, M., Walsh, V., and Cappelletti, M. (2016). Enhancing duration processing with parietal brain stimulation. Neuropsychologia 85, 272–277. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2016.03.033

 Fertonani, A., Pirulli, C., and Miniussi, C. (2011). Random noise stimulation improves neuroplasticity in perceptual learning. J. Neurosci. 31, 15416–15423. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2002-11.2011

 Filmer, H. L., Dux, P. E., and Mattingley, J. B. (2014). Applications of transcranial direct current stimulation for understanding brain function. Trends Neurosci. 37, 742–753. doi: 10.1016/j.tins.2014.08.003

 Fregni, F., Boggio, P. S., Nitsche, M., Bermpohl, F., Antal, A., Feredoes, E., et al. (2005). Anodal transcranial direct current stimulation of prefrontal cortex enhances working memory. Exp. Brain Res. 166, 23–30. doi: 10.1007/s00221-005-2334-6

 Gandiga, P. C., Hummel, F. C., and Cohen, L. G. (2006). Transcranial DC stimulation (tDCS): a tool for double-blind sham-controlled clinical studies in brain stimulation. Clin. Neurophysiol. 117, 845–850. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2005.12.003

 Heimrath, K., Fiene, M., Rufener, K. S., and Zaehle, T. (2016). Modulating human auditory processing by transcranial electrical stimulation. Front. Cell. Neurosci. 10:53. doi: 10.3389/fncel.2016.00053

 Heimrath, K., Sandmann, P., Becke, A., Müller, N. G., and Zaehle, T. (2012). Behavioral and electrophysiological effects of transcranial direct current stimulation of the parietal cortex in a visuo-spatial working memory task. Front. Psychiatry 3:56. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2012.00056

 Impey, D., and Knott, V. (2015). Effect of transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) on MMN-indexed auditory discrimination: a pilot study. J. Neural Transm. 122, 1175–1185. doi: 10.1007/s00702-015-1365-9

 Inukai, Y., Saito, K., Sasaki, R., Tsuiki, S., Miyaguchi, S., Kojima, S., et al. (2016). Comparison of three non-invasive transcranial electrical stimulation methods for increasing cortical excitability. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 10:668. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2016.00668

 Joos, K., De Ridder, D., Van de Heyning, P., and Vanneste, S. (2014). Polarity specific suppression effects of transcranial direct current stimulation for tinnitus. Neural Plast. 2014:930860. doi: 10.1155/2014/930860

 Ladeira, A., Fregni, F., Campanhã, C., Valasek, C. A., De Ridder, D., Brunoni, A. R., et al. (2011). Polarity-dependent transcranial direct current stimulation effects on central auditory processing. PLoS ONE 6:e25399. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0025399

 Marques, L. M., Lapenta, O. M., Merabet, L. B., Bolognini, N., and Boggio, P. S. (2014). Tuning and disrupting the brain-modulating the McGurk illusion with electrical stimulation. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8:533. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.00533

 Mathys, C., Loui, P., Zheng, X., and Schlaug, G. (2010). Non-invasive brain stimulation applied to Heschl's gyrus modulates pitch discrimination. Front. Psychol. 1:193. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00193

 Matsushita, R., Andoh, J., and Zatorre, R. J. (2015). Polarity-specific transcranial direct current stimulation disrupts auditory pitch learning. Front. Neurosci. 9:174. doi: 10.3389/fnins.2015.00174

 Mehta, A. H., Jacoby, N., Yasin, I., Oxenham, A. J., and Shamma, S. A. (2017). An auditory illusion reveals the role of streaming in the temporal misallocation of perceptual objects. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B 372:20160114. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2016.0114

 Mehta, A. H., Yasin, I., Oxenham, A. J., and Shamma, S. (2016). Neural correlates of attention and streaming in a perceptually multistable auditory illusion. J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 140, 2225–2233. doi: 10.1121/1.4963902

 Miniussi, C., Harris, J. A., and Ruzzoli, M. (2013). Modelling non-invasive brain stimulation in cognitive neuroscience. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 37, 1702–1712. doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2013.06.014

 Miniussi, C., and Ruzzoli, M. (2013). Transcranial stimulation and cognition. Handb. Clin. Neurol. 116, 739–750. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-444-53497-2.00056-5

 Moliadze, V., Antal, A., and Paulus, W. (2010). Electrode-distance dependent after-effects of transcranial direct and random noise stimulation with extracephalic reference electrodes. Clin. Neurophysiol. 121, 2165–2171. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2010.04.033

 Moliadze, V., Atalay, D., Antal, A., and Paulus, W. (2012). Close to threshold transcranial electrical stimulation preferentially activates inhibitory networks before switching to excitation with higher intensities. Brain Stimul. 5, 505–511. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2011.11.004

 Nitsche, M. A., and Paulus, W. (2000). Excitability changes induced in the human motor cortex by weak transcranial direct current stimulation. J. Physiol. 527, 633–639. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-7793.2000.t01-1-00633.x

 Nitsche, M. A., Doemkes, S., Karakoese, T., Antal, A., Liebetanz, D., Lang, N., et al. (2007). Shaping the effects of transcranial direct current stimulation of the human motor cortex. J. Neurophysiol. 97, 3109–3117. doi: 10.1152/jn.01312.2006

 Nitsche, M. A., Liebetanz, D., Antal, A., Lang, N., Tergau, F., and Paulus, W. (2003). Modulation of cortical excitability by weak direct current stimulation–technical, safety and functional aspects. Suppl. Clin. Neurophysiol. 56, 255–276. doi: 10.1016/S1567-424X(09)70230-2

 Oldfield, R. C. (1971). The assessment and analysis of handedness: the Edinburgh Inventory. Neuropsychologia 9, 97–113. doi: 10.1016/0028-3932(71)90067-4

 Pirulli, C., Fertonani, A., and Miniussi, C. (2013). The role of timing in the induction of neuromodulation in perceptual learning by transcranial electric stimulation. Brain Stimul. 6, 683–689. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2012.12.005

 Poreisz, C., Boros, K., Antal, A., and Paulus, W. (2007). Safety aspects of transcranial direct current stimulation concerning healthy subjects and patients. Brain Res. Bull. 72, 208–214. doi: 10.1016/j.brainresbull.2007.01.004

 Ross, J., and Tervaniemi, M. (1996). Neural mechanisms of the octave illusion: electrophysiological evidence for central origin. Neuroreport 8, 303–306. doi: 10.1097/00001756-199612200-00060

 Scocchia, L., Bolognini, N., Convento, S., and Stucchi, N. (2015). Cathodal transcranial direct current stimulation can stabilize perception of movement: evidence from the two-thirds power law illusion. Neurosci. Lett. 609, 87–91. doi: 10.1016/j.neulet.2015.10.013

 Sehm, B., Kipping, J. A., Schäfer, A., Villringer, A., and Ragert, P. (2013). A comparison between uni-and bilateral tDCS effects on functional connectivity of the human motor cortex. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 7:183. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2013.00183

 Stagg, C. J., Jayaram, G., Pastor, D., Kincses, Z. T., Matthews, P. M., and Johansen-Berg, H. (2011). Polarity and timing-dependent effects of transcranial direct current stimulation in explicit motor learning. Neuropsychologia 49, 800–804. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2011.02.009

 Strüber, D., Rach, S., Trautmann-Lengsfeld, S. A., Engel, A. K., and Herrmann, C. S. (2014). Antiphasic 40 Hz oscillatory current stimulation affects bistable motion perception. Brain Topogr. 27, 158–171. doi: 10.1007/s10548-013-0294-x

 Tang, M. F., and Hammond, G. R. (2013). Anodal transcranial direct current stimulation over auditory cortex degrades frequency discrimination by affecting temporal, but not place, coding. Eur. J. Neurosci. 38, 2802–2811. doi: 10.1111/ejn.12280

 Terney, D., Chaieb, L., Moliadze, V., Antal, A., and Paulus, W. (2008). Increasing human brain excitability by transcranial high-frequency random noise stimulation. J. Neurosci. 28, 14147–14155. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4248-08.2008

 van der Groen, O., and Wenderoth, N. (2016). Transcranial random noise stimulation of visual cortex: stochastic resonance enhances central mechanisms of perception. J. Neurosci. 36, 5289–5298. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4519-15.2016

 Van Doren, J., Langguth, B., and Schecklmann, M. (2014). Electroencephalographic effects of transcranial random noise stimulation in the auditory cortex. Brain Stimul. 7, 807–812. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2014.08.007

 Vanneste, S., Fregni, F., and De Ridder, D. (2013). Head-to-head comparison of transcranial random noise stimulation, transcranial AC stimulation, and transcranial DC stimulation for tinnitus. Front. Psychiatry 4:158. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2013.00158

 Wagner, S., Rampersad, S. M., Aydin, Ü., Vorwerk, J., Oostendorp, T. F., Neuling, T., et al. (2013). Investigation of tDCS volume conduction effects in a highly realistic head model. J. Neural Eng. 11:016002. doi: 10.1088/1741-2560/11/1/016002

 Zaehle, T., Beretta, M., Jäncke, L., Herrmann, C. S., and Sandmann, P. (2011). Excitability changes induced in the human auditory cortex by transcranial direct current stimulation: direct electrophysiological evidence. Exp. Brain Res. 215, 135–140. doi: 10.1007/s00221-011-2879-5

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest

Copyright © 2017 Prete, D'Anselmo, Tommasi and Brancucci. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fnins-11-00351-t002.jpg
(A) EXPERIMENT 1

1DCS: Anodal group  Left
Right
Sham

1DCS: Cathodal group ~ Left
Right
Sham

(B) EXPERIMENT 2

1RNS RNS
Sham

Smin

9375 3.97)
97.73(5.31)
95.00(2.72)

Smin

94.32 (2.58)
92.713.12)
9432 (2.89)

Smin

9187 298)
96.65(2.02)

15 min

94.08(2.88)
87.5(4.15)
95.39(1.98)

15 min

9687 (2.14)
9833 (2.79)
9453 (2.39)

15 min

90.48 (2.91)
95.14(2.29)

Fu2n

0.004
23
0,003

Fri29

0581
2
0,003

Fri39)

0113
0,028

0.047
0.141
0.955

0.453
0.191
0.955

P

0.739
0.867

The table shows the mean percentages (and standard errors) in each condiion, the
F-values and the p-values for Experiment 1 ({DCS: Anodal/Cathodal stimulation applied
over the Left auditory cortex, Right auditory cortex, and Sham condlition) in the upper
panel, and for Experiment 2 (hf-1RNS and Sharn condition) in the lower panel,





OPS/images/inline_1.gif





OPS/images/fnins-11-00351-g003.gif





OPS/images/fnins-11-00351-t001.jpg
(A tDCS: Left
Anodal group  Right
Sham
IDCS: Cathodal  Left
group. Right
Sham
(B)tANS RNS
Sham

Low/Left

21.98(4.00)
20.26(3.42)

21.98(3.86)

20.37 (3.60)
18.05 (2.61)

20.83(3.40)

23.78(332)
24.08(2.81)

Low/Right

23.71(3.64)
25(3.45)
28.45(3.92)

2870(3.82)
3287 (3.21)

28.24 (3.50)

22.26(3.13)
21.04(3.22)

High/Left

23.71(4.18)
22.41(3.58)

23.71(358)

2685 (3.57)
2824 (3.17)

25.92 (2.82)

2378(8.14)
26.61(332)

High/Right
2457 (3.85)

23.71(3.64)
2112857

19.91(3.15)
1667 (3.34)

19.44 (3.42)

21.34 2.94)
24.60(3.42)

single

3.02(2.16)
431(1.42)

2.59(1.30)

231(1.16)
231(1.16)

3.70(1.61)

4.27(1.42)
274(1.11)

More

215 (1.40)
1.72(1.35)

1.72(1.02)

1.85(087)
1.85(1.85)

0.46 (0.46)

3.96(1.66)
1.83(0.82)

Other

086(0.60)
259 (259)
043 (0.43)

0.00
0.00

139(1.02)

061(061)
000

(18

93.96 (3.92)
9138 (3.52)
9526 3.73)

9583 (3.54)
9583 (3.08)

94.44 (3.29)

91.16(3.13)
95.43 (3.19)

vs.57%

16.14
1027

2435

23.76
18.41

2072

1659
26,67

NO-ILL

603 (1.20)
8:62(1.79)

4.74092)

4.16(0.68)
4.16(1.00)
555 (1.03)

8:84(1.29)
457 (0.65)

vs. 43%

—16.14
-1027
-2435

-23.76
—18.41

-2072

-1659
~25.67

The upper pane represents the results coliected in Experiment 1 {DCS: Anodal/Cathodal stimulation applied over the Left auditory cortex, Right auditory cortex, and Sham conditio).
The lower panel represents the resutts collected in Experiment 2 (-1RNS and Sham condiion). The rightmost columns represent the sum of the illusory responses (ILL: response
categories from 1 to 4) and of the remaining non-ilusory responses (NO-ILL response categoriss from 5 to 7) in each stimulation condition, and the respective t-values when ILL was
compared to the reference value of 57% and NO-ILL was compared o the reference value of 43% (Anodel tDCS: df = 28, Cathodal tDCS: f = 26, tRNS: df = 40; for all comparisons:

p < 0.001).





OPS/images/inline_4.gif





OPS/images/inline_2.gif





OPS/images/inline_3.gif





OPS/images/fnins-11-00351-g001.gif
Expl 1%session 2session 3session
Left stim Right stim Sham
S e [0 | o |70 ek
o o o
.
Exp2 1% session 2™ session
whssm | sam
s ask | 20| Task

P






OPS/images/fnins-11-00351-g002.gif
ACOUSTIC STIMULATION
oo Som Som Soms Soms som

tor [ v [ o D

vo I v -

AUDITORY PERCEPT

REar

LEar

REar

high

high

bigh






OPS/images/cover.jpg
' frontiers
in Neuroscience

Modulation of Illusory Auditory
Perception by Transcranial
Electrical Stimulation









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Neuroscience





