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Auditory mismatch negativity (MMN) is an electrophysiological response to a deviation from regularity. This response is considered pivotal to understanding auditory processing, particularly in the pre-attentive phase. However, previous findings suggest that MMN is a product of N1 adaptation/enhancement, which reflects lower-order auditory processing. The separability of these two components remains unclear and is considered an important issue in the field of neuroscience. The aim of the present study was to spatiotemporally differentiate MMN from N1 adaptation using human electrocorticography (ECoG). Auditory evoked potentials under the classical oddball (OD) task as well as the many standards (MS) task were recorded in three patients with epilepsy whose lateral cortices were widely covered with high-density electrodes. Close observation identified an electrode at which N1 adaptation was temporally separated from MMN, whereas N1 adaptation was partially incorporated into MMN at other electrodes. Since N1 adaptation occurs in the N1 population, we spatially compared MMN with N1 obtained from the MS task instead of N1 adaptation. As a result, N1 was observed in a limited area around the Sylvian fissure adjacent to A1, whereas MMN was noted in wider areas, including the temporal, frontal, and parietal lobes. MMN was thus considered to be differentiated from N1 adaptation. The results suggest that MMN is not merely a product of the neural adaptation of N1 and instead represents higher-order processes in auditory deviance detection. These results will contribute to strengthening the foundation of future research in this field.
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Introduction

Auditory mismatch negativity (MMN) is an event-related potential (ERP) component induced by the oddball (OD) task, in which infrequent deviant tones intersperse a series of repetitive standard tones. MMN is obtained as a difference between the responses to the two different stimuli and shows a negative peak between 100 and 200 ms post-stimulus. MMN is induced even when the subject is unaware of stimuli, and is thus considered to reflect a certain process of cognitive function to detect a deviant stimulus pre-attentively (1). Previous studies on MMN were conducted with the aim of elucidating how perceived information, particularly auditory inputs, is processed and recognized in the brain (2–4). However, the generator and mechanism of auditory MMN remains unknown. The cortices adjacent to the primary auditory cortex in the temporal lobe are the most accepted candidates for containing the MMN generator, and previous studies have reported the involvement of the frontal lobe (5, 6).

The auditory ERP component called N1 is well known to be elicited by any auditory stimulus (7). This component is characterized by the first negative wave with a peak latency of approximately 100 ms poststimulus, which may originate in the lateral temporal plane (primary auditory cortex, or A1). Since N1 is evoked even by monotonous auditory stimuli, this component has been suggested to reflect a low-order auditory response of neural populations, mainly in the primary auditory cortex (8, 9). However, N1 is also elicited in the auditory OD task, which is used to obtain MMN. The possibility thus remains that MMN derives from a difference in N1 responsiveness to standard and deviant stimuli. Two conflicting hypotheses have been advocated, namely, the adaptation hypothesis and the deviance detection hypothesis.

The adaptation hypothesis assumes that N1 amplitude is reduced in the sequence of repetitive standard stimuli as a consequence of repetitive suppression and lateral inhibition in the poststimulus suppressive mechanism (10–13). Since this adaptation only occurs in a proportion of neural populations contributing to N1 generation in the primary auditory cortex, deviant stimuli may elicit the activation of non-adapted N1 neurons, yielding larger, and possibly enhanced N1 (14). According to this hypothesis, MMN is a product of the difference in N1 between adapted and non-adapted neural populations in the auditory cortices, elicited by standard and deviant stimuli, respectively. This hypothesis was supported by previous studies on animals including macaques (15), cats (16), and rats (17), as well as human studies combining functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) with magneto-encephalography (MEG) (18, 19). On the other hand, MMN is generally accepted to reflect a higher-order function in auditory processing distinguished from the primary function represented by N1, and contributes to the prediction-based error detection system. The deviance detection hypothesis is supported by findings such as the localization discrepancy between MMN and N1 (20) and the observation of MMN even in the omission OD task, in which each deviant stimulus is replaced by a silent gap (21, 22).

We support the deviance detection hypothesis and assume that MMN is spatiotemporally distinguishable from N1 adaptation. In a human ECoG study, we have previously demonstrated that high gamma oscillation induced by the mismatch paradigm was widely distributed in the superior temporal gyrus, rather than within a limited area adjacent to the Sylvian fissure. Furthermore, mismatch response was shown to be attributable to deviance detection rather than adaptation (23). N1 adaptation did not account for the characteristics of the mismatch response. Based on the deviance detection hypothesis, the following four reasons appear to account for why MMN has not yet been clearly differentiated from N1 adaptation. First, differences in the distribution of MMN and N1 adaptation are not large enough to separate these components due to the limits of the signal-to-noise (S/N) ratio and the spatial resolution of conventional scalp electroencephalogram (EEG). Although the excellent spatiotemporal resolution of MEG has contributed to the current understanding of the sources of N1 and MMN (18, 19), application of the single dipole model shows limitations in localization, particularly for an extended source. Second, although a limited number of studies on MMN, referred to as mismatch response in some reports, have been performed using human intracranial recordings (24–26), all have focused solely on the distribution of MMN. No human intracranial study with the aim of differentiating MMN from N1 adaptation has been reported to date. Third, studies on MMN using rodents and non-human primates (11, 15–17, 27) were conducted based on electrophysiological data obtained around A1. Although these studies revealed that N1 adaptation occurred in A1, MMN may have been distributed outside the recording area and was thus considered negligible. Finally and most importantly, performing a spatial comparison between N1 adaptation and MMN as defined by their latencies seems difficult, as these values partially overlap in most cases. Since N1 adaptation occurs within the neural population that generates N1, the localization of N1 adaptation is assumed to be included in the N1 signal source. Different distributions of N1 and MMN mean that N1 adaptation is spatially separated from MMN.

To differentiate MMN and N1 adaptation, the present study aimed to separate MMN from N1 adaptation temporally, and then to separate MMN from N1 spatially using intracranial electrodes to cover the lateral surface of the brain widely and provide fine spatial resolution and a high S/N ratio.



Materials and Methods


Subjects

Three subjects (two males, one female) with refractory epilepsy participated in the present study. Subdural electrode placement was performed to identify epileptic foci and adjacent functional areas. Demographic characteristics of each subject are shown in Table 1. We confirmed that 1,000-Hz tones were detected at 30 dB in all subjects using audiometric testing.


Table 1 | Subject demographics.



The present study was approved by the Ethics Review Board at the University of Tokyo Hospital. Written informed consent was obtained from all subjects and their family before participation in the present study.



Task

We adopted the classical OD task, in which standard stimuli were presented with a high probability of 90% and deviant stimuli with a low probability of 10% in random order, yielding 1,200 trials. A 1,000-Hz tone with a length of 50 ms and a 1,200-Hz tone with a length of 50 ms were used as the standard and deviant stimuli, respectively.

As a control task, we used the many standard (MS) task. Ten different pitches of stimuli (every 100 Hz from 700 to 1,600 Hz) were used, including the same pitches as the standard and deviant tones in the OD task. Each stimulus was presented at the same probability of 10%. The MS task was assumed to avoid adaptation/enhancement, since each stimulus is assumed to recruit different frequency-specific neurons.

All stimuli used in the tasks were sinusoidal tones with an 80-dB sound pressure level (Multi Trigger System; Medical Try System, Tokyo, Japan). Stimulus onset asynchrony (SOA) was set to 500 ms. Tones were presented binaurally through inserted earphones while the subject was instructed to watch a silent video presented on a desktop monitor without paying attention to the auditory stimuli from the earphones.



Data Acquisition

Subdural grid electrodes, consisting of silastic sheets with platinum electrodes (Unique Medical, Tokyo, Japan) were placed over the lateral surfaces of the frontal, temporal, and parietal lobes solely depending on the clinical purpose. Two types of grid electrodes were used in the present study: standard and higher-density electrodes with electrode diameters of 3 and 1.5 mm and inter-electrode (center-to-center) distances of 10 and 5 mm, respectively. Electrodes were placed for 2–4 weeks, during which time ECoG recordings for the present study were performed after obtaining clinically sufficient seizure information. No epileptic seizure events were identified in the 24 h before and after the recording.

ECoG data were recorded at a sampling rate of 2,000 Hz using a multi-channel EEG system (EEG 1200; Nihon Kohden, Tokyo, Japan). The band-pass filter for data acquisition was set at 0.09–600 Hz. A reference electrode was placed on the inner surface of the dura mater over the parietal lobe.



Electrode Localization

Electrode locations were identified by post-implantation computed tomography registered to pre-implantation MRI based on the mutual information method using Dr.-View/Linux (Infocom, Tokyo, Japan). The three-dimensional brain surface with fused subdural electrodes was reconstructed using Real INTAGE (Cybernet Systems, Tokyo, Japan) for individual analysis.



Data Analysis

All data were analyzed using custom script written in Matlab R2019b (MathWorks, Natick, MA) for each electrode. The band-pass filter between 2 and 30 Hz was applied to ECoG data. We chopped the filtered data from 250 ms prestimulus to 650 ms poststimulus for each stimulus into epochs of data. We defined data between 100 ms pre-stimulus and stimulus onset as the baseline. Each epoch was corrected for the baseline and was used in subsequent analyses.

In the MS task, all epochs were averaged, including those corresponding to the 10 different pitches of stimuli. We confirmed that the waveform and distribution of N1 evoked by all stimuli of the MS task did not differ from those with the 1,000-Hz tone only, and adopted all epochs of the MS task that included a higher number of trials and achieved higher S/N for the obtained N1. In the OD task, epochs of data were averaged separately for the standard and deviant stimuli. We then subtracted the average for the standard stimuli from that for deviant stimuli to obtain the subtraction waveform.

To validate the significance of N1 and MMN at each electrode, we defined N1 as the first negative peak observed at approximately 100 ms (from 80 to 120 ms) in the averaged waveform from the MS task, and MMN as the negative peak observed between 100 and 200 ms in the subtraction waveform from the OD task. We then performed a t-test for each electrode in every subject using corresponding epochs of data as follows. Each electrode was labeled as an N1 electrode when the potential of one of the time-points between 80 and 120 ms was significantly smaller than that at baseline. An MMN electrode was identified when the potential of one of the time-points between 100 and 200 ms in a deviant epoch was significantly smaller than that of the standard epochs. In each t-test, p < 0.05 was considered significant (corrected for multiple comparisons using false discovery rate [FDR] in terms of the numbers of channels and time points).




Results


Gross Observation of Waveforms at All Electrodes in the Three Subjects

In the averaged waveform from the MS task, the negative wave with a peak latency of approximately 100 ms poststimulus was observed at multiple electrodes in the superior temporal gyrus adjacent to the Sylvian fissure. In the subtraction waveform from the OD task, the negative wave with a peak latency between 100 and 200 ms was observed at multiple electrodes located in wide areas, including the temporal, parietal, and frontal lobes. These results in the MS and OD tasks were observed in common for all three subjects, supporting the tasks used in the present study as effectively evoking N1 and MMN.



Temporal Comparison Between N1 Adaptation and MMN

To examine temporal differences between N1 adaptation and MMN on single or adjacent electrodes at which both N1 and MMN were observed, we performed temporally detailed comparisons among the averaged waveforms from MS and OD tasks (Figures 1 and 2). At these electrodes, N1 was evoked by both standard and deviant stimuli in the OD task (upper right in Figure 1, right in Figure 2). Some of these evoked potentials canceled each other out in the subtraction waveform (upper right in Figure 1, right in Figure 2).




Figure 1 | ERP at representative electrodes in Subject 1. Localization of representative electrodes and averaged waveforms at each electrode in Subject 1. Averaged waveforms in the many standards (MS) task, of standard stimuli in the oddball (OD) task, of deviant stimuli in the OD task, and subtraction waveform in the OD task are indicated by green, blue, pink, and red lines, respectively. At an electrode, we observe a negative wave with a peak latency of around 100 ms in the MS task (lower left). At the same electrode, similar negative waves are evoked by both standard and deviant stimuli in the OD task (lower right). Subtraction of these two waveforms yields a sharp negative wave with a peak latency of around 100 ms, as well as another negative wave between 100 and 200 ms. On the other hand, at the adjacent electrode, negative waves at around 100 ms evoked by standard and deviant stimuli in OD task are reduced (upper right). In the subtraction waveform, these two negative waves cancel each other out, yielding no obvious deflection at the N1 latency, but a negative wave between 100 and 200 ms.






Figure 2 | ERP at representative electrodes in Subject 2. Localization of a representative electrode and averaged waveforms at the electrode in Subject 2. Averaged waveforms in the many standards (MS) task, of standard stimuli in the oddball (OD) task, of deviant stimuli in the OD task, and the subtraction waveform in the OD task are indicated by green, blue, pink, and red lines, respectively. We observe a negative wave with a peak latency of around 100 ms in the MS task (lower left). At the same latency, negative waves are evoked by both standard and deviant stimuli in the OD task (lower right). In the subtraction waveform, these two negative waves cancel each other out, resulting in a slight negative potential. Subtraction of the waveforms yields obvious MMN at a relatively early latency. Separating the N1 adaptation and MMN in the subtraction waveform is no longer possible.



At one electrode in Subject 1, an outstanding negative wave was observed in the subtraction waveform at the same latency as N1 (lower right in Figure 1). The amplitude of N1 evoked by deviant stimuli was larger than that in the MS task, suggesting the involvement of N1 enhancement. At the same electrode, another negative wave between 100 and 200 ms poststimulus was also observed in the subtraction waveform, which corresponded to MMN based on a comparison with the obvious MMN recorded at the adjacent electrode. The finding that N1 adaptation and MMN were observed separately at different latencies at a single electrode suggests that N1 adaptation and MMN represent different responses per se. N1 adaptation at the adjacent electrode should be noted to have been noticeably reduced as a result of subtraction between N1s evoked by standard and deviant stimuli, leaving MMN alone. Evoked responses to standard and deviant stimuli thus varied markedly within 5 mm, and were only observed in a limited area at which the N1 and MMN electrodes coexisted.

On the other hand, at a single electrode in Subject 2, temporally separating N1 adaptation from MMN was difficult due to the following reasons. First, the negative deflection at the N1 latency in the subtraction waveform was unremarkable as a result of cancelation between responses to standard and deviant stimuli, although N1 itself was recognizable in MS task. Next, the peak latency of MMN observed in this subject was earlier than that in Subject 1. N1 adaptation thus appeared partly incorporated into MMN. Such incorporation of N1 adaptation into MMN was also observed in Subject 3.

As these results show, separating N1 adaptation and MMN in the same waveform was not necessarily possible. The following analysis therefore spatially compared MMN with N1 instead of N1 adaptation, with the underlying assumption that N1 adaptation is observed only at electrodes that show significant N1. Since the waveform in the MS task does not include MMN, N1 evoked by the MS task can be localized independently of MMN.



Spatial Comparison Between N1 and MMN

We statistically defined the N1 electrode as an electrode showing a negative wave at approximately 100 ms in the MS task and the MMN electrode as that showing a negative peak between 100 and 200 ms poststimulus in the subtraction waveform from the OD task.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of the N1 and MMN electrodes of each subject. In every subject, N1 electrodes except for one electrode in the inferior temporal gyrus of Subject 3 were located in the superior temporal gyrus near the superior temporal plane, whereas MMN electrodes were widely observed in the superior and middle temporal gyrus, frontal lobe, and parietal lobe. Note that MMN response was poor in Subject 2 who had low FIQ. Although the localization of MMN electrodes overlapped with that of N1 electrodes in Subjects 2 and 3, the number of overlapping electrodes was lower than that of significant electrodes.




Figure 3 | Distribution of N1 and MMN electrodes in each subject. N1 and MMN electrodes are statistically selected and indicated on the three-dimensional brain surface as yellow filled circles and red open circles, respectively. N1 electrodes except for one electrode in the inferior temporal gyrus of Subject 3 were located in the superior temporal gyrus near the superior temporal plane, whereas MMN electrodes were widely distributed in the superior and middle temporal gyrus, parietal lobe, and frontal lobe. The distribution pattern of MMN electrodes differed markedly among subjects.





Discussion

In the present study, human ECoG was performed during the MS and OD tasks in three patients with epilepsy for whom the lateral aspect of each hemisphere was widely covered by high-density grid electrodes. The results demonstrated that N1 adaptation/enhancement was temporally separate from MMN at a representative electrode. Detailed observation of the waveforms also revealed that N1 adaptation was not necessarily able to be temporally separated from MMN even using ECoG. We therefore compared the spatial distributions of N1 and MMN derived from different tasks based on the assumption that N1 adaptation/enhancement could occur only in the N1 population; this comparison successfully separated MMN from N1. The novel spatiotemporal differentiation of MMN and N1 adaptation revealed by this human ECoG study may provide important insights into auditory information processing.



Temporal Separation Between N1 Adaptation and MMN

As shown in Figure 1, the N1 waveforms evoked by the standard and deviant stimuli of OD task canceled each other out at an electrode, whereas the difference between the two conditions formed a negative wave at the same latency as N1 at another electrode. These results in two adjacent electrodes indicate the involvement of N1 adaptation/enhancement in the OD task. However, these two electrodes also showed clear demarcation of MMN from N1 in the time course. The spatiotemporal pattern of ERP at these two electrodes, albeit under limited conditions, clearly demonstrates that MMN and N1 adaptation originate from different neural sources. Furthermore, the synchronicity of N1 latencies evoked by the standard and deviant stimuli suggested that the delayed N1 evoked by the deviant stimuli could not be the cause of MMN generation. Lower-density electrodes would have recorded these responses at a single electrode, resulting in a blurred picture of true ERP profiles and leading to difficulties differentiating between MMN and N1 adaptation, as has typically occurred in scalp EEG studies. This blurring effect from sampling errors is shown in Figure 2.

As depicted in the lower right of this negative waves at the same latency as N1 were noted just before MMN in the averaged waveforms from the OD task at a single electrode. Since N1 and MMN latencies were close at this electrode, the negative wave derived from the difference in N1 amplitude between standard and deviant stimuli was superimposed on the early phase of MMN, making the two components difficult to separate. The successful separation of MMN and N1 adaptation as independent ERP components in the same waveform appears to depend on individual differences in the spatiotemporal separation of the neural correlates of MMN and N1 and the spatial resolution of the recordings.



Spatial Separation Between N1 and MMN

N1 adaptation and MMN show similar latencies. Defining the two components in the same waveform based on their latencies therefore results in a similar distribution of electrodes. This seems to be the primary reason behind the long-lasting controversy regarding differences between MMN and N1 adaptation. To address this issue, the present study compared the localizations of N1 and MMN. Use of the MS task as a control task enabled us to delineate pure N1 on the brain surface independently of MMN. Since N1 adaptation/enhancement occurs in the neural population that produces N1, the spatial separation of N1 and MMN indicates that the origin of N1 adaptation differs from that of MMN. Although a small number of MMN electrodes overlapped with N1 electrodes, the distribution of MMN was well-demarcated from that of N1. The adaptation hypothesis, which argues that MMN is only generated by neural populations recruited for N1, fails to account for the spatial dissociation between MMN and N1. These results were obtained through wide coverage of the lateral surface of the hemispheres by high-density ECoG electrodes, which was unique to the present study. Furthermore, the spatial comparison between N1 and MMN highlights the present study among the limited number of human ECoG studies that have focused solely on MMN.

In summary, MMN may be spatiotemporally differentiated from not only N1, but also the N1 adaptation; that is, the negative wave derived from the difference in N1 responsiveness to standard and deviant stimuli. The present study demonstrated the spatiotemporal differentiation of two components by performing spatial and temporal analyses separately. At the same time, the present study revealed that spatiotemporal differentiation of N1 adaptation and MMN required not only the use of high-density electrodes, but also proper comparison between N1 from the MS task and MMN from the OD task. The novel methodological combination implemented in the present study was what made these results possible which may provide further evidence for important and fundamental issues underpinning the framework of MMN studies.



Limitation

In the present study, we showed MMN distributed in the larger areas than N1 using the OD and MS tasks. However, there are other MMN tasks using deviant stimuli such as duration deviance or omission deviance, which might have evoked different or even larger MMN responses in the lateral cortices (28). Moreover, oddball tasks with different oddball probabilities would have been helpful to identify MMN in a different way. In terms of a control task, a flip-flop task, in which the standard and deviant tones are flipped, would have been useful to eliminate the effect of the tone difference between the stimuli (29). Unfortunately, it was difficult to include the variety of the MMN tasks in the present study since the recording time for the MMN study was limited for clinical reasons. Although this issue does not reduce the validity of the present study essentially, combining the variety of these tasks is expected to enhance our knowledge and understanding of how and where MMN is generated.




Conclusion

The present study demonstrated for the first time the spatiotemporal differentiation of MMN from N1 adaptation using human ECoG in combination with MS and OD tasks. Close observation of a representative electrode succeeded in temporally separating N1 adaptation from MMN. Spatial comparison between MMN and N1 obtained from the MS task instead of N1 adaptation revealed a separated distribution of N1 and MMN, suggesting that the origin of N1 adaptation differs from that of MMN. These results will contribute to strengthening the foundation of future research in this field.



Data Availability Statement

The datasets presented in this article are not readily available because participants of this study did not agree for their data to be shared publicly. Requests to access the datasets should be directed to NK, nkunii-tky@umin.ac.jp.



Ethics Statement

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by the Ethics Review Board at the University of Tokyo Hospital. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study. Written informed consent was obtained from the individual(s) for the publication of any potentially identifiable images or data included in this article.



Author Contributions

MeT, NK, MaT, KKi, and KKa conceptualized this research. MeT and YI performed data curation. MeT analyzed data. MeT, NK, MK, MaT, KKi, TU, and SS interpreted data. MeT and NK drafted the manuscript. MK, KKa, and NS supervised and revised the manuscript.



Acknowledgments

This research was supported by the program for Brain Mapping by Integrated NeuroTechnologies for Disease Studies (Brain/MINDS) from the Japan Agency for Medical Research and Development (AMED) under Grant Number JP19dm0207069. This research was also supported in part by the UTokyo Center for Integrative Science of Human Behavior (CiSHuB) and the International Research Center for NeuroIntelligence (IRCN).



References

1. Naatanen R, Gaillard AWK, Mantysalo S, Gaillard WK. Early selective-attention effect on evoked potential reinterpreted. Acta Psychol (Amst) (1978) 42:313–29. doi: 10.1016/0001-6918(78)90006-9

2. Naatanen R, Alho K. Mismatch Negativity–A Unique Measure of Sensory Processing in Audition. Int J Neurosci (1995) 80:317–37. doi: 10.3109/00207459508986107

3. Grimm S, Escera C, Slabu L, Costa-Faidella J. Electrophysiological evidence for the hierarchical organization of auditory change detection in the human brain. Psychophysiology (2011) 48:377–84. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-8986.2010.01073.x

4. Heilbron M, Chait M. Great Expectations: Is there Evidence for Predictive Coding in Auditory Cortex? Neuroscience (2018) 389:54–73. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroscience.2017.07.061

5. Giard M, Perrin F, Pernier J, Bouchet P. Brain Generators Implicated in the Processing of Auditory Stimulus Deviance: A Topographic Event-Related Potential Study. Psychophysiology (1990) 27:627–40. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-8986.1990.tb03184.x

6. Rinne T, Alho K, Ilmoniemi RJ, Virtanen J, Näätänen R. Separate time behaviors of the temporal and frontal mismatch negativity sources. Neuroimage (2000) 12:14–9. doi: 10.1006/nimg.2000.0591

7. Davis H, Zerlin S. Acoustic Relations of the Human Vertex Potential. J Acoust Soc Am (1966) 39:109–16. doi: 10.1121/1.1909858

8. Woods DL. The Component Structure of the N1 Wave of the Human Auditory Evoked Potential. Electroencephalogr Clin Neurophysiol Suppl (1995) 44:102–9.

9. Saenz M, Langers DRM. Tonotopic mapping of human auditory cortex. Hear Res (2014) 307:42–52. doi: 10.1016/j.heares.2013.07.016

10. Grill-Spector K, Henson R, Martin A. Repetition and the brain: Neural models of stimulus-specific effects. Trends Cognit Sci (2006) 10:14–23. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2005.11.006

11. May P, Tiitinen H, Ilmoniemi RJ, G¨ ON, JG T, Risto N. Atänen A¨, Atänen A. Frequency Change Detection in Human Auditory Cortex. J Comput Neurosci (1999) 6:99–120. doi: 10.1023/a:1008896417606

12. May P, Tiitinen H. Mismatch negativity (MMN), the deviance-elicited auditory deflection, explained. Psychophysiology (2010) 47:66–122. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-8986.2009.00856.x

13. Lanting CP, Briley PM, Sumner CJ, Krumbholz K. Mechanisms of adaptation in human auditory cortex. J Neurophysiol (2013) 110:973–83. doi: 10.1152/jn.00547.2012

14. Woldorff MG, Gallen CC, Hampson SA, Hillyard SA, Pantev C, Sobel D, et al. Modulation of early sensory processing in human auditory cortex during auditory selective attention. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A (1993) 90:8722–6. doi: 10.1073/pnas.90.18.8722

15. Javitt DC, Steinschneider M, Schroeder CE, Vaughan HG, Arezzo JC. Detection of stimulus deviance within primate primary auditory cortex: intracortical mechanisms of mismatch negativity (MMN) generation. Brain Res (1994) 667:192–200. doi: 10.1016/0006-8993(94)91496-6

16. Ulanovsky N, Las L, Nelken I. Processing of low-probability sounds by cortical neurons. Nat Neurosci (2003) 6:391–8. doi: 10.1038/nn1032

17. Taaseh N, Yaron A, Nelken I. Stimulus-specific adaptation and deviance detection in the rat auditory cortex. PloS One (2011) 6:1–17. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0023369

18. Alho K, Winkler I, Escera C, Huotilainen M, Virtanen J, Jääskeläinen IP, et al. Processing of novel sounds and frequency changes in the human auditory cortex: Magnetoencephalographic recordings. Psychophysiology (1998) 35:211–24.

19. Jäaskelainen IP, Inen S, Ahveninen J, Bonmassar G, Dale AM, Ilmoniemi RJ, et al. Human posterior auditory cortex gates novel sounds to consciousness. Proc Natl Acad Sci (2004) 101:6809–14. doi: 10.1073/pnas.0303760101

20. Näätänen R, Jacobsen T, Winkler I. Memory-based or afferent processes in mismatch negativity (MMN): A review of the evidence. Psychophysiology (2005) 42:25–32. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-8986.2005.00256.x

21. Tervaniemi M, Saarinen J, Paavilainen P, Danilova N, Nzitznen R. Temporal integration of auditory information in sensory memory as reflected by the mismatch negativity. Biol Psychol (1994) 38:157–67. doi: 10.1016/0301-0511(94)90036-1

22. Yabe H, Winkler I, Czigler I, Koyama S, Kakigi R, Sutoh T, et al. Interactive report Organizing sound sequences in the human brain: the interplay of auditory streaming and temporal integration. Brain Res (2001) 897:222–7. doi: 10.1016/s0006-8993(01)02224-7

23. Ishishita Y, Kunii N, Shimada S, Ibayashi K, Tada M, Kirihara K, et al. Deviance detection is the dominant component of auditory contextual processing in the lateral superior temporal gyrus: A human ECoG study. Hum Brain Mapp (2019) 40:1184–94. doi: 10.1002/hbm.24438

24. Halgren E, Baudena P, Clarke JM, Heit G, Li6geois C, Chauvel P, et al. Intracerebral potentials to rare target and distractor auditory and visual stimuli. I. Superior temporal plane and parietal lobe. Electroencephalogr Clin Neurophysiol (1995) 94:191–220. doi: 10.1016/0013-4694(94)00259-n

25. Rosburg T, Trautner P, Dietl T, Korzyukov OA, Boutros NN, Schaller C, et al. Subdural recordings of the mismatch negativity (MMN) in patients with focal epilepsy. Brain (2005) 128:819–28. doi: 10.1093/brain/awh442

26. Edwards E, Soltani M, Deouell LY, Berger MS, Knight RT. High gamma activity in response to deviant auditory stimuli recorded directly from human cortex. J Neurophysiol (2005) 94:4269–80. doi: 10.1152/jn.00324.2005

27. Kudela P, Boatman-Reich D, Beeman D, Anderson WS. Modeling Neural Adaptation in Auditory Cortex. Front Neural Circuits (2018) 12:1–11. doi: 10.3389/fncir.2018.00072

28. Molholm S, Martinez A, Ritter W, Javitt DC, Foxe JJ. The neural circuitry of pre-attentive auditory change-detection: An fMRI study of pitch and duration mismatch negativity generators. Cereb Cortex (2005) 15:545–51. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhh155

29. Harms L, Fulham WR, Todd J, Budd TW, Hunter M, Meehan C, et al. Mismatch negativity (MMN) in freely-moving rats with several experimental controls. PloS One (2014) 9:1–16. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0110892



Conflict of Interest: 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 © 2020 Takasago, Kunii, Komatsu, Tada, Kirihara, Uka, Ishishita, Shimada, Kasai and Saito. 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) and the copyright owner(s) 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.


OEBPS/Images/fpsyt-11-00586-g003.jpg





OEBPS/Images/fpsyt.2020.00586_cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychiatry

Spatiotemporal Differentiation of
MMN From N1 Adaptation: A Human
ECoG Study





OEBPS/Text/toc.xhtml


  

    Table of Contents



    

		Cover



      		

        Spatiotemporal Differentiation of MMN From N1 Adaptation: A Human ECoG Study

      

        		

          Introduction

        



        		

          Materials and Methods

        

          		

            Subjects

          



          		

            Task

          



          		

            Data Acquisition

          



          		

            Electrode Localization

          



          		

            Data Analysis

          



        



        



        		

          Results

        

          		

            Gross Observation of Waveforms at All Electrodes in the Three Subjects

          



          		

            Temporal Comparison Between N1 Adaptation and MMN

          



          		

            Spatial Comparison Between N1 and MMN

          



          		

            Discussion

          



          		

            Temporal Separation Between N1 Adaptation and MMN

          



          		

            Spatial Separation Between N1 and MMN

          



          		

            Limitation

          



        



        



        		

          Conclusion

        



        		

          Data Availability Statement

        



        		

          Ethics Statement

        



        		

          Author Contributions

        



        		

          Acknowledgments

        



        		

          References

        



      



      



    



  



OEBPS/Images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OEBPS/Images/fpsyt-11-00586-g002.jpg
tuvi

-0

©

“o0

v






OEBPS/Images/logo.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychiatry





OEBPS/Images/fpsyt-11-00586-g001.jpg
— Control
o m W w0 w0
Time [ms]

MS task

—Standai |
ey
—o's

Time [ms]

EE
“Time [me]

0D task





OEBPS/Images/table1.jpg
No. Age/Sex  Duratinof cpilepsy(y)  Motor Fia Electrode  Epileptic foci Etiology. a€D
dominance (intho range)  coverage

1 s1F >0 Athanded 7060 BIFP  mutdle Postherpes encephaits  LEV, CBZ
2 2mm <10 Rthanded s060  uFP  uT Not speciiod Lev.caz
s am 1020 Rthanded 120130 BIFP RO RLO gangiogioma LV, 176, Cez

RO, scalo itoigenco quotent; L1 of; 1, rgh; B, biatr: . frontallbe: T, tamporal oo P, partl e O, occpel loba; mod, mec; AED, arthepioptc oug: LE,
Svsicatat CBZ catensmlie LTG: Adoabing.





