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� Involvement of the left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) in the generation of the novelty-P3,
target-P3, and mismatch negativity (MMN) was tested by tDCS.

� Left frontal anodal tDCS significantly reduced MMN to duration and intensity deviants.
� Prefrontal networks supporting preattentive deviance detection vary with the kind of deviance.

a b s t r a c t

Objective: To investigate the contribution of the left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) to attentive
and pre-attentive stimulus discrimination via transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS).
Methods: Novelty- and target-P3 as indexes of attentive stimulus discrimination and the mismatch neg-
ativities (MMNs) for duration, intensity, and frequency deviants as indexes of pre-attentive stimulus dis-
crimination were recorded before and after delivering anodal and cathodal tDCS to the left DLPFC.
Results: MMN amplitudes for all kinds of deviants decreased from pre- to post-tDCS measurement. For
duration and intensity deviants, this pre-post reduction was stronger after anodal tDCS, as compared
to the decrease after sham stimulation. No such modulation was found for the MMN to frequency devi-
ants. Neither the novelty-P3 nor the target-P3 was modulated by tDCS.
Conclusion: The selective MMN decrease after anodal (excitatory) stimulation of the left DLPFC suggests
that this region either inhibits the processing of specific auditory changes or modulates the habituation of
the MMN to certain kinds of deviances.
Significance: Our finding that left frontal anodal tDCS reduces the MMN to duration and intensity devi-
ants further highlights the contribution of frontal brain regions to MMN generation and extends previous
reports of reduced MMNs to frequency deviants after right frontal anodal tDCS.
� 2016 International Federation of Clinical Neurophysiology. Published by Elsevier Ireland Ltd. All rights

reserved.
1. Introduction

In our everyday life we are confronted with complex auditory
scenes (Bregman, 1990). Extracting regularities and monitoring
these scenes for unusual or unexpected events is crucial for adap-
tive behavior (e.g. Bregman, 1990; Näätänen, 1992; Pannese et al.,
2015). Therefore, it is not surprising that several neural processes
are devoted to the detection and processing of deviant stimuli that
can be identified by event-related potentials (ERPs) (e.g. Escera and
Corral, 2007; Grimm and Escera, 2012; Paavilainen, 2013). Such
deviance-related processes are presumed to be reflected particu-
larly in the mismatch negativity (MMN), the novelty-P3, and the
target-P3.

The auditory mismatch negativity (MMN) is elicited when a
rare or deviant sound occurs in an otherwise regular acoustic stim-
ulus series (e.g. see Garrido et al., 2009; Näätänen et al., 2001;
Paavilainen, 2013 for reviews). These deviant sounds can differ
from the so-called standard tone in frequency, intensity, duration
or any other auditory feature. The MMN amplitude increases with
the magnitude of deviance (e.g. Sams et al., 1985). Attending the
stimulus series is not necessary for the MMN to occur. It can even
be observed in comatose patients (e.g. Daltrozzo et al., 2007). The
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MMN usually peaks between 100 and 200 ms and has a fronto-
central distribution. It has been suggested that generators in the
auditory and frontal cortices underlie the auditory MMN: whereas
there is strong evidence for bilateral MMN generators in the supe-
rior temporal gyrus, evidence for an additional frontal generator is
less clear (e.g. Alho et al., 1994; Doeller et al., 2003; Molholm et al.,
2005; Opitz et al., 2002; Rosburg, 2003; Rosburg et al., 2005; see
Alho, 1995, for a review of earlier findings). In a review of fMRI,
PET, EEG source imaging, and lesion studies, Deouell (2007) con-
cluded that, even though there is support for a frontal generator,
its exact location and precise functional characteristics still remain
elusive. It seems that different regions within the prefrontal cortex
(PFC) are recruited depending on the type of deviance. For exam-
ple, Molholm et al. (2005) reported that the MMN to duration devi-
ants was associated with left inferior frontal gyrus (IFG) activity,
whereas the MMN to frequency deviants was associated with right
IFG activity. Furthermore, prefrontal regions also seem to con-
tribute to the visual MMN, suggesting that frontal generators
might generally be involved in the pre-attentive processing of
stimulus deviance independently of its modality (Kimura et al.,
2010).

Rare task-relevant (target) stimuli elicit a parietally distributed
P300 (target-P3 or P3b) whereas rare non-target or novel stimuli
elicit a fronto-centrally distributed P300 (novelty-P3 or P3a)
(Polich, 2007). The novelty-P3 is supposed to reflect involuntary
attentional shifts to novel or distinct stimuli, while the target-P3
seems to reflect voluntary attention allocation and stimulus evalu-
ation. Lesions of the prefrontal cortex reduce novelty-P3 ampli-
tudes, but leave target-P3 amplitudes unchanged indicating that
the prefrontal cortex contributes to the processing of novelty
(e.g. Knight, 1984). In contrast, target-P3 amplitudes to auditory
and visual targets are reduced in patients with temporo-parietal
lesions (e.g. Verleger et al., 1994). These results converge with
dipole analyses (e.g. Mecklinger and Ullsperger, 1995), low-
resolution electromagnetic tomography (LORETA) studies (Volpe
et al., 2007; Wronka et al., 2012), and fMRI studies (e.g.
Bledowski et al., 2004). Based on these studies, it can be presumed
that – even though novelty- and target-P3 are generated by par-
tially overlapping neural networks – the novelty-P3 is foremost
generated in frontal and central regions, whereas the neural gener-
ators of the target-P3 are primarily located in temporo-parietal
brain regions.

However, brain imaging methods such as fMRI or EEG can only
provide limited insight in the neuronal origin of scalp-recorded
ERPs due to the low temporal resolution of the hemodynamic sig-
nal or the intractability of the inverse problem in the case of source
analyses of EEG data. Therefore, noninvasive brain stimulation
techniques like transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) or tran-
scranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) might provide more
direct evidence about the involvement of a target brain region,
such as the prefrontal cortex, because its activity can be experi-
mentally manipulated by such techniques. Repetitive TMS over
the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) has been reported to
modulate target-P3 latency (e.g. Evers et al., 2001; Hansenne
et al., 2004; Jing et al., 2001). However, outside clinical settings,
some preference might be given for using tDCS instead of TMS to
conduct such studies, due to some risks to provoke seizures even
for low-frequency TMS in thitherto neurologically unremarkable
subjects (Nowak et al., 2006). In contrast, tDCS has been associated
only with mild aversive effects, such as itching, tingling, and, less
often, headache (Brunoni et al., 2012).

TDCS has gained some research interest in the recent time, also
due to the fact that tDCS devices are much less cost-intensive than
TMS devices. TDCS applies constant low currents to the scalp to
alter the activity of brain regions underneath the electrodes (e.g.
Nitsche and Paulus, 2000, 2001; Paulus, 2011; Priori, 2003; Utz
et al., 2010). The effects of tDCS on behavior and brain responses
depend on the polarity of the current flow. Anodal tDCS depolar-
izes cortical neurons and thereby increases cortical excitability of
the target area, while cathodal tDCS has the reverse effect
(Nitsche and Paulus, 2000; Stagg and Nitsche, 2011).

In general, the effect of tDCS increases with increases in current
strength (Nitsche and Paulus, 2000) and stimulation duration
(Antal et al., 2004; Nitsche and Paulus, 2001; Nitsche et al.,
2003). Furthermore, once the duration of stimulation exceeds
10 min, the effects of tDCS can outlast the stimulation for several
minutes (Antal et al., 2004; Nitsche and Paulus, 2001; Nitsche
et al., 2003). Therefore, most studies apply 1–2 mA of anodal or
cathodal tDCS for 10–20 min (Been et al., 2007; Brunoni et al.,
2012; Utz et al., 2010). TDCS is inferior to TMS in terms of focality
(Dayan et al., 2013) since most of the current gets shunted through
the scalp (Miranda et al., 2006). Moreover, the current flow is mod-
ulated by the position of the ‘‘passive” (return) electrode (Antal
et al., 2004; Nitsche and Paulus, 2000). Nevertheless, some conclu-
sion about the involvement of a targeted area can be drawn,
because tDCS primarily affects the cortical tissue underneath the
stimulation electrodes (Miranda et al., 2006; Nitsche et al., 2007;
Rush and Driscoll, 1968). In addition to behavioral changes, tDCS
has been shown to modulate ERPs and oscillatory neural activity
(see Miniussi et al., 2012, for a review). Due to technical consider-
ations (e.g. amplifier saturation, interference with electrode place-
ment) most previous ERP studies measured EEG after tDCS or were
using a pre-post tDCS design (Miniussi et al., 2012). However, so
far only a few studies have investigated the involvement of the
DLPFC in the generation of the P300 and the MMN.

Chen et al. (2014) applied anodal and cathodal tDCS over the
right DLPFC to investigate its contribution to the generation of
the auditory MMN: Anodal, but not cathodal, tDCS over the right
DLPFC led to a significant reduction of the MMN amplitude to fre-
quency deviants, whereas MMN amplitudes to duration deviants
were not affected by either kind of tDCS. Chen and colleagues
attributed this differential effect to the differing networks pre-
sumed to be activated by duration and frequency deviants (see also
Molholm et al., 2005; Opitz et al., 2002; Rinne et al., 2005). How-
ever, the MMN was recorded only once in each session, namely
after the application of tDCS; therefore it remains possible that
the lack of effects for duration deviants and for frequency deviants
after right-frontal cathodal stimulation was due to inter-session
variability.

There is some evidence that tDCS over the left DLPFC might
modulate target-P3 amplitude and latency. Keeser et al. (2011)
investigated the effect of anodal tDCS over the left DLPFC on ERPs
and working memory performance in a 0-, 1-, and 2-back task.
Anodal tDCS increased target-P3 amplitudes in the 2-back condi-
tion of the working memory task. Furthermore, this increase in
target-P3 amplitude was associated with reduced reaction times
and error rates. A similar increase of target-P3 amplitudes after
anodal stimulation was observed in a clinical study with alcoholics
(Nakamura-Palacios et al., 2012). However, other studies observed
only a modulation of the target-P3 latency after tDCS. In the study
of Zaehle et al. (2011), frontal cathodal tDCS decreased target-P3
latencies in a 2-back working memory task, whereas target-P3
amplitudes were not modulated by tDCS. In patients with Alzhei-
mer’s disease, repeated anodal and cathodal tDCS over the left
DLPFC reduced target-P3 latencies, but did not affect target-P3
amplitudes (Khedr et al., 2014).

In an attempt to combine both, P300- and MMN-paradigms,
Knechtel et al. (2014a) investigated the effect of anodal tDCS over
the left DLPFC on target-P3, novelty-P3 and MMN in an active as
well as in passive oddball task. In this study, neither task perfor-
mance, nor any ERP component was modulated by the applied
tDCS. The same experimental set-up did not produce any reliable
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tDCS effects in schizophrenia patients either (Knechtel et al.,
2014b).

In the current single-blind study, we sought to investigate the
contribution of the left DLPFC to auditory discrimination process-
ing as indexed by novelty-P3, target-P3, and MMN, by using anodal
and cathodal tDCS. On the basis of the neuropsychological and
brain imaging studies on the neural origin of the novelty- and
target-P3 reviewed above, we expected that anodal frontal tDCS
would enhance novelty-P3 amplitudes and frontal cathodal tDCS
would reduce novelty-P3 amplitudes, whereas we expected no
tDCS effects for the target-P3. However, based on the tDCS and
ERP findings reviewed above, it remained possible that the
target-P3 would be modulated by frontal tDCS as well. On the basis
of the fMRI findings of Molholm et al. (2005), we hypothesized that
left-frontal tDCS would modulate MMN amplitude to duration
deviants, but would not affect the MMN to frequency deviants.
No prediction was made for the MMN to intensity deviants.
2. Methods

2.1. Participants

18 healthy volunteers (6 female), ranging in age from 20 to
29 years (median age 26 years) took part in the experiment. All
participants were right-handed as verified with a German version
of the Edinburgh Inventory (Oldfield, 1971) and had normal or
corrected-to-normal vision. Only participants who reported unim-
paired hearing were invited. Further exclusion criteria that were
assessed at the beginning of the first session were a history of psy-
chiatric, or neurological diseases, centrally acting medication or
metallic implants. Prior to participation, participants were
informed about the experimental procedure and tDCS application
and gave written informed consent. The stimulation protocol and
methods used in the present study were approved by the ethic
committee of the German Psychology Society [Deutsche
Gesellschaft für Psychologie DGPs]. After the final session, partici-
pants were given the opportunity to ask in which sessions they had
received active stimulation. All participants were students of the
Saarland University and received monetary compensation for their
participation (10 €/h).
2.2. Material and procedure

The experiment consisted of three sessions, one for each kind of
stimulation (anodal, cathodal, and sham), on three separate days
within maximally three weeks. The within-subject order of the
three conditions was counterbalanced across participants. For each
session, participants came to the laboratory at the same time of
day at which they came in their first session in order to minimize
the impact of the circadian rhythm as confounding factor. Between
each session, there was a lag of at least three days to avoid carry-
over effects (e.g. Javadi et al., 2012). The median time lag was four
days (range: 3–13 days). The within-session procedure was as fol-
lows (Fig. 1): before tDCS was applied, ERPs were recorded in a
passive oddball and an active oddball task, followed by the record-
ing of resting EEG. To distract the participants from the stimula-
tion, tDCS was applied while they performed a continuous
recognition task (CRT). Immediately after the tDCS, resting EEG
was recorded a second time. Thereafter, the ERP recordings in
the active and passive oddball paradigm were repeated. This
design allowed us to compare the effect of tDCS against a baseline
recorded in the same session. In contrast, other tDCS-studies either
used separate baseline sessions and measured EEG only after the
stimulation (e.g. Chen et al., 2014; Keeser et al., 2011) or they
recorded the effects of sham and active tDCS within the same ses-
sion (e.g. Knechtel et al., 2014a,b; Zaehle et al., 2011). We consid-
ered both approaches as problematic, because inter-session
variability might distort the assessment of tDCS-effects in the first
case and carry-over effects might hamper the interpretation of
tDCS effects in the second case. Our approach allowed us to take
inter-session variability into account and to avoid unwanted
carry-over effects.

2.2.1. Active oddball
The stimuli and procedure of the active oddball experiment

were adapted from Kipp et al. (2010). Three kinds of stimuli were
presented, one standard tone (600 Hz, 200 ms duration, 70 dB
intensity) in 80% of the trials, one target tone (1000 Hz, 200 ms
duration, 70 dB intensity) in 10% of the trials, and different envi-
ronmental sounds as novels in another 10% of the trials. The envi-
ronmental sounds were taken from Mecklinger et al. (1997). The
active oddball consisted of 500 trials. Stimuli were presented with
a stimulus onset asynchrony (SOA) of 1500 ms. Within each ses-
sion, different environmental sounds were used in the pre- and
post-tDCS recordings. The presentation of novel sounds was coun-
terbalanced across sessions and participants. The participants’ task
was to press the ‘‘M”-key on a computer keyboard whenever tar-
gets appeared. In each session, participants performed 20 practice
trials in which only standard tone and target tone were presented.

2.2.2. Passive oddball
Four kinds of stimuli were presented, one standard tone

(800 Hz, 50 ms duration including 5 ms of fade in and fade out,
70 dB intensity) in 70% of the trials and three different kinds of
deviants in 10% of the trials each (frequency deviant: 880 Hz; dura-
tion deviant: 100 ms; intensity deviant: 60 dB). In total, 1000 stim-
uli were presented. The SOA was 1098 ms. Tones were presented in
random order with the constraint that two deviants never
appeared in succession. Participants watched silent sequences of
the films Powaqqatsi and Koyaanisqatsi during the recording, with
no further task required.

2.2.3. Resting EEG
Resting EEG was recorded with eyes closed and eyes open,

twice for 30 s each. Participants were instructed to close their eyes
when the phrase ‘‘close your eyes” appeared on the computer
screen and open their eyes again when they heard a signal tone.
Because the results of the resting EEG do not contribute to eluci-
dating the ERP results, we will not further report on these data
in this article.

2.2.4. Continuous recognition task (CRT)
The stimuli and procedure of the CRT was adapted from

Sprondel et al. (2011). It consisted of three blocks, with 76 trials
in each block. Within each block 19 objects and 19 nonobjects
were presented in randomized order and were repeated once with
variable lags. For every item, participants had to indicate whether
this item has been presented before or not by pressing the ‘‘C”- and
‘‘M”-keys of the computer keyboard. After each trial, visual feed-
back indicated whether the participant’s response was correct
(see Sprondel et al., 2011, for a more detailed description of the
task and material). Because the CRT was mainly intended to dis-
tract participants from the stimulation and because performance
on this task was not modulated by tDCS, we will not further report
on these data.

2.3. tDCS

A direct current of 1 mA for 15 min (5 s ramp in and 5 s ramp
out) was delivered by a battery-driven DC stimulator (neuroConn,
Ilmenau, Germany), using two saline-soaked surface sponge
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Fig. 1. Within-session procedure: Each session started with the passive oddball task followed by the active oddball task and the resting EEG recording. After the tDCS during
the continuous recognition task (CRT), the recordings were repeated in reversed order. Time indications are approximate (±2–3 min).
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electrodes (7 � 5 cm, 35 cm2). One electrode was placed above the
left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (F3 according to the 10–20 sys-
tem), the second was placed over the right supraorbital area
(Fig. 2). This montage has been used in previous research to mod-
ulate DLPFC activity (e.g. Chen et al., 2014; Dockery et al., 2009;
Iyer et al., 2005; Javadi et al., 2012; Keeser et al., 2011; Knechtel
et al., 2014a,b) and was therefore chosen to enhance the compara-
bility of our results. During sham stimulation, the current was only
delivered for the first 25 s (including 5 s ramp in and 5 s ramp out).
For anodal and sham stimulation, the left frontal electrode was
used as anode and right supraorbital electrode as cathode. For
the cathodal stimulation, the current was reversed. Electrodes
were placed underneath the EEG cap immediately before the CRT
in order to avoid the drying-out of the saline-soaked sponge. The
EEG cap was not removed during tDCS. At the beginning and the
end of each session, participants filled out a questionnaire to mon-
itor current state and potential side-effects, as well as to check
whether participants could identify the test condition (active vs.
sham tDCS).
Fz

FCz

PzP3 P4

O2O1

P7 P8

CPz CP4CP3

Cz C4C3T7 T8

FC4

F4
F8

FC6

Fig. 2. tDCS and EEG recording montage: The electrodes marked by bold circles (Fz,
Cz, and Pz) were chosen for the statistical analyses. The black square represents the
active electrode and the gray rectangle represents the return electrode. Please note
that the displayed width of the gray electrode is reduced by the top view and due to
the electrode placement, as compared to the black electrode. However, the actual
size of both tDCS electrodes was the same (5 � 7 cm).
2.4. EEG recording

An elastic cap (Easycap, Herrsching, Germany) with 22 embed-
ded silver/silverchloride EEG electrodes was attached to the partic-
ipant’s head. EEG was continuously recorded with reference to the
left mastoid from the following electrode position (10–20 system):
Fz, F4, F8, FCz, FC4, FC6, T7, C3, Cz, C4, T8, CP3, CPz, CP4, P7, P3, Pz,
P4, P8, O1, O2 (Fig. 2). In accordance with current safety standards
(e.g. Loo et al., 2011), the electrodes Fp1, Fp2, F3, F7, FC3, and FC5
were not used to avoid the risk of skin burns during tDCS after the
use of abrasive EEG gel. This also allowed us to apply tDCS without
removing the EEG cap and to start EEG recording immediately after
the end of the stimulation. EOG activity was recorded with two
electrodes placed on the outer canthi and by a pair of electrodes
placed above and below the left eye. Electrode impedances were
kept below 5 kX throughout the whole session.
2.5. ERP data processing

EEG data were processed with the Brain Vision Analyzer 2.03
(Brain Products, Gilching, Germany). For offline data processing,
data were downsampled to 250 Hz. Ocular artifacts were removed
via an independent component analysis (ICA) based algorithm
implemented in Brain Vision Analyzer after using a 0.1 Hz high
pass filter. Then data were re-referenced to linked mastoids. For
all oddball recordings, data were filtered from 0.1 Hz to 30 Hz
(48 dB/oct). Data were segmented into epochs of 1000 ms for the
passive oddball experiment and 1200 ms for the active oddball
experiment (including 200 ms pre-stimulus baseline each). After
baseline correction data were screened for remaining artifacts
and any segment that contained amplitudes outside the range of
�70 to 70 lV or voltage steps exceeding 50 lV/ms was removed.

For the EEG recordings in the active oddball task, we quantified
the mean amplitudes of ERP components at the electrodes Fz, Cz,
and Pz. The time windows were selected on the basis of grand
average data (across all sessions). In the active oddball task, we
measured the novelty-P3 (P3 to novel stimuli) between 260 and
360 ms and the target-P3 (P3 to target stimuli) between 280 and
380 ms. Furthermore, we quantified the N100 amplitude as the
mean amplitude between 76 and 108 ms separately for standards,
novels, and targets and the P200 amplitude for standards from 160
to 208 ms, as well as the N2b amplitude in the difference wave-
form between standard and targets between 160 and 220 ms.

In the passive oddball task, we quantified the MMN as the mean
amplitude of the difference potential between the ERPs to each
kind of deviant and standards. The time windows were selected
on the basis of grand average data (across all sessions). The time
windows varied between the kinds of deviant (frequency deviant:
120–180 ms, intensity deviant: 152–212 ms, duration deviant:
152–212 ms). Additionally, the N100 mean amplitude was
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quantified from 76 to 108 ms, separately for each kind of tone, as
well as the P200 amplitude for standards from 160 to 208 ms.
Table 1
Reaction times and total number of errors in the active oddball task.
2.6. Data analysis

All statistical analyses were conducted by using IBM SPSS ver-
sion 20.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA).

The ERP data of the active oddball task were analyzed using sep-
arate repeated-measure ANOVAs for novelty- and target-P3 mean
amplitudes. Participants who did not show a novelty-P3 (absence
defined as mean amplitude at Fz < �1 lV) or a target-P3 (absence
defined as mean amplitude at Pz < �1 lV) were excluded from
analysis. Using this criterion, two participants were excluded from
the analysis of the novelty-P3. However, this exclusion did not
change the pattern of the results. No participants had to be
excluded from the analysis of the target-P3. Novelty- and target-
P3 were analyzed using separate repeated-measure ANOVAs with
factors ELECTRODE (Fz vs. Cz. vs. Pz), TDCS (anodal vs. cathodal
vs. sham), and TIME (pre-tDCS vs. post-tDCS). In order to assure that
any tDCS effects for novelty- and target-P3 were not attributable to
tDCS effects on earlier ERP variations, we additionally analyzed the
components N100, P200, and N2b.

For the analysis of the MMN, participants that did not show a
MMN (absence defined as mean amplitude of the difference
between deviant and standard >+1 lV) were excluded from analy-
sis. Using this criterion, two participants were excluded from the
analysis of the MMN for frequency deviants and three participants
were excluded from the analysis of the MMN for intensity deviants.
Given this, the calculation of an overall ANOVA with TYPE OF
DEVIANCE as an additional factor would have resulted in a sub-
stantial loss of statistical power and, therefore, we opted for inves-
tigating the tDCS effects on the MMN for each kind of deviant
separately. The exclusion of participants did not change the pattern
of the reported results. The same analytical procedure was per-
formed on the MMN mean amplitudes for each kind of deviant.
Analog to the P3 analysis, we conducted a repeated-measure
ANOVA with the factors ELECTRODE (Fz vs. Cz. vs. Pz), TDCS (ano-
dal vs. cathodal vs. sham), and TIME (pre-tDCS vs. post-tDCS). Sig-
nificant interactions involving the factors TDCS and TIME were
followed up by comparing anodal and cathodal tDCS separately
with sham stimulation using lower level ANOVAs. We additionally
compared anodal with cathodal tDCS in order to test whether the
effect was polarity-specific. Simple effect analyses for each elec-
trode were used to determine the location of the effect when
TDCS � TIME � ELECTRODE interactions were observed. In addi-
tion to the MMN, we analyzed the N100 and P200 components
to preclude that tDCS effects on the MMN were due to changes
in the processing of standard tones.

In this study, genuine tDCS effects were defined as an interac-
tion between TDCS (anodal vs. cathodal vs. sham) and TIME (pre-
tDCS vs. post-tDCS). Furthermore, to be considered a genuine tDCS
effect, this interaction had to be qualified by a difference of active
stimulation (anodal or cathodal) compared to sham stimulation.

For all repeated-measure ANOVAs, sphericity was checked with
the Mauchly test and a Greenhouse–Geisser correction was applied
when necessary, as is indicated by the citation of e. Significance
level was set to p = .05 for all analyses.
Pre Post

M SD M SD

RT Anodal 384 49.3 376 59.7
Cathodal 387 54.9 385 77.5
Sham 371 52.2 374 55.7

Errors Anodal 1.3 2.7 1.9 4.7
Cathodal 1.3 1.8 1.2 1.8
Sham 2.3 3.5 1.5 3.5
3. Results

All participants completed all three sessions. Post-experimental
ratings indicate that active tDCS was well tolerated by all partici-
pants. Ratings for itching, headache, agitation and nausea did not
indicate any discomfort (all means and medians <1 on a scale from
0 = ‘‘not present” to 10 = ‘‘very strongly present”) and did not differ
between conditions as assessed with a Friedman’s ANOVA (all
ps > .46). Participants were moderately tired after the experiment.
However, the level of tiredness was the same for all three kinds of
stimulation (v2(2) = 1.2, p = .55). Participants were unable to dis-
criminate between active and sham tDCS (v2(2) = .7, p = .70).
3.1. Active oddball

3.1.1. Behavioral results
Participants showed a high level of accuracy in the active odd-

ball task. There were virtually no misses and only few false alarms
(mostly to novels). Therefore, the total number of errors was calcu-
lated for the data analysis (Table 1). A Friedman’s ANOVA on the
difference between pre-tDCS and post-tDCS error scores revealed
a marginally significant effect (v2(2) = 5.4, p = .07), but these differ-
ences are attributable to pre-tDCS differences between the sham-
condition and tDCS-conditions (v2(2) = 6.3, p = .04). Reaction times
for targets were averaged across correct trials (Table 1): a TDCS
(anodal vs. cathodal vs. sham) � TIME (pre-tDCS vs. post-tDCS)
repeated measure ANOVA revealed no significant effects (all
Fs < 1.0, ps > .37).
3.1.2. ERPs
Fig. 3 shows the grand average ERP waveforms of the novelty-

P3 at the Fz electrode and of the target-P3 at the Pz electrode in
the active oddball condition for the three stimulation protocols.
The results of the main analyses for the novelty- and target-P3
are shown in Table 2 and descriptive statistics are shown in Table 3.
Post-tDCS novelty- and target-P3 amplitudes were generally lower
than pre-tDCS novelty- and target-P3 amplitudes (Fig. 3). However,
neither the novelty-P3 nor the target-P3 was modulated by tDCS
(Table 2).
3.1.3. Further analyses
In order to assure that the lack of tDCS-effects on novelty- and

target-P3 was not due to altered early auditory processing and
attention processes, we also analyzed the components N100,
P200, and N2b. Neither the N100 to standards, targets and novels,
nor the N2b showed any tDCS effects (all Fs < 2.4, ps > .10). For the
P200, there was a significant interaction between ELECTRODE,
TDCS and TIME (F(4,68) = 3.9, p = .02, partial g2 = .19, e = .57). How-
ever, follow-up ANOVAs revealed that this interaction was due to
diminished pre-tDCS P200 amplitudes in the cathodal condition
(F(2,34) = 11.0, p = .002, partial g2 = .39, e = .66).
3.1.4. Summary
Behaviorally, participants showed a high level of accuracy in the

target detection task. The novelty- and target-P3 amplitudes
decreased from pre- to post-measurement. However, we found
no evidence for a modulation of task performance and novelty-
and target-P3 amplitudes by tDCS.



Table 2
Main analyses of the novelty- and target-P3 amplitudes, as well as the three MMN amplitudes for duration, frequency, and intensity deviants. When sphericity assumption was
violated, Greenhouse–Geisser corrected degrees of freedoms were used for calculating the p values, as indicated by the presence of the correction factor e.

*p < .05.
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Fig. 3. Pre- and post-tDCS novelty- and target-P3 for the sham, anodal and cathodal conditions at the electrodes Fz and Pz: The gray bars indicate the selected time windows
for calculating the mean novelty- and target-P3 amplitudes (260–360 ms and 280–380 ms for novelty- and target-P3, respectively). Positive values are plotted downwards.
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3.2. Passive oddball

Fig. 4 shows the grand average ERP waveforms of the MMN to
duration, frequency, and intensity deviants at the Fz electrode in
the passive oddball condition for the three stimulation protocols,
as well as the ERPs to standard tones. The results of the main anal-
yses for theMMN to all three kinds of deviants are shown in Table 2
and descriptive statistics are shown in Table 4. For all three kinds
of deviants, post-tDCS MMN amplitudes were generally lower than
pre-tDCS MMN amplitudes (Fig. 4).



Table 3
Mean amplitudes [in lV] of the novelty-P3 and the target-P3 at electrodes Fz and Pz,
respectively: amplitudes values are based N = 16 (novelty-P3) and N = 18 (target-P3).

Pre Post

M SD M SD

Novelty-P3 Anodal 13.6 8.4 11.4 7.0
Cathodal 11.7 6.9 10.5 6.3
Sham 14.9 7.2 10.5 6.2

Target-P3 Anodal 13.0 7.1 11.6 7.3
Cathodal 13.4 8.1 11.7 8.0
Sham 13.5 7.7 11.0 6.7

Table 4
MMN mean amplitudes [in lV] for duration (N = 18), frequency (N = 16) and intensity
(N = 15) deviants at Fz.

Pre Post

M SD M SD

Duration Anodal �4.8 1.7 �3.7 1.3
Cathodal �4.5 1.7 �3.6 1.8
Sham �4.5 1.7 �4.5 1.2

Frequency Anodal �4.2 1.4 �3.3 1.3
Cathodal �3.8 1.4 �3.6 1.9
Sham �3.9 1.7 �3.3 1.3

Intensity Anodal �4.1 1.4 �2.5 1.3
Cathodal �4.0 1.5 �3.4 1.3
Sham �3.5 1.6 �3.3 1.2
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3.2.1. MMN to duration deviants
For duration deviants, the pre- to post-stimulation MMN reduc-

tion was modulated by electrode site and tDCS as evidenced by a
significant three-way interaction between ELECTRODE, TDCS and
TIME. Follow-up ANOVAs revealed that the three-way interaction
was reliable when anodal tDCS was compared with sham stimula-
tion (F(2,34) = 8.1, p = .005, partial g2 = .32, e = .69), but not when
cathodal tDCS was compared with sham stimulation (F(2,34)
= 2.3, p = .14, partial g2 = .12, e = .63) and when anodal tDCS was
compared with cathodal tDCS (F(2,34) = 2.6, p = .11, partial
g2 = .13, e = .69). Simple effect analyses for each electrode revealed
reduced MMN amplitudes after anodal tDCS at Fz (F(1,17) = 5.6,
p = .03, partial g2 = .25), but not at Cz (F(1,17) = .9, p = .35, partial
g2 = .05) and Pz (F(1,17) = .5, p = .47, partial g2 = .03), as compared
to the sham condition.

3.2.2. MMN to frequency deviants
For frequency deviants, the pre- to post-stimulation MMN

reduction was not modulated by tDCS.
Sham Anodal

Fz

Frequency

µV

ms
Duration

Fz

- 200 200 600

- 4

Fz

Intensity

Fz
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Fig. 4. Pre- and post-tDCS MMN for duration, frequency and intensity deviants and the w
MMNs are depicted as difference wave (ERPs to deviant minus ERP to standards). For th
amplitudes (120–180 ms for frequency deviants, 152–212 ms for duration and intensity
the mean amplitudes of the N100 (76–108 ms) and the second gray bar indicates the tim
values are plotted downwards.
3.2.3. MMN to intensity deviants
For intensity deviants, the pre- to post-stimulation MMN reduc-

tion was modulated by electrode and tDCS. There was a significant
three-way interaction between ELECTRODE, TDCS and TIME.
Follow-up ANOVAs revealed that the three-way interaction was
reliable when anodal tDCS was compared with sham stimulation
(F(2,28) = 5.8, p = .02, partial g2 = .29, e = .71) and when anodal
tDCS was compared with cathodal tDCS (F(2,28) = 6.5, p = .01, par-
tial g2 = .32, e = .66), but not when cathodal tDCS was compared
with sham stimulation (F(2,28) < .1, p = .94, partial g2 < .01,
e = .63). Simple effect analyses for each electrode again revealed
reduced MMN amplitudes after anodal tDCS at Fz (F(1,14) = 4.8,
p = .046, partial g2 = .25), but not at Cz (F(1,14) = 1.7, p = .22, partial
g2 = .11) and Pz (F(1,14) < .1, p = .85, partial g2 < .01), as compared
to the sham condition.
Cathodal

Post-tDCS

Pre-tDCS

aveform for standards for the three tDCS conditions at electrode Fz. Please note that
e MMNs, the gray bars indicate the chosen time windows for calculating the mean
deviants). For standards the first gray bar indicates the time window for calculating
e window for calculating the mean amplitudes of the P200 (160–208 ms). Positive
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3.2.4. Further analyses
In order to assure that tDCS effects on the MMN are not attribu-

table to differences in early auditory processing and attention pro-
cesses, we also analyzed the components N100 and P200. There
was a significant interaction between ELECTRODE, TDCS, and TIME
for the N100 amplitude to standards (F(4,68) = 3.7, p = .03, partial
g2 = .18, e = .53). Follow-up ANOVAs revealed that this interaction
was only reliable when anodal tDCS was compared with cathodal
tDCS (F(2,34) = 5.8, p = .02, partial g2 = .26, e = .61). The N100 for
standards was stronger at frontal sites after anodal tDCS than after
cathodal tDCS (F(2,34) = 5.6, p = .02, partial g2 = .25, e = .71). The
pre-post change was significant for anodal (F(2,34) = 5.5, p = .02,
partial g2 = .25, e = .62), but neither for cathodal (F(2,34) = 1.1,
p = .33, partial g2 = .06, e = .66) nor sham tDCS (F(2,34) = .6,
p = .49, partial g2 = .03, e = .61). No such tDCS effects were observed
for the N100 for duration deviants, frequency deviants, and inten-
sity deviants or the P200 for standards (all Fs < 2.6, p > .07). These
findings indicate that the tDCS-induced MMN modulations were
not due to altered early processing of standard and deviant tones.

3.2.5. Summary
MMN amplitudes decreased from pre-tDCS to post-tDCS. Left-

frontal anodal tDCS led to significantly stronger pre- to post-
stimulation reductions of the MMN at frontal recording sites, as
compared to the sham condition. This effect was found for duration
and intensity deviants, but not for frequency deviants. The effect
was specific to anodal tDCS for intensity deviants, whereas the
effects on the MMN for duration deviants did not significantly dif-
fer between anodal and cathodal tDCS. Analyses of the N100 and
P200 indicated that the observed MMN modulations cannot be
attributed to an impact of tDCS on the standard tone processing.
4. Discussion

In this single-blind study, we found that anodal tDCS over the
left DLPFC selectively modulated the MMN to duration and inten-
sity deviants. However, no such effect was observed for cathodal
tDCS. The MMN to frequency deviants as well as the novelty-
and target-P3 amplitudes were not modulated by tDCS.

4.1. Active oddball paradigm

The absence of tDCS-effects on novelty- and target-P3 ampli-
tudes during active auditory discrimination was unexpected,
because previous studies reported a modulation of the target-P3
amplitude by tDCS (e.g. Keeser et al., 2011; Nakamura-Palacios
et al., 2012) and imaging and lesion studies implied that the PFC
is involved in novelty-P3 generation. The absence of tDCS effects
cannot be explained by a fading of such effects, because reliable
tDCS effects were observed later on in the experiment during the
passive oddball task (see Fig. 1). However, the absence of effects
in the active oddball condition might possibly be explained by
the choice of the current strength and stimulation duration.
Keeser et al. (2011) found increased P3 amplitudes after 20 min
of 2 mA anodal tDCS over the left DLPFC, whereas Zaehle et al.
(2011) did not find such a modulation after 15 min of 1 mA tDCS
over the same region. Thus, one might speculate that the stimula-
tion parameters in our study (15 min, 1 mA) were suboptimal for
observing tDCS effects on the P3. Because both, novelty- and
target-P3, are supported by widely distributed networks (e.g.
Bledowski et al., 2004; Wronka et al., 2012), other cortical areas
might have compensated for these rather weak tDCS-induced
changes in activity of the left DLPFC (Jacobson et al., 2012b). Higher
current strengths and longer stimulation duration might possibly
produce stronger changes in novelty- and target-P3 (Nitsche and
Paulus, 2000, 2001). The absence of effects for the target-P3, how-
ever, might also indicate that the tDCS effects for the target-P3 in
auditory oddball tasks observed in clinical populations (Khedr
et al., 2014; Nakamura-Palacios et al., 2012) do not necessarily
generalize to healthy subjects. The margin for improvement and
increases in ERP amplitudes in healthy subjects with normal func-
tioning in target detection might be smaller than in clinical popu-
lations, where tDCS is mainly applied to improve impoverished
functions (e.g. Holland and Crinion, 2012; Khedr et al., 2014).

Moreover, as the effectiveness of tDCS depends on the orienta-
tion of the neurons relative to the electrical field (Miranda et al.,
2006; Stagg and Nitsche, 2011), varying the exact placement of
the electrodes can change the effect of tDCS (e.g. Antal et al.,
2004; Nitsche and Paulus, 2000). Thus, future tDCS studies that
seek to explore the involvement of the left DLPFC in the generation
of the novelty- and target-P3 should vary the position of the return
electrode (e.g. choosing extracranial locations like the cheek or the
chin instead of the right supraorbital area) while leaving the active
electrode over the left DLPFC. One especially promising approach
might be oppositional tDCS (Jacobson et al., 2012a). Here, the
anode can be used to excite one region (e.g. DLPFC), while the cath-
ode can be used to simultaneously inhibit another region (e.g.
temporo-parietal junction). By this approach it is possible to disso-
ciate the contribution of two cortical regions that are activated
during the same task, but associated with different cognitive pro-
cesses. Jacobson et al. (2012a) have successfully employed this
approach to investigate the role of the left intraparietal sulcus/su-
perior parietal cortex and the right inferior parietal cortex in
encoding of episodic information. Thus, oppositional tDCS over
DLPFC and temporo-parietal junction might be more effective in
modulating novelty- and target-P3 activity than stimulating either
the DLPFC or the temporo-parietal junction with the return elec-
trode placed over a neutral area.

4.2. Passive oddball paradigm

During passive auditory discrimination we observed tDCS-
effects for the MMN to duration and intensity deviants. After ano-
dal tDCS over the left DLPFC, MMN amplitudes were significantly
reduced for these deviant types as compared to the sham condi-
tion. However, no such decrease was observed for frequency devi-
ants. These results complement and extend the results of Chen
et al. (2014), who found that anodal tDCS over the right DLPFC
modulated the MMN amplitude to frequency deviants but not to
duration deviants. Our finding provides further evidence that dif-
ferent kinds of sound deviance are processed in different regions
within the PFC. This notion is consistent with a recent meta-
analytical review of brain imaging studies that showed that
MMN generators of frequency deviants were located mostly on
the right frontal cortex, whereas the MMN generators for duration
deviants were found bilaterally in the frontal cortices (Deouell,
2007; see also Molholm et al., 2005). Evidence for frontal MMN
generators for intensity deviants has so far been scant (Kircher
et al., 2004; Mathiak et al., 2002). Together with the findings of
Chen et al. (2014), our data indicate that the involvement of the
prefrontal cortex in the processing of different kinds of sound
deviance varies between hemispheres: intensity and duration
deviance appears to be processed predominantly in the left PFC
and frequency deviance is presumably processed to a greater
extent in the right PFC. However, due to the large size of the tDCS
electrodes in the study by Chen et al. (2014) and in our study, it is
not possible to conclude which area(s) in the PFC precisely are
involved in MMN generation. Even though the tDCS montage in
our study was chosen to target the DLPFC, areas surrounding the
DLPFC might have been stimulated as well. Future studies should
therefore aim at reducing the size of the stimulation electrode
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which leads to more focal stimulation (e.g. Datta et al., 2009;
Nitsche et al., 2007). However, safety concerns have to be consid-
ered in such a case, because reduced electrode sizes also increase
the risk of skin irritations (Datta et al., 2009).

In the study by Chen et al. (2014) as well as in our study, the
MMN amplitudes were reduced after anodal tDCS. At first glance,
it might seem counterintuitive that anodal tDCS over the DLPFC
is associated with a reduction of MMN amplitudes, since anodal
tDCS is usually associated with an enhancement of neural activity
(e.g. Jacobson et al., 2012b) and since tDCS over the auditory cor-
tices leads to increased MMN amplitudes (Heimrath et al., 2015;
Impey and Knott, 2015; see also Yang et al., 2013, for TMS evi-
dence). However, according to Rinne et al. (2005), the frontal gen-
erators of the MMN might be part of an inhibitory system that
enables the participants to ignore the changes in the auditory input
that do not require a response. In this view, the excitatory effect of
anodal tDCS on the PFC might have supported the inhibitory func-
tion of the PFC to suppress the change related activity. As a conse-
quence, MMN amplitudes were reduced after anodal tDCS.
However, it might also be possible that anodal tDCS led to a faster
habituation to the deviant and, by this, to decreased MMN ampli-
tudes (McGee et al., 2001; Rosburg et al., 2004). Since anodal tDCS
has been shown to increase habituation to repetitive visual stimuli
(Viganò et al., 2013), the reduction of the MMN amplitude to fre-
quency deviants observed by Chen et al. (2014) and to duration
and intensity deviants in the present study might actually repre-
sent more effective learning in form of an increased habituation.
Still another alternative explanation for our results might be
related to the depth of stimulation. Purpura and McMurtry
(1965) found that the effect of anodal and cathodal DC polarization
on cats was reversed for deeper cortical structures. Here, anodal
tDCS led to a deactivation and cathodal tDCS led to activation. Even
though tDCS is supposed mainly to affect the cortical surface (e.g.
Nitsche and Paulus, 2001), it might be the case that the tDCS mon-
tage chosen for this study affected deeper cortical structures and as
a consequence, anodal tDCS might have exerted an inhibitory influ-
ence on the MMN in our study. Future studies should therefore aim
at varying both, tDCS-related and MMN-related parameters to
decide between these different explanations.

In contrast to anodal tDCS, cathodal tDCS did not modulate the
MNN, neither when the right DLPFC is targeted as in the study by
Chen et al. (2014) nor when the left DLPFC is targeted as in our
study. These results are in line with an rTMS study by Laloyaux
et al. (2006). They found that stimulation of the left and right
PFC with 1 Hz rTMS, which is also supposed to exert inhibitory
effects, did not affect the MMN amplitude to frequency deviants.
This result together with Chen et al. (2014) and our results might
indicate that the DLPFC reacts differently to inhibitory and excita-
tory stimulation. Inhibitory effects of cathodal tDCS are more often
observed when motor functions are studied rather than cognitive
functions, while the facilitating effect of anodal tDCS is well docu-
mented for both, motor and cognitive functions (see Jacobson et al.,
2012b, for a review and meta-analysis). Jacobson and colleagues
speculated that this difference might be due to the fact that cogni-
tive functions are supported by wide-spread cortical networks
which compensate for the down-regulation via cathodal tDCS.
5. Conclusion

In conclusion, this study shows that anodal tDCS over the left
DLPFC reduces the MMN to duration and intensity deviants and
extends on previous research showing that anodal tDCS over the
right DLPFC reduces the MMN to frequency deviants (Chen et al.,
2014). Together, these results imply that information about the
type of deviance is processed in different regions within the PFC
and that the frontal MMN generator might be functionally related
to inhibition of change related, response-irrelevant activity (Rinne
et al., 2005) or habituation to stimulus change (McGee et al., 2001;
Rosburg et al., 2004). Further studies are needed to determine the
exact function of the frontal MMN generator and tDCS might be a
suitable tool for this task.
Acknowledgement

This work was supported by a research grant of the German
Research Foundation (DFG Ro 3533/1-1). We thank Hannah Hein-
drihof, Julia Bock, and Nicole Recklies for their assistance in the
data collection.

Conflict of interest: None of the authors have potential conflicts
of interest to be disclosed.
References

Alho K. Cerebral generators of mismatch negativity (MMN) and its magnetic
counterpart (MMNm) elicited by sound changes. Ear Hear 1995;16:38–51.

Alho K, Woods DL, Algazi A, Knight RT, Näätänen R. Lesions of frontal cortex
diminish the auditory mismatch negativity. Electroencephalogr Clin
Neurophysiol 1994;91:353–62.

Antal A, Kincses TZ, Nitsche MA, Bartfai O, Paulus W. Excitability changes induced in
the human primary visual cortex by transcranial direct current stimulation:
direct electrophysiological evidence. Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci 2004;45:702–7.

Been G, Ngo TT, Miller SM, Fitzgerald PB. The use of tDCS and CVS as methods of
non-invasive brain stimulation. Brain Res Rev 2007;56:346–61.

Bledowski C, Prvulovic D, Hoechstetter K, Scherg M, Wibral M, Goebel R, et al.
Localizing P300 generators in visual target and distractor processing: a
combined event-related potential and functional magnetic resonance imaging
study. J Neurosci 2004;24:9353–60.

Bregman AS. Auditory scene analysis: the perceptual organization of
sound. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press; 1990.

Brunoni AR, Nitsche MA, Bolognini N, Bikson M, Wagner T, Merabet L, et al. Clinical
research with transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS): Challenges and
future directions. Brain Stimulat 2012;5:175–95.

Chen JC, Hämmerer D, Strigaro G, Liou LM, Tsai CH, Rothwell JC, et al. Domain-
specific suppression of auditory mismatch negativity with transcranial direct
current stimulation. Clin Neurophysiol 2014;125:585–92.

Daltrozzo J, Wioland N, Mutschler V, Kotchoubey B. Predicting coma and other low
responsive patients outcome using event-related brain potentials: a meta-
analysis. Clin Neurophysiol 2007;118:606–14.

Datta A, Bansal V, Diaz J, Patel J, Reato D, Bikson M. Gyri-precise head model of
transcranial direct current stimulation: Improved spatial focality using a ring
electrode versus conventional rectangular pad. Brain Stimulat 2009;2(201–7):
e1.

Dayan E, Censor N, Buch ER, Sandrini M, Cohen LG. Noninvasive brain stimulation:
from physiology to network dynamics and back. Nat Neurosci 2013;16:838–44.

Deouell LY. The frontal generator of the mismatch negativity revisited. J
Psychophysiol 2007;21:188–203.

Dockery CA, Hueckel-Weng R, Birbaumer N, Plewnia C. Enhancement of planning
ability by transcranial direct current stimulation. J Neurosci 2009;29:7271–7.

Doeller CF, Opitz B, Mecklinger A, Krick C, Reith W, Schröger E. Prefrontal cortex
involvement in preattentive auditory deviance detection: neuroimaging and
electrophysiological evidence. NeuroImage 2003;20:1270–82.

Escera C, Corral MJ. Role of mismatch negativity and novelty-P3 in involuntary
auditory attention. J Psychophysiol 2007;21:251–64.

Evers S, Böckermann I, Nyhuis PW. The impact of transcranial magnetic stimulation
on cognitive processing: an event-related potential study. Neuroreport
2001;12:2915–8.

Garrido MI, Kilner JM, Stephan KE, Friston KJ. The mismatch negativity: a review of
underlying mechanisms. Clin Neurophysiol 2009;120:453–63.

Grimm S, Escera C. Auditory deviance detection revisited: evidence for a
hierarchical novelty system. Int J Psychophysiol 2012;85:88–92.

Hansenne M, Laloyaux O, Mardaga S, Ansseau M. Impact of low frequency
transcranial magnetic stimulation on event-related brain potentials. Biol
Psychol 2004;67:331–41.

Heimrath K, Breitling C, Krauel K, Heinze H-J, Zaehle T. Modulation of pre-attentive
spectro-temporal feature processing in the human auditory system by HD-
tDCS. Eur J Neurosci 2015;41:1580–6.

Holland R, Crinion J. Can tDCS enhance treatment of aphasia after stroke?
Aphasiology 2012;26:1169–91.

Impey D, Knott V. Effect of transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) on MMN-
indexed auditory discrimination: a pilot study. J Neural Transm
2015;122:1175–85.

Iyer MB, Mattu U, Grafman J, Lomarev M, Sato S, Wassermann EM. Safety and
cognitive effect of frontal DC brain polarization in healthy individuals.
Neurology 2005;64:872–5.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0115


2272 M. Weigl et al. / Clinical Neurophysiology 127 (2016) 2263–2272
Jacobson L, Goren N, Lavidor M, Levy DA. Oppositional transcranial direct current
stimulation (tDCS) of parietal substrates of attention during encoding
modulates episodic memory. Brain Res 2012a;1439:66–72.

Jacobson L, Koslowsky M, Lavidor M. TDCS polarity effects in motor and cognitive
domains: a meta-analytical review. Exp Brain Res 2012b;216:1–10.

Javadi AH, Cheng P, Walsh V. Short duration transcranial direct current stimulation
(tDCS) modulates verbal memory. Brain Stimulat 2012;5:468–74.

Jing H, Takigawa M, Hamada K, Okamura H, Kawaika Y, Yonezawa T, et al. Effects of
high frequency repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation on P300 event-
related potentials. Clin Neurophysiol 2001;112:304–13.

Keeser D, Padberg F, Reisinger E, Pogarell O, Kirsch V, Palm U, et al. Prefrontal direct
current stimulation modulates resting EEG and event-related potentials in
healthy subjects: a standardized low resolution tomography (sLORETA) study.
NeuroImage 2011;55:644–57.

Khedr EM, Gamal NFE, El-Fetoh NA, Khalifa H, Ahmed EM, Ali AM, et al. A double-
blind randomized clinical trial on the efficacy of cortical direct current
stimulation for the treatment of Alzheimer’s disease. Front Aging Neurosci
2014;6:275.

Kimura M, Ohira H, Schröger E. Localizing sensory and cognitive systems for pre-
attentive visual deviance detection: an sLORETA analysis of the data of Kimura
et al.. Neurosci Lett 2009;2010(485):198–203.

Kipp KH, Mecklinger A, Becker M, Reith W, Gortner L. Infant febrile seizures:
changes in declarative memory as revealed by event-related potentials. Clin
Neurophysiol 2010;121:2007–16.

Kircher TTJ, Rapp A, Grodd W, Buchkremer G, Weiskopf N, Lutzenberger W, et al.
Mismatch negativity responses in schizophrenia: a combined fMRI and whole-
head MEG study. Am J Psychiatry 2004;161:294–304.

Knechtel L, Schall U, Cooper G, Ramadan S, Stanwell P, Jolly T, et al. Transcranial
direct current stimulation of prefrontal cortex: An auditory event-related
potential and proton magnetic resonance spectroscopy study. Neurol Psychiatry
Brain Res 2014a;20:96–101.

Knechtel L, Thienel R, Cooper G, Case V, Schall U. Transcranial direct current
stimulation of prefrontal cortex: an auditory event-related potential study in
schizophrenia. Neurol Psychiatry Brain Res 2014b;20:102–6.

Knight RT. Decreased response to novel stimuli after prefrontal lesions in man.
Electroencephalogr Clin Neurophysiol 1984;59:9–20.

Laloyaux O, Ansseau M, Hansenne M. Impact of low-frequency transcranial
magnetic stimulation on brain automatic information processing. J
Psychophysiol 2006;20:267–75.

Loo CK, Martin DM, Alonzo A, Gandevia S, Mitchell PB, Sachdev P. Avoiding skin
burns with transcranial direct current stimulation: preliminary considerations.
Int J Neuropsychopharmacol 2011;14:425–6.

Mathiak K, Rapp A, Kircher TTJ, Grodd W, Hertrich I, Weiskopf N, et al. Mismatch
responses to randomized gradient switching noise as reflected by fMRI and
whole-head magnetoencephalography. Hum Brain Mapp 2002;16:190–5.

McGee TJ, King C, Tremblay K, Nicol TG, Cunningham J, Kraus N. Long-term
habituation of the speech-elicited mismatch negativity. Psychophysiology
2001;38:653–8.

Mecklinger A, Ullsperger P. The P300 to novel and target events: a spatiotemporal
dipole model analysis. Neuroreport 1995;7:241–5.

Mecklinger A, Opitz B, Friederici AD. Semantic aspects of novelty detection in
humans. Neurosci Lett 1997;235:65–8.

Miniussi C, Brignani D, Pellicciari MC. Combining transcranial electrical stimulation
with electroencephalography: a multimodal approach. Clin EEG Neurosci
2012;43:184–91.

Miranda PC, Lomarev M, Hallett M. Modeling the current distribution during
transcranial direct current stimulation. Clin Neurophysiol 2006;117:1623–9.

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.

Näätänen R. Attention and brain function. Hillsdale, NJ: L. Erlbaum; 1992.
Näätänen R, Tervaniemi M, Sussman E, Paavilainen P, Winkler I. ‘‘Primitive

intelligence” in the auditory cortex. Trends Neurosci 2001;24:283–8.
Nakamura-Palacios EM, de Almeida Benevides MC, da Penha Zago-Gomes M, de

Oliveira RWD, de Vasconcellos VF, de Castro LNP, et al. Auditory event-related
potentials (P3) and cognitive changes induced by frontal direct current
stimulation in alcoholics according to Lesch alcoholism typology. Int J
Neuropsychopharmacol 2012;15:601–16.

Nitsche MA, Paulus W. Excitability changes induced in the human motor cortex by
weak transcranial direct current stimulation. J Physiol 2000;527:633–9.

Nitsche MA, Paulus W. Sustained excitability elevations induced by transcranial DC
motor cortex stimulation in humans. Neurology 2001;57:1899–901.
Nitsche MA, Nitsche MS, Klein CC, Tergau F, Rothwell JC, Paulus W. Level of action of
cathodal DC polarisation induced inhibition of the human motor cortex. Clin
Neurophysiol 2003;114:600–4.

Nitsche MA, Doemkes S, Karaköse T, Antal A, Liebetanz D, Lang N, et al. Shaping the
effects of transcranial direct current stimulation of the human motor cortex. J
Neurophysiol 2007;97:3109–17.

Nowak DA, Hoffmann U, Connemann BJ, Schönfeldt-Lecuona C. Epileptic seizure
following 1 Hz repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation. Clin Neurophysiol
2006;117:1631–3.

Oldfield RC. The assessment and analysis of handedness: The Edinburgh inventory.
Neuropsychologia 1971;9:97–113.

Opitz B, Rinne T, Mecklinger A, von Cramon DY, Schröger E. Differential contribution
of frontal and temporal cortices to auditory change detection: fMRI and ERP
results. NeuroImage 2002;15:167–74.

Paavilainen P. The mismatch-negativity (MMN) component of the auditory event-
related potential to violations of abstract regularities: a review. Int J
Psychophysiol 2013;88:109–23.

Pannese A, Herrmann CS, Sussman E. Analyzing the auditory scene:
neurophysiologic evidence of a dissociation between detection of regularity
and detection of change. Brain Topogr 2015;28:411–22.

Paulus W. Transcranial electrical stimulation (tES – tDCS; tRNS, tACS) methods.
Neuropsychol Rehabil 2011;21:602–17.

Polich J. Updating P300: an integrative theory of P3a and P3b. Clin Neurophysiol
2007;118:2128–48.

Priori A. Brain polarization in humans: a reappraisal of an old tool for prolonged
non-invasive modulation of brain excitability. Clin Neurophysiol
2003;114:589–95.

Purpura DP, McMurtry JG. Intracellular activities and evoked potential changes
during polarization of motor cortex. J Neurophysiol 1965;28:166–85.

Rinne T, Degerman A, Alho K. Superior temporal and inferior frontal cortices are
activated by infrequent sound duration decrements: an fMRI study.
NeuroImage 2005;26:66–72.

Rosburg T. Left hemispheric dipole locations of the neuromagnetic mismatch
negativity to frequency, intensity and duration deviants. Cogn Brain Res
2003;16:83–90.

Rosburg T, Marinou V, Haueisen J, Smesny S, Sauer H. Effects of lorazepam on the
neuromagnetic mismatch negativity (MMNm) and auditory evoked field
component N100m. Neuropsychopharmacology 2004;29:1723–33.

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.

Rush S, Driscoll DA. Current distribution in the brain from surface electrodes.
Anesth Analg 1968;47:717–23.

Sams M, Paavilainen P, Alho K, Näätänen R. Auditory frequency discrimination and
event-related potentials. Electroencephalogr Clin Neurophysiol
1985;62:437–48.

Sprondel V, Kipp KH, Mecklinger A. Developmental changes in item and source
memory: evidence from an ERP recognition memory study with children,
adolescents, and adults. Child Dev 2011;82:1938–53.

Stagg CJ, Nitsche MA. Physiological basis of transcranial direct current stimulation.
Neuroscientist 2011;17:37–53.

Utz KS, Dimova V, Oppenländer K, Kerkhoff G. Electrified minds: transcranial direct
current stimulation (tDCS) and galvanic vestibular stimulation (GVS) as
methods of non-invasive brain stimulation in neuropsychology – a review of
current data and future implications. Neuropsychologia 2010;48:2789–810.

Verleger R, Heide W, Butt C, Kömpf D. Reduction of P3b in patients with temporo-
parietal lesions. Cogn Brain Res 1994;2:103–16.

Viganò A, D’Elia TS, Sava SL, Auvé M, De Pasqua V, Colosimo A, et al. Transcranial
direct current stimulation (tDCS) of the visual cortex: a proof-of-concept study
based on interictal electrophysiological abnormalities in migraine. J Headache
Pain 2013;14:23.

Volpe U, Mucci A, Bucci P, Merlotti E, Galderisi S, Maj M. The cortical generators of
P3a and P3b: a LORETA study. Brain Res Bull 2007;73:220–30.

Wronka E, Kaiser J, Coenen AML. Neural generators of the auditory evoked potential
components P3a and P3b. Acta Neurobiol Exp (Warsz) 2012;72:51–64.

Yang H, Xiong H, Yu R, Wang C, Zheng Y, Zhang X. The characteristic and changes of
the event-related potentials (ERP) and brain topographic maps before and after
treatment with rTMS in subjective tinnitus patients. PLoS ONE 2013;8:e70831.

Zaehle T, Sandmann P, Thorne JD, Jäncke L, Herrmann CS. Transcranial direct current
stimulation of the prefrontal cortex modulates working memory performance:
combined behavioural and electrophysiological evidence. BMC Neurosci
2011;12:1–11.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1388-2457(16)00064-X/h0375

	Transcranial direct current stimulation over the left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex modulates auditory mismatch negativity
	Introduction
	Methods
	Participants
	Material and procedure
	Active oddball
	Passive oddball
	Resting EEG
	Continuous recognition task (CRT)

	tDCS
	EEG recording
	ERP data processing
	Data analysis

	Results
	Active oddball
	Behavioral results
	ERPs
	Further analyses
	Summary

	Passive oddball
	MMN to duration deviants
	MMN to frequency deviants
	MMN to intensity deviants
	Further analyses
	Summary


	Discussion
	Active oddball paradigm
	Passive oddball paradigm

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgement
	References


