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Abstract - 

 

Error signals are the cornerstone of predictive coding and are widely considered 

essential to sensory perception and beyond. The mismatch negativity (MMN) is 

arguably the most emblematic and most studied brain error signal. It is affected in 

many brain disorders. However, its precise algorithmic function and the underlying 

physiology remain mysterious. Over the past decade, theoretical and computational 

explanations have been put forward. They highlight a paradox: the MMN is considered 

a signature of context-dependent perceptual learning, although it is defined as an 

evoked response averaged across trials, thus neglecting the information carried by 

error signal fluctuations over time. We propose to deconstruct the MMN, by virtue of 

hypothesis driven computational approaches whose aim it to account for these 

fluctuations. 
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Introduction  

 

Think of your favorite movie. It is made of single frames which, put together, contributes 

to a meaningful animation. Now, what would the average image from this film look like? 

Surprisingly, the result is not uniformly gray nor randomly pixelated but fairly presents 

a chromatic signature (Figure 1). One could expect extracting fine features to uniquely 

identify the film and assess differences with other films.  

But the information needed to infer about the whole story is lost. 

This experience is worth a thousand words to illustrate our claim where movie frames 

are replaced by brain signals measured over the course of a perceptual experiment. 

Precisely, we consider that predictive coding, a highly influential hypothesis that links 

these measurements to error signals, is today’s best strategy to refine our 

understanding of sensory processing. Here, we argue that we need dynamic 

approaches to fully exploit this mathematical framework rather than traditional 

average-based models. 

_ _ FIGURE 1 _ _ 

 

This paper focuses on one particular but essential auditory brain marker (the Mismatch 

Negativity, MMN; Figure 2), an electrophysiological response that quickly became 

emblematic of a prediction error calculated by the predictive brain (Heilbron and Chait, 

2018). And we will rely on MMN models, here treated as mathematical objects. In 

empirical science addressing complex systems (such as the brain), models are 

necessary to understand hidden processes and simplifications are required to ignore 

out-of-scope mechanisms (Levenstein et al., 2023). In cognitive neuroscience, electro- 

and magneto-encephalography (EEG, MEG) are two powerful techniques, non-

invasive and millisecond-resolved, to measure brain activity at the surface of the scalp. 

One dominant model providing the MMN is the event-related potential/field (ERP/F) 

obtained by averaging multiple responses (called single trials) induced by the same 

stimuli (Figure 2.c). Thanks to trial averaging, ERP/F are assumed to be cleaned from 

undesirable inter-trial fluctuations (Picton, 1995), here referred to as the experimental 

noise. 

 

_ _ FIGURE 2 _ _ 

 



But what if this noise become meaningful? What if each trial could be interpreted just 

like each frame of a movie is? And what if transitions between trials could reveal the 

whole story of the brain adaptation to its sensory environment?  

The past two decades have seen the development of computational theories of brain 

functions, inspired by mathematical frameworks and the view of the brain as an 

information processing system (Dayan et al., 1995; Friston, 2012; Mumford, 1992). 

These disrupting approaches propose a predictive brain endowed with learning 

abilities to keep tracking the ever-changing regularities of the world. Addressing the 

learning entertained by the brain offers for the first time a means to test quantitatively 

the informational value of inter-trial fluctuations. The brain is indeed described as a 

system whose hidden states represent mathematical quantities (e.g. hierarchical 

prediction errors). These are updated each time a sensory input is processed and the 

related changes should therefore be reflected in EEG/MEG activity on a single-trial 

basis- and likely cancelled out through averaging.  

 

This highly innovative context leads us to here question the future of the MMN, 

obtained from ERP/F. The MMN remains unchallenged as an informative and clinically 

useful neurophysiological marker of healthy and pathological perceptual processing 

(Fitzgerald and Todd, 2020; Näätänen et al., 2007). It was also essential to the widely 

accepted assumption that the processing of sensory information in human and animal 

brains follows a general principle based on error computation (Winkler, 2007). 

However the MMN faces a major limitation, and not the least: we still don't understand 

its functional role or physiological origin (Garrido et al., 2009b).  

In this paper, we argue that the MMN model has become too simple to further 

characterize error processing and improve perception research. This speaks to 

examining the trajectory of brain responses over the successive stimulations. We 

advocate a switch towards dynamic modeling leveraging on recent computational 

theories of sensory processing combined with EEG/MEG analysis on a trial-by-trial 

basis. 

 

We briefly present the MMN duality combining undebated contributions to perception 

research and critical unanswered questions. We then introduced to predictive coding, 

a learning framework providing a very influential account of the MMN. In the light of 

recent findings challenging its explanatory power, we claim the importance of taking a 



mechanistic approach as afforded by trial-by-trial modeling. We finally discuss initial 

modeling findings that offer promising perspectives, in clinical research in particular.  

 

Success and limitations of the MMN  

 

As illustrated in Figure 2, the MMN is obtained easily and rapidly, with simple 

instructions and no need for an explicit attentional engagement of participant. It 

typically involves an oddball paradigm which comprises sequences of repeating stimuli 

(standards) and rare unexpected ones (deviants). Using the ERP/F approach, the 

MMN is observed by subtracting the response induced by standards from that induced 

by deviants (Näätänen et al., 1978). Easy and successful, it has motivated an 

incredibly wide range of studies, with various original designs and numerous clinical 

applications (Michie et al., 2016; Näätänen, 2003; Sussman et al., 2014). The MMN 

appears ubiquitous (it is measured in several sensory modalities, several states of 

consciousness, in animals, from newborns to the elderly; Fitzgerald and Todd, 2020; 

Näätänen et al., 2011, 2007) and could therefore reflect a general principle of sensory 

processing based on error detection. Moreover, it is also observed in the case of more 

sophisticated statistical rules than sound repetition, combining one or multiple sensory 

modalities or in language and music (Näätänen et al., 2010). Overall, there is a large 

consensus that MMN is one of the most robust and universal markers of sensory and 

even cognitive adaptation (Näätänen et al., 2001). 

 

What is the role and neural implementation of the MMN? The memory-based model 

(Naatanen et al., 2005; Winkler, 2007) describes the MMN as an error signal resulting 

from the comparison of the incoming sensory input with internal representations in a 

sensory memory. The adaptation model (Fishman, 2014; May and Tiitinen, 2010) 

explains the MMN in terms of a differential neural habituation between repeated 

standard and deviant auditory N1 components. A third view, the predictive coding 

model (PC, see next section) derives from the above-mentioned general predictive 

brain framework and accounts the MMN as a context-sensitive prediction error 

(Friston, 2005).  

To assess which model best explains the MMN, model comparison has been 

addressed in several ways: using simulations (Lieder et al., 2013b; May, 2021; 

Wacongne et al., 2012), experimental manipulations (Parras et al., 2017; Schröger and 



Wolff, 1996) or neural implementation (Garrido et al., 2009a; Lecaignard et al., 2021). 

Despite these efforts, a puzzling feature of the MMN is that we still fail to have a clear 

understanding of what it represents. Notably, this quest remains very active (Carbajal 

and Malmierca, 2018; Denham and Winkler, 2020; Fitzgerald and Todd, 2020; Garrido 

et al., 2009b; Heilbron and Chait, 2018; May, 2021); as a matter of fact this 

demonstrates the great potential of finely characterizing error processing to foster 

perceptual research.  

In the following, we argue that there is an alternative way than the MMN to address 

error processing; it implies testing quantitatively how the brain learns sensory 

regularities (without which no error can emerge). 

 

Predictive Coding provides a learning-based account of the MMN 

 

Beyond the scope of perception, PC is first and foremost a generic algorithm for 

regularity learning based on minimization of errors (Spratling, 2017). As shown in 

Figure 3.a, it is based on a recurrent message passing in a hierarchical network, where 

each node calculates the difference between bottom-up observations and top-down 

predictions, yielding an error signal called a prediction error (PE). Hierarchical PEs 

trigger the revision of their related predictions until being explained away. Different 

learning styles (𝑔, 𝑓 functions in Figure 3.a) can be implemented in PC including 

Bayesian inference (Figure 3.b). Information processing in a bayesian framework 

accounts for the reliability of information (called precision) which depends on the 

context. Regularity learning operates on a trial-by-trial basis and its efficiency derives 

from its speed (or learning rate) indexed on the contextual relevance of PEs (Mathys 

et al., 2014). Context-sensitive errors are called precision-weighted prediction errors.  

 

_ _ FIGURE 3 _ _ 

 

 

PC could be implemented by any computer or agent including the brain as assumed 

under the predictive brain (Friston, 2005). Oddball paradigms are extremely convenient 

to test this hypothesis: standards and deviants enable assessing regularity learning 

and adaptation to change through error signaling, respectively. The MMN is seen as a 

precision-weighted prediction error (Figure 4), namely an error term that coincides with 



former models of the MMN 1 (Carbajal and Malmierca, 2018; Garrido et al., 2009b) 

multiplied by a precision gain. Interestingly, contrary to the memory-based and the 

adaptation models (but see May, 2021) , PC is not restricted to deviance processing 

but addresses the processing of every input of the oddball stream. Its hierarchical 

structure enables investigating the learning of all kinds of regularities, from sound 

repetition to long temporal associations (Kanai et al., 2015; Kiebel et al., 2008).  

 

This PC model is a real breakthrough as it is based on the brain solving probabilistic 

inference (Pouget et al., 2013). Its validity was first established from simulation studies 

reproducing known modulations (Lieder et al., 2013b) and biological plausibility could 

be further supported (Garrido et al., 2009a). It quickly became influential not only 

because of its great explanatory power (Heilbron and Chait, 2018; Winkler and Czigler, 

2012; Winkler and Schröger, 2015) but also by highlighting the dynamical nature of 

perception (De Lange et al., 2018). Considering that information processing is 

facilitated in predictable (or temporally structured) environments, several studies 

addressed the MMN modulation by stimulus predictability (Figure 4.c), although this 

hypothesis was long assumed incompatible with the automaticity of the MMN (Scherg 

et al., 1989). 

 

PC is arguably the most influent MMN model today. It has largely contributed to 

examine sensory processing from a novel perspective that is not restricted to deviance 

processing and emphasizes the context sensitivity of perception at multiple timescales. 

 

A model both too complex and too simple?!  

 

However, some criticisms could emerge recently, two of them in particular illustrate our 

claim for taking a mechanistic turn. 

 

Too complex? This points refers to the putative complexity of PC and to the long-

studied comparison between the PC and the adaptation models (Garrido et al., 2009a). 

 
1 Rigorously speaking, the MMN should be interpreted in PC as the difference between 

the deviant and standard errors. 

 



The adaptation model appears a fairly well-understood cortical mechanism, involving 

the decrease of post-synaptic responsiveness by redundant stimulations (May and 

Tiitinen, 2010). At the cellular level in animals, oddball stimulations show a similar 

deviance-based response (SSA; Ulanovsky et al., 2003). Mismatch responses 

measured at multiple spatial scales thus suggest adaptation to be a fundamental brain 

principle, described as “simpler” than PC (Carbajal and Malmierca, 2018; Heilbron and 

Chait, 2018), “low-level” (Fitzgerald and Todd, 2020), “stimulus-driven” (Heilbron and 

Chait, 2018), “bottom-up” (May, 2021) or “local” (SanMiguel et al., 2021). On the 

contrary, PC is presented as an active process requiring top-down information from 

high-level regions (Heilbron and Chait, 2018; Strauss et al., 2015). Applying the 

principle of Ockham’s razor, the adaptation model should be selected over PC in the 

case of typical oddball processing (Heilbron and Chait, 2018; May and Tiitinen, 2010; 

O’Reilly and O’Reilly, 2021). 

However, May recently acknowledged that “there is nothing low-level about adaptation” 

(May, 2021). Furthermore, if one make a clear distinction between a psychological and 

a physiological description of information processing following D. Marr's vision (Marr, 

David, 1982), the PC and the adaptation models appear as the two sides of the same 

coin, mental processes and biological implementation, as already suggested by some 

(Stefanics et al., 2016). Because of their different levels of analysis they cannot be 

rigorously compared (Levenstein et al., 2023). That said, it is crucial to address both 

for an exhaustive description of sensory processing. 

 

Too simple? It is suggested by recent unexpected findings as they challenge the 

predictive power of PC. Chait and colleagues expected the reduction of MEG power 

during the listening of auditory streams alternating sounds according to predictable 

transitions as compared to randomly but they measured the opposite effect (Barascud 

et al., 2014; Sohoglu and Chait, 2016; Southwell et al., 2017). Todd and colleagues 

tested the hypothesis of a larger MMN in more stable contexts using oddball sound 

sequences and they unexpectedly observed a block-order effect affecting sustainably 

standard tone representation (Todd et al., 2013b, 2014). In both cases, the authors 

pointed to the hitherto underestimated role of precision weights, that amplifies 

contextually relevant PEs while silencing uninformative ones (Barascud et al., 2014; 

Fitzgerald and Todd, 2020; Heilbron and Chait, 2018; Todd et al., 2013b). Figure 4.a,b 

provide examples of MMN modulations with varying precision weights and PE 



representations by the brain; they illustrate the non-bijectivity of the MMN-PC mapping. 

Notably, in Lecaignard et al. (2022a), we explained the opposite effect of predictability 

on PE and precision weights: structured sequences yield less surprising deviants 

(reduced PEs) and convey more information (increased precision weight). The two 

quantities become inseparable when multiplicated to derive a precision-weighted 

prediction error (Figure 4.c).  

 

_ _ FIGURE 4 _ _ 

 

We argue that the two criticisms vanish as we work with trial-by-trial time series (Figure 

5) to seek evidence for an explicitly-described learning in electrophysiological signals. 

These evidences pertain precisely to the dynamics of learning quantities (PEs, 

precision weights,..) that we lose with ERP/ERF averaging (Figure 6). 

 

Dynamic modeling of oddball responses.  

 

The brain as a Bayesian machine remains an open-question and the combination of 

PC with single-trial modeling appears as today’s best strategy to enrich perceptual 

models. Important, this turn does not imply starting this research de novo but rather 

builds on the fruitful MMN research in the past forty years.  

 

Practical guidelines. Figure 5 describes how trial-by-trial timeseries are extracted. 

Dynamic modeling analysis is performed separately at multiple spatio-temporal data 

points defined for every (virtual) sensor and peri-stimulus temporal samples of interest, 

an aspect that gives rise to intensive calculations. An entire procedure is proposed in 

Lecaignard et al. (2022a, 2022b). First, the model space encompassing alternative 

hypotheses should be defined (in particular, functions 𝑔, 𝑓 in Figure 3.a should be 

defined for each model, as well as the mapping of model quantities onto brain signals). 

Figure 6 shows learning and non-learning error trajectories that can be confronted to 

the real EEG data. Then, model inversion for each subject, each model, each data 

point should be run. Statistical analysis leverages on bayesian model comparison to 

select the most plausible model at the group-level. We obtain a spatio-temporal 

description of the process(es) entertained by the brain during the experiment.  



Open-source toolboxes with very helpful documentation enable a fairly accessible 

implementation (Daunizeau et al., 2014; Frässle et al., 2021). We also strongly 

encourage reading Stephan's recommendations for model inversion and group-level 

statistical analysis in a Bayesian framework (Stephan et al., 2010). 

 

_ _ FIGURE 5_ _ 

 

Contrary to conventional MMN studies, this model-driven approach is highly dependent 

on model space and experimental design. Its key advantage is that variables of interest 

become directly interpretable because they reflect mathematical quantities like a 

learning rate or prediction update; interpreting physiological measures like peak 

amplitude or latency is clearly not so straightforward. In addition, assuming a model-

based experimental manipulation, learning quantities reveal context-dependent 

modulations that can be directly seek in brain data (Figure 4.a). 

 

Scarce but robust evidence. We here present a short review of the emerging literature 

with scarce but consistent oddball findings supporting inter-trial EEG/MEG fluctuations 

as evidence for Bayesian learning.  

An early and influential EEG study looked at the evolution of the deviant peak over the 

experimental time, extracted in the MMN time window within a fronto-central cluster 

(Lieder et al., 2013a). Group-level model comparison showed that Bayesian learning 

best explained these data. In other EEG/MEG studies involving different sensory 

modalities and examining brain data comprehensively, learning models were found to 

outperform static models consistently across studies, within spatio-temporal clusters 

that show a significant mismatch effect using a classical ERP approach (Lecaignard et 

al., 2022a; Ostwald et al., 2012; Poublan-Couzardot et al., 2022; Stefanics et al., 

2018). Consistency between ERP and single-trial modeling could not be fully observed 

in a study addressing the effect of ketamine on oddball responses (Schmidt et al., 

2013; Weber et al., n.d.). This highlights the different interpretations that can be drawn 

from a partial or complete (dynamic) analysis – as illustrated by the movie example 

presented in the introduction.  

Predictability manipulation could reveal a context-sensitive time-dependency during 

oddball processing (Lecaignard et al., 2022a) and different learning styles were found 

at different latencies of auditory processing in (Maheu et al., 2019) . Also, sequences 



of sounds sampled from gaussian distributions enabled to characterize the mapping of 

computational quantities onto frequency bands, using depth electrodes (Sedley et al., 

2016).  

_ _ FIGURE 6 _ _ 

 

Perspectives 

 

The trial-by-trial modeling of brain responses, here presented in the context of oddball 

studies, enables selecting the most plausible generative process of the overall dataset. 

The winning model encompasses a mapping of model states onto electrophysiological 

features and thereby provides a computational interpretation of each single-trial 

response. Dynamic modeling thus paves the way for the functional interpretation of 

brain activity on the fly. If this sounded like science fiction a few years ago, it now 

seems reachable - even if a number of challenges still need to be overcome (see 

below). 

This offers exciting opportunities in the field of on-line analysis of brain activity. This 

technique is central to brain-computer interfaces and neurofeedback protocols both 

expected to face important clinical challenges such as communication restoration or 

attention training (Wyckoff and Birbaumer, 2014). On-line analysis for clinical 

applications are mostly developed in EEG for convenience with patients. They are 

based on extracting and interpreting on the fly canonical ERPs such as the MMN or 

the P3 (Mattout et al., 2015). However, experience from our lab shows that these 

physiological features are not always recognizable on a single-trial basis despite 

improvements in on-line data cleaning (Freitas et al., 2020). Two complementary 

approaches appear really worth testing: the use adaptive design optimization, a model-

based approach to generate personalized stimulation stream (Sanchez et al., 2016) 

and the proposed modeling framework to provide cognitive biomarkers related to trial-

wise predictions. The recent development of new MEG sensors suitable for a clinical 

use at the patient’s bedside (Gutteling et al., 2023) could even more contribute to this 

exciting perspective. 

 

Working at the single-trial level points to the challenging question of the neurobiological 

origin of surface-based EEG-MEG signals. Interpreting electrophysiological data which 

sums spatially and temporally the contribution of many cerebral and non-cerebral 



sources is acknowledged to be a difficult question (Cohen, 2017). Recent advances in 

artificial neural networks (ANN) could help at tackling this challenge in trying to bridge 

macro-scale and micro-scale electrophysiology. Note that auditory oddball responses 

are good candidates to assess this mapping because, at the microscopic level in 

animal models, oddball sounds elicit the SSA along the auditory system (Carbajal and 

Malmierca, 2018). A remarkable aspect of both SSA and the MMN is that they remain 

poorly understood and an active research currently aims to characterize error 

processing along the auditory pathway by questioning the SSA-MMN relationship 

under predictive coding (Escera and Malmierca, 2014; Malmierca and Auksztulewicz, 

2021; Parras et al., 2017) 

 

Another promising perspective, at hand given the present argumentation, consists in 

developing a personalized care to psychiatric conditions. This approach is inspired by 

new hypotheses emerging from computational psychiatry extending the predictive 

brain to psychiatric disorders (Adams et al., 2013; Friston et al., 2014). In 

schizophrenia, there is robust evidence for a reduced MMN, making it relevant for 

testing a dysfunctional NMDAR system (Todd et al., 2013a). However, this model could 

reach a limit because the neurophysiology under the MMN reduction remains unclear 

(Michie et al., 2016). At the cognitive level, the PC account of the reduced MMN is 

extremely influential but predictability effects measured in patients show disparate 

modulations over studies (for review, Kirihara et al., 2020). The assumption of a 

systematic MMN reduction is currently challenged as perhaps too simplistic, calling for 

more subtle investigations to test the proposed impairment of precision weighting 

accounting for psychosis (Adams et al., 2013; Cassidy et al., 2018; Corlett et al., 2019; 

Weilnhammer et al., 2020).  

In autism, the large number of MMN studies reveals above all a high variability of 

results and points to a lack of consensus on how MMN might differ (or not) in autistic 

versus neurotypical participants. Again, computational psychiatry promises to clarify 

this issue since, as described by Haker et al. (2016), it aims to describe quantitatively 

and at the individual level the multiple dysfunctions associated with autism. However, 

a recent review of first empirical attempts concludes that such research is difficult 

(Angeletos Chrysaitis and Seriès, 2023). Dynamic modelling of low-level auditory 

processing is hopefully a good start.  

 



Of course, this emerging field of research faces limitations exist, some of them already 

reported. A major pitfall is about the poor performance of model fitting typically 

expressed by the percent of data variance explained by the model (R2). Whenever 

reported, maximum values are around 5% (Lecaignard et al., 2022b; Maheu et al., 

2019; Poublan-Couzardot et al., 2022; Sedley et al., 2016). Reliability of findings is 

however supported by looking at the R2 timeseries along the peri-stimulus time (each 

model inversion provides a R2 value at each peri-stimulus sample, Figure X). In Maheu 

et al. (2019) and Lecaignard et al. (2022b), R2 is found peaking at time windows 

overlapping significant auditory evoked component and close to 0% otherwise, 

suggesting that informative time samples (at least for an evoked analysis) could be 

recognized by the model. Clearly, there is a need to gather more observations to 

increase the statistical sensitivity and test the consistency of findings across studies, 

be it through large groups of subjects or with highly-informed datasets like 

simultaneous EEG-MEG recordings. Also, characterizing the mapping of model 

quantities (e.g. prediction errors or learning rates) onto brain signals deserves a strong 

interest; fitting data features related to brain rhythms is clearly a perspective we 

envisage to test their possible role under a predictive coding account (Friston et al., 

2015; Sedley et al., 2016). When addressing sensory processing without an explicit 

attentional engagement (as is typically the case in most MMN studies), the lack of 

behavioral data prevents from inferring which learning style the brain entertains 

(Stefanics et al., 2018; Weber et al., n.d.). This issue is typically overcome by testing 

alternative learning combined to alternative mappings, an approach that increases the 

size of model space with an inevitable cost in terms of computational resources. 

Improved fitting performances are also expected from finer learning algorithms that 

could account for multiple subtle contributions subsumed in the single-trial data ; these 

could reflect parallel processings at different timescales. As model space becomes 

able to capture subtleties in brain signals, model separation becomes more critical, 

requiring smart experimental protocols to disentangle model predictions.  

Another important limitation comes from the fact that data is typically extracted at a 

specific sample of the peri-stimulus time to derive a trial-by-trial timeserie (Figure 5). 

Such a time-locked extraction ignores the likely inter-trial jitters of brain processing in 

the temporal dimension. This may degrade model fitting performances and creates a 

time-locked dependence of model comparison. Fortunately, this issue could be fixed 



rather easily thanks to the bayesian setting that is perfectly relevant to combine 

multiple data. 

 
Conclusion 

 

Building models of perception takes time and the MMN has successfully contributed to 

improve them over the past four decades. Thanks to MMN findings, and those recent 

obtained in the theoretical guidance of perceptual learning, the amount of knowledge 

about sensory processing has enabled better representations that now require 

mathematical (computational) models rather than phenomenological ones. Therefore, 

we believe that the MMN has become a too simple model (Figure 6.b), perpetuating a 

main focus on deviance processing. And we underscore the somehow inconsistency 

of testing learning-based hypotheses using the MMN, as the former rely on dynamic 

processes whereas the latter is obtained through averaging. In turn, we emphasize the 

great informational value of trial-by-trial updates of brain signals that learning models 

have made investigable for the first time. We claim that perception research will 

progress significantly only if, using dynamic modeling, we take the opportunity to tackle 

the cognitive meaning of these specific data. Only this way can we fully exploit the rich 

temporal information afforded by electrophysiology to characterize brain adaptation to 

external changes. 
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Figure 1. Examples of RGB average frame. For each example, average was computed with RGB 

values treated separately for each pixel. The first and last 5 minutes of frames were excluded to 

remove opening and closing credits. Average frames have been here scaled to the 16/9 format. 

Although the first impression might be uniform and similar renderings, a deeper examination 

reveals differences between image center and edges, and shade differences across movies (from 

top to bottom, left to right: greenish, pinkish, reddish, yellowish). These effects suggest that 

averaging retains information. Images were generated using a Python code inspired by ChatGPT. 

 



 

Figure 2. a) Typical oddball sound sequence. Standard (grey) and unexpected deviant (red) tones 

are delivered to the participant while he/she is asked to not pay attention to the sounds. A typical EEG 

setting is shown. b) Auditory evoked responses to the standards (preceding a deviant; grey), deviants 

(red) and their difference (blue) measured using EEG (left; average-reference) at a frontal electrode 

(FCz) and MEG (right) at a left posterior temporal gradiometer (MLP56). Blue arrows point to the MMN 

component in each modality. Scalp topographies (bottom) obtained in each modality at latency t= 175ms 

with FCz (left)  and MLP56 (right) locations (black dots). Amplitude range and color code are provided 

for each plot. EEG and MEG data are group averages described in Lecaignard et al. (2021). c) 

Illustration of the ERP/ERF model principle, using an individual EEG dataset measured in a typical 

oddball paradigm (>5000 trials, EEG data: nose-reference, 2-20 Hz band-pass filtered and baseline-

corrected). Left: single-trial signal amplitudes measured at t=150ms at electrode Cz are sorted by 

deviant (D), standard preceding a deviant (S) categories. Black dots indicate average amplitudes per 

sound category. Right: the ERP model provides the averaged traces for standard (preceding a deviant, 

grey) and deviant (red). Black dots point to average amplitude at peri-stimulus latency t=150ms. Red 

and grey arrows link the averages obtained at t=150ms for deviant and standard tones, respectively, to 

highlight the same average amplitude between panels. 

 



 
 
Figure 3. Rationale. a) Predictive Coding. The general hierarchical structure with ascending order 

levels is depicted on the right. Between levels, ascending and descending connections convey 

prediction errors (𝜀) and prediction (𝑃), respectively. Within-level computations (right) involve an error 

unit (grey) that generates a prediction error indexing a mismatch between the level’s prediction and 

input. A prediction unit (light blue) enables updating prediction. Both error and prediction computations 

are explicitly defined by the modeler as functions (𝑔, 𝑓 resp.) relying on past experience (𝑃𝑘−1), current 

observation (𝜀𝑘 / 𝑈𝑘) and some parameters (𝜓, 𝜃). Top-Left insert highlights that algorithms (𝑔, 𝑓) can 

be implemented by any systems processing information, including the brain. b) Bayesian Learning. 

Top row: in a Bayesian setting, probability 𝑝 refers to the plausibility of an information indexed between 

0 (impossible) and 1 (certain).The variance of probabilistic distribution is the mathematical translation of 

information reliability, illustrated here by two gaussians.. Middle row: Principle of Bayesian learning. At 

trial 𝑘, the initial belief instantiated by the Bayesian agent (prior distribution, blue) is confronted to current 

observation (likelihood, orange). The resulting update (posterior, green) is obtained by applying Bayes’s 

rule. Next, the posterior belief becomes the prior belief (blue) at trial 𝑘 + 1. Previous round distributions 

(trial 𝑘) are displayed with thin lines. Bottom: Bayesian learning is implementable in PC yielding context-

sensitive prediction errors. An example based on gaussian distributions is depicted. In this case, 

precision weight 𝜔𝑘 indexes the ratio of prior and likelihood precisions and the error ∈𝑘 integrates the 

mismatch between current observation and prediction beliefs. Both quantities, 𝜔𝑘 and ∈𝑘, evolve over 

trials as specified in the learning model (𝑔, 𝑓).  



 

Figure 4. The PC model of the MMN predicts context-sensitive effects. Top: under PC, the MMN 

is a precision weighted prediction error. Confrontation of current belief and incoming observation is 

illustrated using gaussian distributions (blue and orange traces, resp.). These two distributions then 

serve as baseline to illustrate 6 specific predictions of MMN modulation. a) MMN increase is expected 

in cases 1:3. Cases 1 and 2 show a larger learning rate (as compared to baseline, top panel) obtained 

through 1) a more precise likelihood (ex: high quality stimulation)or 2) a flat prior (ex: at the beginning 

of an oddball experiment when the participant knows nothing about the sequence). Case 3 depicts a 

larger standard-deviant magnitude. b) MMN decrease is expected in cases 4:6. Cases 4 and 5 show a 

lower learning rate due to 4) a more precise prediction (ex: long exposure to the repetition rule) or 5) an 

unprecise observation (ex: noisy acoustic environment). Case 6 depicts a lower standard-deviant 

magnitude. Colored distributions indicate the more precise information whenever the two distributions 

differ in variance. Notation subscripts related to trial have been removed for clarity. These examples 

(among many) aim to show that multiple explanations can produce similar modulation of the MMN, being 

a global learning index measured by the experimenter. c) Predictability effect. Left: three examples of 

predictable rules are presented inspired by Dürschmid et al. (2016), Lecaignard et al. (2015) and 

Barascud et al (2014). Grey/red code for standard/deviant; from red to light orange for different sounds 



organized into repeated streaks. Numbers indicate the number of repeated standards. Right: as 

compare to baseline (typical oddball rule, Figure 2), predictable deviants are expected to reduce the 

error term ∈ and increase the precision weight 𝜔 (arguably by increasing the sensory gain towards 

structured sound sequence, Lecaignard et al., 2022a). Consequently, the predictability effect on the 

MMN cannot be predicted unless the precise dynamics of  ∈ and 𝜔 is examined. 

 

 
 
 
Figure 5. Two types of temporal timeseries extractable from electrophysiological data. 

Considering an dataset collected in a single participant, data at one particular sensor (here oddball EEG 

data at electrode Cz), can be represented as a 2d matrix where rows are the single responses sorted 

by experimental order (from up to bottom; >5000 trials in the present example) and columns span the 

peri-stimulus time samples (here 200, from -100 to 300 ms). The vertical white rectangle highlights the 

data measured at Cz, at peri-stimulus time t=150ms from trial 1000 to trial 1100. The related timeserie 

is depicted (bottom-left panel) with deviant stimuli (red squares) overlay. The horizontal white rectangle 

at trial 4510 highlights a single-trial responses, shown on the bottom-right panel. EEG data is 2-20 Hz 

band-pass filtered, nose-referenced and baseline-corrected. Amplitude signal is indicated by color-

scale. 

 

 



 

 
Figure 6. a) The PC model of the MMN and oddball processing. Assuming that the brain aims at 

inferring the generative model of the world, it could learn the oddball rule when exposed to an oddball 

stream. Upper panel: observations by the experimenter illustrated using EEG data. A trial-by-trial 

timeseries is shown (electrode Fz, trial 1 to 50, t = 150 ms) using the same display as in Figure 5. Right: 

signal amplitudes (50 samples) are sorted by stimulus category (D:deviant, S: standard preceding a 

deviant). The difference between deviant and standard averages (black dots) reflects an MMN. Lower 

panel: PC model predictions. The brain entertains the Bayesian learning of the oddball rule. A possible 

hypothesis (with f, g, described in Lecaignard et al., 2022a) yields a trajectory of prediction errors as 

Bayesian surprise over trials (black trace). Right: same display as with EEG data. This model succeeds 

in producing a deviant-standard difference. b) The memory-based model of the MMN. This model 

predicts the same error signal for every deviant (blue trace). This model lacks the mechanistic 

description providing the memory trace (f, g not explicit). The absence of trial order effect is the signature 



of non-learning (past experience does not matter). Important, although not supported by empirical data 

(the MMN is context-sensitive), this model predicts an MMN.  

 

 
  



 
Bibliography 

 

Adams, R.A., Stephan, K.E., Brown, H.R., Frith, C.D., Friston, K.J., 2013. The 

Computational Anatomy of Psychosis. Front. Psychiatry 4. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2013.00047 

Angeletos Chrysaitis, N., Seriès, P., 2023. 10 years of Bayesian theories of autism: A 

comprehensive review. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 145, 105022. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2022.105022 

Auksztulewicz, R., Barascud, N., Cooray, G., Nobre, A.C., Chait, M., Friston, K., 2017. The 

Cumulative Effects of Predictability on Synaptic Gain in the Auditory Processing Stream. J. 

Neurosci. 37, 6751–6760. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0291-17.2017 

Barascud, N., Griffiths, T.D., McAlpine, D., Chait, M., 2014. “Change Deafness” Arising 

from Inter-feature Masking within a Single Auditory Object. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 26, 514–528. 

https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00481 

Bekinschtein, T.A., Dehaene, S., Rohaut, B., Tadel, F., Cohen, L., Naccache, L., 2009. Neural 

signature of the conscious processing of auditory regularities. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 106, 

1672–1677. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0809667106 

Carbajal, G.V., Malmierca, M.S., 2018. The Neuronal Basis of Predictive Coding Along the 

Auditory Pathway: From the Subcortical Roots to Cortical Deviance Detection. Trends Hear. 

22, 2331216518784822. https://doi.org/10.1177/2331216518784822 

Cassidy, C.M., Balsam, P.D., Weinstein, J.J., Rosengard, R.J., Slifstein, M., Daw, N.D., Abi-

Dargham, A., Horga, G., 2018. A Perceptual Inference Mechanism for Hallucinations Linked 

to Striatal Dopamine. Curr. Biol. 28, 503-514.e4. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2017.12.059 

Chennu, S., Noreika, V., Gueorguiev, D., Blenkmann, A., Kochen, S., Ibanez, A., Owen, 

A.M., Bekinschtein, T.A., 2013. Expectation and Attention in Hierarchical Auditory 

Prediction. J. Neurosci. 33, 11194–11205. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0114-

13.2013 

Cohen, M.X., 2017. Where Does EEG Come From and What Does It Mean? Trends 

Neurosci. 40, 208–218. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2017.02.004 

Corlett, P.R., Horga, G., Fletcher, P.C., Alderson-Day, B., Schmack, K., Powers, A.R., 2019. 

Hallucinations and Strong Priors. Trends Cogn. Sci. 23, 114–127. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.12.001 

Costa-Faidella, J., Baldeweg, T., Grimm, S., Escera, C., 2011. Interactions between “What” 

and “When” in the Auditory System: Temporal Predictability Enhances Repetition 

Suppression. J. Neurosci. 31, 18590–18597. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2599-

11.2011 

Daunizeau, J., Adam, V., Rigoux, L., 2014. VBA: A Probabilistic Treatment of Nonlinear 

Models for Neurobiological and Behavioural Data. PLoS Comput. Biol. 10, e1003441. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1003441 

Dayan, P., Hinton, G.E., Neal, R.M., Zemel, R.S., 1995. The Helmholtz Machine. Neural 

Comput. 7, 889–904. https://doi.org/10.1162/neco.1995.7.5.889 

De Lange, F.P., Heilbron, M., Kok, P., 2018. How Do Expectations Shape Perception? Trends 

Cogn. Sci. 22, 764–779. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2018.06.002 

Denham, S.L., Winkler, I., 2020. Predictive coding in auditory perception: challenges and 

unresolved questions. Eur. J. Neurosci. 51, 1151–1160. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.13802 

Dürschmid, S., Edwards, E., Reichert, C., Dewar, C., Hinrichs, H., Heinze, H.-J., Kirsch, 

H.E., Dalal, S.S., Deouell, L.Y., Knight, R.T., 2016. Hierarchy of prediction errors for 

auditory events in human temporal and frontal cortex. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 113, 6755–6760. 



https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525030113 

Escera, C., Malmierca, M.S., 2014. The auditory novelty system: An attempt to integrate 

human and animal research: The auditory novelty system. Psychophysiology 51, 111–123. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/psyp.12156 

Fishman, Y.I., 2014. The Mechanisms and Meaning of the Mismatch Negativity. Brain 

Topogr. 27, 500–526. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10548-013-0337-3 

Fitzgerald, K., Todd, J., 2020. Making Sense of Mismatch Negativity. Front. Psychiatry 11, 

468. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2020.00468 

Frässle, S., Aponte, E.A., Bollmann, S., Brodersen, K.H., Do, C.T., Harrison, O.K., Harrison, 

S.J., Heinzle, J., Iglesias, S., Kasper, L., Lomakina, E.I., Mathys, C., Müller-Schrader, M., 

Pereira, I., Petzschner, F.H., Raman, S., Schöbi, D., Toussaint, B., Weber, L.A., Yao, Y., 

Stephan, K.E., 2021. TAPAS: An Open-Source Software Package for Translational 

Neuromodeling and Computational Psychiatry. Front. Psychiatry 12. 

Freitas, A.M. de, Sanchez, G., Lecaignard, F., Maby, E., Soares, A.B., Mattout, J., 2020. EEG 

artifact correction strategies for online trial-by-trial analysis. J. Neural Eng. 17, 016035. 

https://doi.org/10.1088/1741-2552/ab581d 

Friston, K., 2012. The history of the future of the Bayesian brain. NeuroImage 62, 1230–

1233. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.10.004 

Friston, K., 2005. A theory of cortical responses. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 360, 815–

836. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2005.1622 

Friston, K.J., Bastos, A.M., Pinotsis, D., Litvak, V., 2015. LFP and oscillations—what do 

they tell us? Curr. Opin. Neurobiol. 31, 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2014.05.004 

Friston, K.J., Stephan, K.E., Montague, R., Dolan, R.J., 2014. Computational psychiatry: the 

brain as a phantastic organ. Lancet Psychiatry 1, 148–158. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-

0366(14)70275-5 

Garrido, M.I., Kilner, J.M., Kiebel, S.J., Friston, K.J., 2009a. Dynamic Causal Modeling of 

the Response to Frequency Deviants. J. Neurophysiol. 101, 2620–2631. 

https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.90291.2008 

Garrido, M.I., Kilner, J.M., Stephan, K.E., Friston, K.J., 2009b. The mismatch negativity: A 

review of underlying mechanisms. Clin. Neurophysiol. 120, 453–463. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2008.11.029 

Garrido, M.I., Sahani, M., Dolan, R.J., 2013. Outlier Responses Reflect Sensitivity to 

Statistical Structure in the Human Brain. PLoS Comput. Biol. 9, e1002999. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002999 

Gutteling, T.P., Bonnefond, M., Clausner, T., Daligault, S., Romain, R., Mitryukovskiy, S., 

Fourcault, W., Josselin, V., Le Prado, M., Palacios-Laloy, A., Labyt, E., Jung, J., Schwartz, 

D., 2023. A New Generation of OPM for High Dynamic and Large Bandwidth MEG: The 

4He OPMs—First Applications in Healthy Volunteers. Sensors 23. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/s23052801 

Haker, H., Schneebeli, M., Stephan, K.E., 2016. Can Bayesian Theories of Autism Spectrum 

Disorder Help Improve Clinical Practice? Front. Psychiatry 7. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2016.00107 

Heilbron, M., Chait, M., 2018. Great Expectations: Is there Evidence for Predictive Coding in 

Auditory Cortex? Neuroscience 389, 54–73. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2017.07.061 

Kanai, R., Komura, Y., Shipp, S., Friston, K., 2015. Cerebral hierarchies: predictive 

processing, precision and the pulvinar. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 370, 20140169. 

https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2014.0169 

Kiebel, S.J., Daunizeau, J., Friston, K.J., 2008. A Hierarchy of Time-Scales and the Brain. 

PLoS Comput. Biol. 4, e1000209. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1000209 



Kirihara, K., Tada, M., Koshiyama, D., Fujioka, M., Usui, K., Araki, T., Kasai, K., 2020. A 

Predictive Coding Perspective on Mismatch Negativity Impairment in Schizophrenia. Front. 

Psychiatry 11. 

Lecaignard, F., Bertrand, O., Caclin, A., Mattout, J., 2022a. Neurocomputational 

Underpinnings of Expected Surprise. J. Neurosci. 42, 474–486. 

https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0601-21.2021 

Lecaignard, F., Bertrand, O., Caclin, A., Mattout, J., 2021. Empirical Bayes evaluation of 

fused EEG-MEG source reconstruction: Application to auditory mismatch evoked responses. 

NeuroImage 226, 117468. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2020.117468 

Lecaignard, F., Bertrand, O., Gimenez, G., Mattout, J., Caclin, A., 2015. Implicit learning of 

predictable sound sequences modulates human brain responses at different levels of the 

auditory hierarchy. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 9. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00505 

Lecaignard, F., Bertrand, R., Brunner, P., Caclin, A., Schalk, G., Mattout, J., 2022b. 

Dynamics of Oddball Sound Processing: Trial-by-Trial Modeling of Ecog Signals. Front. 

Hum. Neurosci. 15, 794654. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2021.794654 

Levenstein, D., Alvarez, V.A., Amarasingham, A., Azab, H., Chen, Z.S., Gerkin, R.C., 

Hasenstaub, A., Iyer, R., Jolivet, R.B., Marzen, S., Monaco, J.D., Prinz, A.A., Quraishi, S., 

Santamaria, F., Shivkumar, S., Singh, M.F., Traub, R., Nadim, F., Rotstein, H.G., Redish, 

A.D., 2023. On the Role of Theory and Modeling in Neuroscience. J. Neurosci. 43, 1074–

1088. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1179-22.2022 

Lieder, F., Daunizeau, J., Garrido, M.I., Friston, K.J., Stephan, K.E., 2013a. Modelling Trial-

by-Trial Changes in the Mismatch Negativity. PLoS Comput. Biol. 9, e1002911. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1002911 

Lieder, F., Stephan, K.E., Daunizeau, J., Garrido, M.I., Friston, K.J., 2013b. A 

Neurocomputational Model of the Mismatch Negativity. PLoS Comput. Biol. 9, e1003288. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1003288 

Maheu, M., Dehaene, S., Meyniel, F., 2019. Brain signatures of a multiscale process of 

sequence learning in humans. eLife 8, e41541. https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.41541 

Malmierca, M.S., Auksztulewicz, R., 2021. Stimulus-specific adaptation, MMN and 

predictive coding. Hear. Res. 399, 108076. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heares.2020.108076 

Marr, David, 1982. Vision: A Computational Approach. W. H. Freeman and Company, San 

Francisco. 

Mathys, C.D., Lomakina, E.I., Daunizeau, J., Iglesias, S., Brodersen, K.H., Friston, K.J., 

Stephan, K.E., 2014. Uncertainty in perception and the Hierarchical Gaussian Filter. Front. 

Hum. Neurosci. 8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00825 

Mattout, J., Perrin, M., Bertrand, O., Maby, E., 2015. Improving BCI performance through 

co-adaptation: Applications to the P300-speller. Ann. Phys. Rehabil. Med. 58, 23–28. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rehab.2014.10.006 

May, P.J.C., 2021. The Adaptation Model Offers a Challenge for the Predictive Coding 

Account of Mismatch Negativity. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 15, 721574. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2021.721574 

May, P.J.C., Tiitinen, H., 2010. Mismatch negativity (MMN), the deviance-elicited auditory 

deflection, explained. Psychophysiology 47, 66–122. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-

8986.2009.00856.x 

Michie, P.T., Malmierca, M.S., Harms, L., Todd, J., 2016. The neurobiology of MMN and 

implications for schizophrenia. Biol. Psychol. 116, 90–97. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2016.01.011 

Mumford, D., 1992. On the computational architecture of the neocortex. Biol Cybern. 66, 

241:251. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00198477 

Näätänen, R., 2003. Mismatch negativity: clinical research and possible applications. Int. J. 



Psychophysiol. 48, 179–188. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8760(03)00053-9 

Näätänen, R., Astikainen, P., Ruusuvirta, T., Huotilainen, M., 2010. Automatic auditory 

intelligence: An expression of the sensory–cognitive core of cognitive processes. Brain Res. 

Rev. 64, 123–136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainresrev.2010.03.001 

Näätänen, R., Gaillard, A.W.K., Mäntysalo, S., 1978. Early selective-attention effect on 

evoked potential reinterpreted. Acta Psychol. (Amst.) 42, 313–329. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-6918(78)90006-9 

Naatanen, R., Jacobsen, T., Winkler, I., 2005. Memory-based or afferent processes in 

mismatch negativity (MMN): A review of the evidence. Psychophysiology 42, 25–32. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2005.00256.x 

Näätänen, R., Kujala, T., Winkler, I., 2011. Auditory processing that leads to conscious 

perception: A unique window to central auditory processing opened by the mismatch 

negativity and related responses: Auditory processing that leads to conscious perception. 

Psychophysiology 48, 4–22. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8986.2010.01114.x 

Näätänen, R., Paavilainen, P., Rinne, T., Alho, K., 2007. The mismatch negativity (MMN) in 

basic research of central auditory processing: A review. Clin. Neurophysiol. 118, 2544–2590. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2007.04.026 

Näätänen, R., Tervaniemi, M., Sussman, E., Paavilainen, P., Winkler, I., 2001. “Primitive 

intelligence” in the auditory cortex. Trends Neurosci. 24, 283–288. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/s0166-2236(00)01790-2 

O’Reilly, J.A., O’Reilly, A., 2021. A Critical Review of the Deviance Detection Theory of 

Mismatch Negativity. NeuroSci 2, 151–165. https://doi.org/10.3390/neurosci2020011 

Ostwald, D., Spitzer, B., Guggenmos, M., Schmidt, T.T., Kiebel, S.J., Blankenburg, F., 2012. 

Evidence for neural encoding of Bayesian surprise in human somatosensation. NeuroImage 

62, 177–188. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2012.04.050 

Parras, G.G., Nieto-Diego, J., Carbajal, G.V., Valdés-Baizabal, C., Escera, C., Malmierca, 

M.S., 2017. Neurons along the auditory pathway exhibit a hierarchical organization of 

prediction error. Nat. Commun. 8, 2148. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-017-02038-6 

Penny, W.D., Mattout, J., Trujillo-Barreto, N., 2007. Bayesian model selection and averaging, 

in: Statistical Parametric Mapping. Elsevier, pp. 454–467. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-

012372560-8/50035-8 

Picton, T.W., 1995. The neurophysiological evaluation of auditory discrimination. Ear Hear. 

16, 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1097/00003446-199502000-00001 

Poublan-Couzardot, A., Lecaignard, F., Fucci, E., Davidson, R.J., Mattout, J., Lutz, A., 

Abdoun, O., 2022. Time-resolved dynamic computational modeling of human EEG 

recordings reveals gradients of generative mechanisms for the MMN response. 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.09.12.507526 

Pouget, A., Beck, J.M., Ma, W.J., Latham, P.E., 2013. Probabilistic brains: knowns and 

unknowns. Nat. Neurosci. 16, 1170–1178. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3495 

Recasens, M., Grimm, S., Wollbrink, A., Pantev, C., Escera, C., 2014. Encoding of nested 

levels of acoustic regularity in hierarchically organized areas of the human auditory cortex: 

Encoding of Local and Global Regularities. Hum. Brain Mapp. 35, 5701–5716. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22582 

Sanchez, G., Lecaignard, F., Otman, A., Maby, E., Mattout, J., 2016. Active SAmpling 

Protocol (ASAP) to Optimize Individual Neurocognitive Hypothesis Testing: A BCI-Inspired 

Dynamic Experimental Design. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 10. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2016.00347 

SanMiguel, I., Costa-Faidella, J., Lugo, Z.R., Vilella, E., Escera, C., 2021. Standard Tone 

Stability as a Manipulation of Precision in the Oddball Paradigm: Modulation of Prediction 

Error Responses to Fixed-Probability Deviants. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 15. 



Scherg, M., Vajsar, J., Picton, T.W., 1989. A Source Analysis of the Late Human Auditory 

Evoked Potentials. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 1, 336–355. https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.1989.1.4.336 

Schmidt, A., Diaconescu, A.O., Kometer, M., Friston, K.J., Stephan, K.E., Vollenweider, 

F.X., 2013. Modeling Ketamine Effects on Synaptic Plasticity During the Mismatch 

Negativity. Cereb. Cortex N. Y. NY 23, 2394–2406. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhs238 

Schröger, E., Wolff, C., 1996. Mismatch response of the human brain to changes in sound 

location. Neuroreport 7, 3005–3008. https://doi.org/10.1097/00001756-199611250-00041 

Sedley, W., Gander, P.E., Kumar, S., Kovach, C.K., Oya, H., Kawasaki, H., Howard, M.A., 

Griffiths, T.D., 2016. Neural signatures of perceptual inference. eLife 5, e11476. 

https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.11476 

Sohoglu, E., Chait, M., 2016. Detecting and representing predictable structure during auditory 

scene analysis. eLife 5, e19113. https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.19113 

Southwell, R., Baumann, A., Gal, C., Barascud, N., Friston, K., Chait, M., 2017. Is 

predictability salient? A study of attentional capture by auditory patterns. Philos. Trans. R. 

Soc. B Biol. Sci. 372, 20160105. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2016.0105 

Spratling, M.W., 2017. A review of predictive coding algorithms. Brain Cogn. 112, 92–97. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2015.11.003 

Stefanics, G., Heinzle, J., Horváth, A.A., Stephan, K.E., 2018. Visual Mismatch and 

Predictive Coding: A Computational Single-Trial ERP Study. J. Neurosci. 38, 4020–4030. 

https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3365-17.2018 

Stefanics, G., Kremláček, J., Czigler, I., 2016. Mismatch negativity and neural adaptation: 

Two sides of the same coin. Response: Commentary: Visual mismatch negativity: a predictive 

coding view. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 10. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2016.00013 

Stephan, K.E., Penny, W.D., Moran, R.J., Den Ouden, H.E.M., Daunizeau, J., Friston, K.J., 

2010. Ten simple rules for dynamic causal modeling. NeuroImage 49, 3099–3109. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.11.015 

Strauss, M., Sitt, J.D., King, J.-R., Elbaz, M., Azizi, L., Buiatti, M., Naccache, L., van 

Wassenhove, V., Dehaene, S., 2015. Disruption of hierarchical predictive coding during 

sleep. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 112, E1353-1362. 

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1501026112 

Sussman, E.S., Chen, S., Sussman-Fort, J., Dinces, E., 2014. The Five Myths of MMN: 

Redefining How to Use MMN in Basic and Clinical Research. Brain Topogr. 27, 553–564. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10548-013-0326-6 

Todd, J., Harms, L., Michie, P., Schall, U., 2013a. Mismatch Negativity: Translating the 

Potential. Front. Psychiatry 4. 

Todd, J., Heathcote, A., Whitson, L.R., Mullens, D., Provost, A., Winkler, I., 2014. Mismatch 

negativity (MMN) to pitch change is susceptible to order-dependent bias. Front. Neurosci. 8. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2014.00180 

Todd, J., Provost, A., Whitson, L.R., Cooper, G., Heathcote, A., 2013b. Not so primitive: 

context-sensitive meta-learning about unattended sound sequences. J. Neurophysiol. 109, 99–

105. https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00581.2012 

Ulanovsky, N., Las, L., Nelken, I., 2003. Processing of low-probability sounds by cortical 

neurons. Nat. Neurosci. 6, 391–398. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn1032 

Wacongne, C., Changeux, J.-P., Dehaene, S., 2012. A Neuronal Model of Predictive Coding 

Accounting for the Mismatch Negativity. J. Neurosci. 32, 3665–3678. 

https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5003-11.2012 

Weber, L.A., Diaconescu, A.O., Mathys, C., Schmidt, A., Kometer, M., Vollenweider, F., 

Stephan, K.E., n.d. Ketamine Affects Prediction Errors about Statistical Regularities: A 

Computational Single-Trial Analysis of the Mismatch Negativity. 

https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3069-19.2020 



Weilnhammer, V., Röd, L., Eckert, A.-L., Stuke, H., Heinz, A., Sterzer, P., 2020. Psychotic 

Experiences in Schizophrenia and Sensitivity to Sensory Evidence. Schizophr. Bull. 46, 927–

936. https://doi.org/10.1093/schbul/sbaa003 

Winkler, I., 2007. Interpreting the Mismatch Negativity. J. Psychophysiol. 21, 147–163. 

https://doi.org/10.1027/0269-8803.21.34.147 

Winkler, I., Czigler, I., 2012. Evidence from auditory and visual event-related potential (ERP) 

studies of deviance detection (MMN and vMMN) linking predictive coding theories and 

perceptual object representations. Int. J. Psychophysiol. 83, 132–143. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2011.10.001 

Winkler, I., Schröger, E., 2015. Auditory perceptual objects as generative models: Setting the 

stage for communication by sound. Brain Lang., The electrophysiology of speech, language, 

and its precursors 148, 1–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandl.2015.05.003 

Wyckoff, S., Birbaumer, N., 2014. Neurofeedback and Brain–Computer Interfaces, in: 

Mostofsky, D.I. (Ed.), The Handbook of Behavioral Medicine. Wiley, pp. 275–312. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118453940.ch15 

 


