Expectation effects on repetition suppression in nociception
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Methods

Introduction

N = 36 (female, age 18 - 35)

« Acquired 57 participants, exclusion of 11 (stimuli
¢,¢ & ¢¢ $°rx unbearable) + 3 (incomplete dataset) + 4 (stimuli not painful)
125 ms

125 ms + 3 (stimulus discriminability too bad)

* Repetition suppression, a reduced neural
response to the repeated presentation of a

stimulus, is a consistently reported .
phenomenon in perception (Grill-Spector et
al., 2006)

» block order balanced across participants
Block type Repetition Omission
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* Evidence for predictive processing accounts never | aways| | Unde  pan o Unbearabie » Extended infomax ICA, reject eye + muscle components
in auditory and visual domain, in nociception © (100) © 5 (100) - Automated rejection of remaining artefacts
currently unclear (Valentini et al, 2017, - Re-reference to average reference (Fz for N17)
Wang et al., 2010). . Manipulation check: expectancy rating before each block » For ERPs: low-pass filter 30 Hz

« Average pain ratings acquired after each block

Goal: Adaptation of a repetition suppression » Time-frequency analysis (FieldTrip) using fast Fourier
paradigm from the auditory domain « Forced choice task (1 block before and after main  transform of Hanning-tapered data

(Todo.rovic et al., 2011) to the nociceptive experiment): participants should indicate after each trial » for f <= 30 Hz window length 500 ms
domain. whether they received one or two stimuli (P = 0.5) « forf>30Hzwindow length 250 ms

Results

n Behavioural control analyses H No expectancy effect on ERPs to repetitions B Repetitions: all hypothesised ERS/ERDs present

tition trials, Cz-average, relative change to [-0.75, -0.25]
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