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ABSTRACT

There is growing evidence that migraine is associated with attentional abnormalities, both during

and outside migraine attacks, which would impact the cognitive processing of sensory stimulation.

However,  these attention alterations are poorly characterized and their neurophysiological basis is

still unclear. Nineteen migraineurs without aura and nineteen healthy participants were recruited to

perform  a  task  which  used  visually-cued  auditory  targets  and  distracting  sounds  to  evaluate

conjointly  top-down  and  bottom-up  attention  mechanisms.  Magnetoencephalography  (MEG)

signals were recorded.  We investigated anticipatory alpha activity (power  increase and  decrease)

and distractor-induced gamma activity as markers for  top-down (inhibition and facilitation) and

bottom-up attention,  respectively.  Compared  to  healthy  participants,  migraineurs  presented  a

significantly less prominent alpha power increase  in visual areas in anticipation of the auditory

target,  indexing  a  reduced  inhibition  of  task-irrelevant  visual  areas.  However,  there  was  no

significant group difference regarding the alpha power decrease in the relevant auditory cortices in

anticipation of the target, nor regarding the distractor-induced gamma power increase in the ventral

attention network. These results in the alpha band suggest that top-down inhibitory processes in the

visual cortices are deficient in migraine but there is no clear evidence  supporting a disruption of

top-down facilitatory attentional  processes.  This  relative inability  to  suppress  irrelevant  sensory

information may be underlying the self-reported increased distractibility and contribute to sensory

disturbances in migraine.

Keywords: Migraine,  MEG,  Alpha  activity,  Gamma  activity,  Attention,  Distraction,

Hypersensitivity
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1 Introduction

If  headache is undoubtedly its most prominent symptom, migraine is also at  its core a sensory

processing disorder [21,35]. Migraine attacks are associated to an aversion to external stimulation

across  all  sensory  modalities  (photophobia,  phonophobia,  osmophobia,  and  allodynia)

[4,25,47,53,90,97] and this hypersensitivity  persists even in the attack-free period, but to a lesser

extent  [57,90,91]. The most prominent model to explain these sensory disturbances, particularly

during the interictal state, has been the migraineurs’ brain habituation deficits to repeated sensory

stimulation [17,86]. However, in the last decade, converging pieces of evidence have suggested that

dysfunctional  attention  processing  of  sensory  inputs  may  also  participate  in  migraineurs’

hypersensitivity,  especially  during  the  attack-free  period.  Migraineurs  self-report  attention

difficulties  in  everyday  life  [15,52] and  these  difficulties  correlate  with  multimodal  sensory

sensibility  between  attacks [52].  Migraineurs  display  increased  electrophysiological  markers  of

attention orienting to incoming stimuli [20,61,64,67], which could be related to the dysfunction of

the  right  temporo-parietal  junction (rTPJ) [54,55,61,63].  Abnormal  attention  orienting  has  been

proposed to participate in the excessive sensory discomfort characteristic of other disorders such as

autism and  attention  deficits  disorders [13,36,73,74].  Likewise,  a  deficient  attention  filter  in

migraine may lead to an abnormal management of sensory inputs, exposing migraineurs to a state of

hyper-responsiveness. 

The brain relies on a  balance between top-down and bottom-up attentional processes to

select relevant information in an environment rich in sources of sensory stimulation.  Top-down

attention is voluntary and goal-oriented: it promotes the processing of task-relevant information

through facilitatory mechanisms and suppresses the processing of irrelevant information through

inhibitory mechanisms  [11,12,34,44]. Bottom-up attention is involuntary and stimulus-driven: its

role is to maintain responsiveness to unexpected but meaningful events through automatic attention

shifts that override goal-directed processes [18,29,68]. Alpha rhythms (7–15Hz) are considered to

reflect functional inhibition in task-relevant and irrelevant cortical areas [45,49], with increases and

decreases  in  alpha  power  possibly  reflecting  facilitatory  and  inhibitory  top-down  process,

respectively [26,32]. On the other hand, gamma-band activity (>30Hz) would reflect the activation

of the cortical areas from which they are generated  [7] and has been consistently associated with

feedforward pathways directing information from primary sensory areas to associative areas [8,48].

Gamma rhythms are  proposed  to  participate  in bottom-up attentional  processes  [28,32].  Brain

rhythms have been investigated in migraine for decades, providing inconsistent results  apart from
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confirming that the visual cortices are hyperexcitable in this population [16], but they have never

been studied in the context of the attention function. 

In the present article, we analyze oscillatory activities in magnetoencephalography (MEG)

signals during an attention task evaluating conjointly top-down and bottom-up attention, in order to

better  understand  the  physiological  underpinnings  of  the  attention  difficulties  associated  with

migraine. We measure alpha and gamma power as markers of top-down and bottom-up attentional

processes,  respectively.  Based on previous  work  with  other  brain  signals  [61,65],  we expected

alterations for both top-down and bottom-up mechanisms.

2 Material and methods

The present study makes use of the same dataset than  a previous study [61], in which stimulus-

evoked responses (ERP/ERF) were compared between migraine patients and healthy controls. The

task, procedure, and preprocessing of MEG data remain identical. Data from 10 control participants

are also part of the study presented in ElShafei et al. (2019) [28].

2.1 Participants

25 migraine patients (17 female, 8 male) suffering from migraine without aura were included in this

study. Inclusion criteria were age between 18 and 60 years and a diagnosis of migraine with a

reported  migraine  frequency  between  2  to  5  days  per  month.  Exclusion  criteria  for  patients

comprised migraine with aura, chronic migraine, and migraine preventive medication. Every patient

was examined by a neurologist (GD, Hospices Civils de Lyon). As we were interested in studying

attention during the interictal state, if the patient had a migraine attack during the 72 hours before

the testing session, the session was postponed to an ulterior date. If the patient had a migraine attack

during the 72 hours after the session, collected data were not used in the analyses, as it is common

practice in neuroimaging studies of migraine [21]. Data from 19 patients (13 female, 6 male) were

analyzed: data from 5 patients were discarded because a migraine attack happened in the 72 hours

following the recording session and data from 1 patient because the patient failed to perform the

task correctly. Migraine participants filled the HIT-6 and the MIDAS scales to assess the severity of

the disease [50,84].

19 control participants free of migraine and matched to the patients for sex, age, laterality,

education level, and musical practice1 were included in this study. Exclusion criteria for all subjects

1 Pitch discrimination is required in the task described below, and is an ability increasing with musical practice.
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included  a  medical  history  of  psychiatric  or  neurological  disorder  except  migraine,  ongoing

background  medical  treatment  other  than  contraceptive  medication,  pregnancy,  and  hearing

disability. All subjects gave written informed consent and received a monetary compensation for

their participation. Migraine, especially in chronic forms of the disease, is often associated with

increased  anxiety  and  depression  [22,51,93].  Participants  thus  filled  the  Hospital  Anxiety  and

Depression  scale  [98] in  order  to  verify  that  anxiety  and/or  depression  were  not  confounding

variables. All demographic statistics can be found in Table 1.

2.2 Task and procedure (Figure 1)

Participants performed the Competitive Attention Test, an audio-visual attention task derived from

the Posner Task, designed to produce robust measures of both top-down and bottom-up attention.

For a detailed description of the protocol used in the present study, please see ElShafei et al. (2019)

[28]. For an in-depth discussion of the rationale behind this paradigm and the behavioral responses

elicited during the task, please read Bidet-Caulet et al. (2015) and Masson & Bidet-Caulet (2019)

[10,60].

In short, all trials comprised a visual cue followed 1000ms later by a monaural auditory

target.  Half  of  the  time,  the cue  was a  one-headed arrow and  was informative  on the  side  of

presentation of the target sound; the other half of the time, the cue was a two-headed arrow and was

not  informative  on  the  side  of  presentation  of  the  target  sound.  Participants  were  asked  to

discriminate between high-pitched and low-pitched target sounds and to respond as fast as possible

using a joystick. 

In 25% of the trials, a salient task-irrelevant environmental binaural sound was played at some

point between the cue offset and the target onset. If the distracting sound onset was early (50ms to

350ms after cue onset), the trial was categorized as  DIS1; if the distracting sound onset was late

(350ms to 650ms after cue onset), the trial was categorized as DIS2. In the 75% remaining trials, no

distracting sound was played; trials were categorized as NoDIS.

Full  description  of  the  analyses  performed  on  behavioral  data  can  be  found  in  the

Supplementary Data.

2.3 MEG recording and preprocessing

Simultaneous  EEG and  MEG data  were  recorded  with  a  sampling  rate  of  600Hz during  task

performance.  A 275-channel  whole-head axial  gradiometer  system (CTF-275 by VSM Medtech

Inc.,  Vancouver,  Canada) was used to record electromagnetic brain activity (0.016–150Hz filter

bandwidth and third-order spatial gradient noise cancellation). Head movements were continuously
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monitored using 3 coils placed at the nasion and the two preauricular points. EEG was recorded

continuously from 7 scalp electrodes and EOG with one bipolar derivation. Please note that EEG

data are not presented in this article, as they were only collected for comparison with previous ERP

studies, see Masson et al. (2020) [61] for more details.

For each participant, a 3D MRI was obtained using a 3T Siemens Magnetom whole-body

scanner (Erlangen, Germany), locations of the nasion and the two preauricular points were marked

using fiducials markers. These images were used for reconstruction of individual head shapes to

create forward models for the source reconstruction procedures. 

MEG  data  were  processed  offline  using  the  software  package  for  electrophysiological

analysis (ELAN Pack) developed at the Lyon Neuroscience Research Center [1]. Continuous MEG

data were bandstop-filtered between 47 and 53Hz, 97 and 103Hz, and 147 and 153Hz (zero-phase

shift Butterworth filter, order 3) to remove power-line artifacts. An independent component analysis

(ICA) was performed on the 0.1–40Hz band-pass filtered MEG signal to remove eye-movements

and  heartbeat  artifacts.  Component  topographies  and  time  courses  were  visually  inspected  to

determine  which  ones  were  to  be  removed  through  an  ICA inverse  transformation.  2  to  5

components were removed from the “bandstop-filtered” MEG signal in each participant. 

Only  trials  for  which  the  participant  had  answered  correctly  were  retained.  Trials

contaminated with muscular activity or any other remaining artifacts were excluded automatically

using a threshold of 2200 femtoTesla for MEG channels. Trials for which the head position differed

of more than 10 mm from the median position during the 10 blocks were also excluded from the

analyses. For all participants,  more than 80 % of trials remained in the analyses after rejection

(corresponding to at least 510 remaining trials per subject, including roughly 380 trials with no

distractors and 130 trials with distractors).

In anticipation of the baseline correction for distractor-related activity in further analyses,

for each distractor onset time range, surrogate distractors were created in the  NoDIS trials with

similar distribution over time than the real distractors.

2.4 Time-frequency analyses 

All  further  analyses  were  conducted  using  the  Fieldtrip  MATLAB toolbox  (MATLAB 2015A

version, Fieldtrip release version 20151231 [72]). This study is focusing on cue-induced alpha and

distractor-induced  gamma  activities.  Definition  of  time-frequency  bands  and  time-windows  of

interest are based on previous works with a similar paradigm in healthy young adults by Elshafei et

al.  (2018, 2019)  [26,28]. Based on these previous studies, we expected the following pattern of

modulations of oscillatory power: (1) decreased power in the low-alpha frequency band (7–11Hz),
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notably in the motor and auditory cortices, in anticipation of the target sound, reflecting top-down

facilitatory processes in the task-relevant areas; (2) increased power in the high-alpha frequency

band (11–15Hz) in the occipital cortices in anticipation of the target sound, reflecting top-down

inhibitory processes of task-irrelevant visual areas; (3) increased power in the gamma frequency

band in the ventral attention network following the presentation of the distracting sound, reflecting

the triggering of bottom-up attentional processes.

a Sensor-level activity

For each single event, the corresponding time-locked response (event-related field) was removed in

order  to  analyze  only  induced  activity  free  from  any  evoked  activity.  Oscillatory  power  was

calculated using Morlet wavelet decomposition with a width of four cycles per wavelet (m = 7;

[85]) at center frequencies between 1 and 150Hz, in steps of 1Hz. 

For  cue-related  alpha  activity,  baseline  correction  was performed by computing  relative

change between activity (low-alpha: 7 to 11Hz; high-alpha: 11 to 15Hz, 0 to 1800ms post-cue) and

baseline  activity  (-600 to  -200ms  pre-cue,  averaged  over  time).  For  distractor-related  gamma-

activity, baseline correction was performed by computing relative change between activity (60 to

100Hz, 0 to 350ms post-distractor) in response to distractors vs. surrogate distractors. 

Then, for each frequency band, the baseline-corrected activity of interest of the migraine

group was contrasted to the control group’s one using a non-parametric cluster-based permutation

analysis [58], a statistical strategy that controls for multiple comparisons in time and sensor space

dimensions. 

b Source-level activity

First,  for  each  event,  the  time-locked response  was  removed in  order  to  analyze  only  induced

activity free from any evoked activity. Then, we utilized the frequency–domain adaptive spatial

technique of dynamical imaging of coherent sources (DICS, [38]) in order to reconstruct alpha and

gamma  activities  in  the  source  space  dimension.  Cross-spectral  density  (CSD)  matrices  were

calculated using the multitaper method from -600 to 2000ms relative to cue onset (lambda 5%) with

a target frequency of 11 (± 4)Hz for NoDis trials, and from -100 to  350ms  relative to distractor

onset (lambda 5%) with a target frequency of 80 (±20)Hz for all trials. For each participant, an

anatomically  realistic  single-shell  headmodel  based  on the  cortical  surface  was generated  from

individual head shapes [71]. A grid with 0.5cm resolution was normalized on an MNI template, and

then morphed into the brain volume of each participant. Leadfields for all grid points along with the
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CSD matrix were used to compute a common spatial filter that was used to estimate the spatial

distribution of power for the time-frequency window of interest. 

In order to estimate source-level  activity for each event,  we contrasted baseline activity

(either pre-stimulus activity for cue-related activities or surrogate distractor-related activity for the

real  distractor-related  activity)  to  the  activity  of  interest,  using  non-parametric  cluster-based

permutations tests which control for multiple comparisons in the source space dimension [58]. The

choice of time-frequency windows of interest was informed by the results from previous studies

using this paradigm [26–28]. High and low alpha-band activities were investigated between 700 and

1100ms post-cue onset (i.e., in anticipation of the target sound that was played at 1200ms post-cue).

Gamma-band activity was investigated between 100 and 300ms after the distracting sound onset.

Then, baseline activity was subtracted from the activity of interest and the resulting difference

was  contrasted  between  control  and  migraine  participants  using  non-parametric  cluster-based

permutations tests. 

3 Results

Full  description  of  the  behavioral  results  can  be found in  Masson et  al.  (2020)  [61] or in  the

Supplementary Data. In summary, there were no significant group difference neither in general task

performance, nor in the behavioral proxies of top-down attention, bottom-up attention and phasic

arousal (Supplementary Figure 1).

3.1 Cue-elicited alpha-band activities

a Anticipation of the target sound: alpha-band activities (Figure 2)

As previously observed in healthy young adults  [10,26,27,42,60], the anticipation of the auditory

target led, in the control group, to two distinct spatio-temporal patterns for the low-alpha (7–11Hz)

and high-alpha frequency (11–15Hz) bands at the sensor level (Figure 2). 

At the sensor level, both the control and migraine groups presented a decrease of low-alpha

power over left central and temporal sensors in anticipation of the target sound.  Source analysis

indicated that this decrease of low-alpha power corresponded to a significant cluster including left

motor areas and the left auditory cortex in the control group (p=0.018) and mostly left motor areas

in the migraine group (p=0.029).
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Control participants also presented an increase of high-alpha power over the occipital and

right temporo-parietal sensors starting from 700ms  post-cue onset.  Source analysis indicated that

this increase of high-alpha power corresponded to a significant cluster located only in the right

hemisphere  and  which  extended  over occipital  and parietal  areas,  the  auditory  cortex  and  the

orbitofrontal  cortex  (p=0.007).  In  the  migraine  group,  the  increase  of  high-alpha  power  over

occipital sensors was much more short-lived.  Source analysis  did not confirm the presence of a

significant pattern of high-alpha power increase (p=0.091).

b Group differences in alpha-band activities (Figure 3)

At the sensor-level, cluster-based permutation analysis indicated that migraineurs presented less

high-alpha (11–15Hz) power in anticipation of the auditory target and during target processing. This

corresponded to a significant cluster over occipital sensors, ranging from 900 to 1600ms (p=0.048).

Based on this result, high-alpha activity during the 900 to 1600ms time-window was reconstructed,

in order to localize the group effect.  Source analysis indicated that the larger  increase of alpha

power observed among  control participants  emerged from a cluster  including bilateral  occipital

cortices and the right dorso-frontal cortex (p=0.043) (Figure 3).

No significant group difference was found in the low-alpha band at the sensor-level (p=1).

In order to confirm this null result, low-alpha activity in anticipation of the target (700 to 1100ms

time-window) was reconstructed.  Source analysis showed no significant difference in low-alpha

power between the migraine and control groups (p>0.31).

3.2 Distractor-elicited gamma-band activity (Figure 4)

As  previously observed in healthy young adults  [27,28],  the distracting sound induced, in  both

groups, an increase of gamma power (60-100Hz) between 100 and 300ms at the sensor-level. This

increase of gamma power was visible over a large number of sensors but was maximal over a left

and a right focal clusters of temporo-parietal sensors. In the control group, source analysis indicated

that this increase of gamma-band power corresponded to a significant cluster including the bilateral

temporo-parietal  junctions,  both  auditory  cortices  and  the  right  dorso-lateral  prefrontal  cortex

(p<0.001). In the migraine group, source analysis indicated that the increase of gamma-band power

corresponded to four  significant  clusters  including the  right temporo-parietal  junction,  the right

sensorimotor cortex and both auditory cortices (p<0.01 for all four clusters). 

No significant group difference in gamma power between 100 and 300ms was found at the

sensor, not at the source level (p=1). 
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4 Discussion 

Migraine has been associated with attentional abnormalities through subjective reports [15,52,78],

neuropsychological  tests  [89,92],  or  EEG  and  event-related  potentials  (ERPs)  studies  [65].

However, little is known on the functional role of brain oscillations in the disruption of attention in

migraine.  In  the  present  study,  we  investigated alpha  activity  during  top-down  anticipatory

processes  and  gamma  activity  during  bottom-up  processing  of  distracting  auditory  stimuli,  in

migraine patients without aura. Migraineurs displayed dysfunctional top-down inhibitory processes,

as revealed by a reduced alpha synchronization (power increase) in visual areas in anticipation of an

auditory target, in comparison to control participants. In contrast, top-down facilitatory processes

and bottom-up processes were found unaffected in the migraine group. 

4.1 Top-down anticipatory processes in migraine

There  is  growing  consensus  that  alpha  rhythms  reflect  active  functional  inhibitory  processes

through the modulation of neuronal excitability  [45,49]. During attention tasks, attending to the

location,  feature or timing of  a stimulus  results  in  a  decrease of  alpha power in sensory areas

relevant for its processing,  and in an increase of alpha power in irrelevant sensory areas. These

alpha  modulations  have  been  described  in  both  the  visual  [46,59,75–77,82] and  the  auditory

[69,95,96] modalities. During multisensory paradigms such as the one used here, alpha power has

been reported to increase in brain areas processing the unattended sensory modality and to decrease

in relevant sensory areas  [23,31,33,62]. It has been specifically observed in a previous study in

young healthy adults that the anticipation of an auditory target is associated to an increase of high-

alpha (11–15Hz) power in the task-irrelevant occipital cortex concomitant to a decrease of low-

alpha  (7–11Hz)  power  in  the  task-relevant  auditory  cortex,  reflecting  distinct  inhibitory  and

facilitatory attentional mechanisms  [26]. Inhibition of the visual pathway was found functionally

relevant as behavioral performance positively correlated with the increase of alpha power in the

occipital cortex [26].

In the present study, using a similar paradigm, we confirm  in the control group that the

anticipation of an auditory target leads to: (1) a decrease of low-alpha power in the auditory cortex,

interpreted as a facilitation of auditory processing; and (2) an increase of high-alpha power in the

occipital  cortex,  interpreted  as  an  inhibition  of  visual  processing.  Compared to  healthy  control

participants, migraineurs present a less pronounced and more short-lived alpha power increase  in

the occipital cortex in anticipation of the auditory target and during target processing. Migraineurs
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appear to be less  efficient at suppressing the task-irrelevant visual pathways, which suggests that

migraine  is  associated  with  deficient  top-down  inhibitory  processes.  Abnormal  excitability  of

occipital cortices in migraine has already been proposed to be a feature of the migraine brain [6].

Notably, unlike healthy participants, migraineurs present highly synchronized steady-state activity

in  the  alpha  band  during  flickering  stimulation  [3,87,88], suggesting  difficulties  to  suppress

repetitive visual stimulation. 

Migraineurs also present a decreased alpha power in dorsal prefrontal areas compared to

control  participants.  The dorsal  prefrontal  cortex  has  been  consistently  associated  with  goal-

oriented, top-down attentional processes  [5,19], and as part of the dorsal attention network it has

been proposed that it coordinates alpha power modulation in sensory cortices [14,24,43,56,69,96]. 

By contrast, no significant difference was observed between the two groups in terms of low-

alpha decrease in the auditory cortex. One could have expected an inadequate alpha decrease in the

auditory cortex in anticipation of an auditory target. This result suggests that top-down facilitatory

processes  might  be  preserved  in  migraine,  as  task-relevant  sensory  pathways  appear  to  be

functionally unaffected here. 

In  previous  works  investigating  top-down  attention  in  migraine,  migraineurs  displayed

different  patterns  regarding facilitatory  and inhibitory attentional  mechanisms. [66] On the  one

hand, migraineurs appear to present a better-than-normal ability to facilitate in a top-down fashion

the processing of visual [66] or auditory target stimuli [61]. Group differences were only observable

during target processing, not during the anticipatory period, suggesting that it is mainly “reactive”

facilitatory processes that are exacerbated,  not “pro-active” anticipatory processes. On the other

hand, migraine appears to be associated with an impairment of visual noise suppression [94], and

with  a  decreased  ability  to  suppress  unattended inputs  in  the  periphery  [63,66].  In  conclusion,

migraine  seems to  be  characterized  by  a  normal  or  even increased  propensity  to  facilitate  the

processing of relevant inputs; but importantly also by a deficient ability to pro-actively suppress

irrelevant  information.  However,  based  on  these  results  and  the  previous  literature,  it  remains

unclear if the dysfunction of top-down inhibition in migraine is specific of the visual cortices, or if

it extends to other sensory regions.

4.2 Bottom-up attentional processes in migraine

Gamma  activity has been associated with attention mechanisms. During attention tasks, gamma

activity behaves opposite to alpha rhythms, as gamma power is enhanced in task-relevant areas

[37].  Gamma activity is proposed to reflect feed-forward, bottom-up processes, contrary to alpha

rhythms which are more closely associated with feedback, top-down mechanisms [32,80].
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As expected  [28], we observe that distracting sounds trigger an increase of gamma power

within  the  ventral  attention  network  (VAN)  and  auditory  cortices  in  healthy  and  migraine

participants.  This  distractor-induced  gamma  burst is  interpreted  as  being  the  physiological

manifestation  of  attention  capture  by  distracting  sounds,  as  the  VAN is  considered  to  underlie

stimulus-driven, bottom-up attention mechanisms [18,19,79]. In the present study, contrary to our a

priori hypotheses, migraine patients do not appear to present an enhanced recruitment of the VAN in

response to a salient, unexpected sound, as assessed with the study of gamma-band activity. 

In our previous analysis of the same data set [61], we observed that migraineurs displayed

increased event-related responses to distracting sounds, namely the orienting response of the N1 and

the re-orienting negativity (RON), and presented during the RON an increased recruitment of the

right temporo-parietal junction (rTPJ). The rTPJ is a crucial node of the VAN linked to bottom-up

attention orienting, and is also strongly involved in attention shifting [18]. The  absence of group

difference in the distractor-elicited gamma activity in the VAN might seem surprising in light of

previous results. However, distraction is not limited to the sole attention capture, it  is generally

understood as a three-stage process  [30,40]. First, a change detection mechanism reflected by the

orienting component of the N1 is  elicited by sudden, infrequent  sounds  [2,9,70];  this  detection

mechanism would trigger an attention shift towards the unexpected sound, through the activation of

the VAN [28,83] and reflected by the P3a [29]; finally, the participants would reorient their attention

back to the task at hand as reflected by the RON [81]. These three steps are not always strongly

coupled and their respective markers may vary independently [39,40]. In migraine, the second stage

– attention capture – might not be negatively impacted,  as evidenced by the typical distractor-

elicited P3a [61] and gamma activity in the VAN. However, the change detection mechanism could

be  more  easily  triggered  in  migraine,  as  evidenced  by  the  heightened  N1,  without  necessarily

leading to an exacerbated orienting response. The heightened RON and the increased recruitment of

the  rTPJ following distractors  could  then be  seen  as  a  compensatory  top-down mechanism for

shifting attention back to the task, which allows migraineurs to better recover from distraction. A

typical bottom-up attention capture despite a more prominent change detection mechanism would

explain why migraineurs self-report being more easily bothered by salient sounds [52], but do not

display significantly worse behavioral costs by distractors during the present task.

4.3 Conclusions & Clinical Perspectives

In a world filled with multiple sources of sensory stimulation, top-down selective attention enables

us to focus on relevant aspects of the environment and ignoring those which are irrelevant, while

bottom-up attention allows to remain aware of unattended but potentially meaningful events. Based
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on the present results, migraine seems to be associated with a deficient recruitment of top-down

inhibitory mechanisms as migraineurs appear to be less capable of inhibiting visual areas when they

are  not  relevant  to  the  task.  However,  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  present  data  that  top-down

facilitatory  mechanisms  are  negatively  impacted  in  migraine,  in  agreement  with  the  previous

literature on the subject. The recruitment of the ventral attention network has not been found to be

abnormal,  perhaps  indicating that  migraineurs  somehow manage to  maintain normal  bottom-up

attention capture to unexpected sounds despite a general state of hyperresponsiveness. 

The apparent inability of migraineurs to suppress irrelevant information may be part of the

neurophysiological  underpinning  of  their  complaints  of  attention  difficulties  and  increased

distractibility  in  their  daily  life  [15,52,65,78].  The  characterization  of  attentional  alterations

associated  with  migraine  might  inform  therapeutical  strategies  to  improve  their  daily  life  and

possibly reducing the attack frequency. Based on the present results, migraineurs would not have

major problems to focus on their work but would fail to effectively  suppress irrelevant sensory

inputs. Clinical training specifically  focusing on distraction and noise suppression may be found

useful for symptoms management. Finally, deficient top-down inhibitory mechanisms may  play a

role in  the multimodal hypersensitivity during both the headache phase and the pain-free period

[52,57,90,91].  Further  research  is  needed  to  establish  a  clearer  relationship  between  sensory

complaints and the disruption of the attention processing of sensory stimuli in migraine.
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5 Supplementary Material

5.1 Analysis of behavioral data

The Competitive Attention Test (CAT) has been shown to provide robust behavioral indexes of top-

down attention,  bottom-up attention capture,  and phasic arousal in various populations:  healthy

young adults  [10,26,28,60],  the elderly  [27] or healthy children  [41]. In these previous studies,

participants were faster in trials with informative cues compared to those with uninformative cues:

the difference in reaction time (RT) between informative and uninformative trials was considered a

proxy for top-down anticipatory attention. Participants were faster in trials with an early distractor

than in those without distracting sound: the difference in RT between NoDIS and DIS1 trials was

considered a proxy for an increase of phasic arousal. Finally, participants were slower in trials with

a late distractor compared to those with an early distracting sound: the difference in RT between

DIS2 and DIS1 trials was considered a proxy for bottom-up attention capture.

Analyses of behavioral data were already performed in a previous article using this dataset

[61].  Only  trials  with  a  correct  response  were  retained  and  median  RT for  each  subject  and

condition  were  computed.  A  repeated-measures  ANOVA  with  CUE  category  (2  levels:

uninformative, informative) and DISTRACTOR condition (3 levels: NoDIS, DIS1, DIS2) as within-

subject factors and GROUP category (2 levels: control, migraine) as a between-subject factor was

conducted.  To correct  for  possible  violations  of  the  sphericity  assumption,  Greenhouse-Geisser

correction was applied to resulting p-values. Post-hoc comparisons were conducted using t-tests

followed by a Bonferroni correction. Statistical analyses were conducted using the software JASP

(version 0.9).

5.2 Behavioral results (Supplementary Figure 1)

Main  effects  of  the  DISTRACTOR  and  CUE  categories  were  found  significant.  Participants

responded significantly  faster  in  the informative condition  than  in  the  uninformative condition.

Participants responded significantly faster in trials with an early distracting sound (DIS1) compared

to trials without distracting sound (NoDIS). Participants responded significantly slower in trials with

a late distracting sound  (DIS2)  compared to trials with an early distracting sound (DIS1)  or even

compared  to  trials  without  distracting  sound  (NoDIS). Neither  the  main  effect  of  the  GROUP

category  nor  the  interactions  of  GROUP with  CUE  or  DISTRACTOR  category  were  found

significant. Full description of the behavioral effects can be found in Masson et al. (2020) [61].

14

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Tables & Figures

Table  1:  Demographics  and  headache  profile  of  the  control  and  migraine  groups. Two  control

participants did not filled the Hospital Anxiety and Depression (HAD) scale. Mean and standard deviation

are provided. Group differences are tested using a non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test. NA: not applicable.

Migraine Control p-value
Sample size 19 19 -
Age (years) 32.7 (8.7) 31.2 (7.8) 0.53

Sex (number of female participants) 13 (68%) 13 (68%) -
Education level (years) 15.8 (3.1) 15.8 (2.2) 0.99
Musical practice (years) 2.8 (3.3) 2.8 (3.5) 0.74

Laterality (number of right-handed) 19 19 -
Anxiety score 5.7 (3.5) 4.6 (2.5) 0.42

Depression score 2.6 (2.6) 1.8 (2.0) 0.31
Migraine duration (years) 16.8 (7.4) NA -

HIT-6 score 64.2 (7.1) NA -
MIDAS score 12.8 (12.1) NA -

Figure 1:  Protocol. The task was to  discriminate  between a  low- and a  high-pitched sound,  presented

monaurally. A visual cue initiated the trial, and was either informative (50%,  one-headed arrow) or non-

informative (50%, double-headed arrow) about the target ear. 25% of the trials included a distracting sound

during the cue-target interval at a random delay after the cue offset: the DIS1 condition corresponds to early

distracting sounds (starting 50–350ms after cue offset), the DIS2 condition corresponds to late distracting

sounds (starting 350–650ms after cue offset).
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Figure  2:  Cue-related  low- and high-alpha activity. For each group, the low-alpha (7–11Hz) activity is

presented  on  the  left  panel,  the  high-alpha  (11–15Hz)  is  presented  on  the  right  panel. (top)  Scalp

topographies of the baseline-corrected low- or high-alpha power during target anticipation (time-window of

interest: 0.7 to 1.1s post-cue onset; baseline window: -0.6 to -0.2 pre-cue onset). (middle) Time-frequency

visualization of baseline-corrected alpha power measured at the sensors highlighted by black circles in the

topographic maps.  (bottom) Distributions  of  t values,  masked at  corrected  p <  0.05,  from cluster-based

permutation tests (one-tailed tests, cluster formation threshold at  p < 0.05) contrasting  low- or high-alpha

activity during target anticipation against baseline activity at the source level.
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Figure  3: Group differences  in cue-related high-alpha activity. (A) Scalp topography of  t values from

cluster-based permutations contrasting baseline-corrected high-alpha (11–15Hz) activity between the control

group and the migraine group at  the sensor-level  (time-window of interest:  0.9 to 1.6  s  post-cue onset;

baseline window: -0.6 to -0.2 pre-cue onset). (B) Time-courses of baseline-corrected high-alpha power at

occipital sensors (highlighted with green circles in the topographic map) for the control and migraine groups.

(C) Distributions of t values, masked at corrected p < 0.05, from cluster-based permutation tests (two-tailed

test, cluster formation threshold at  p < 0.025) contrasting baseline-corrected high-alpha activity during the

time-window of interest  between the control  group and the migraine group at  the source-level  (positive

values indicate a stronger activity in the migraine group).
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Figure  4: Distractor-related gamma activity. (top)  Scalp topographies of  the baseline-corrected gamma

power (frequency of interest: 60-100Hz; time-window of interest: 0.1 to 0.3s post-distractor onset). (middle)

Time-frequency visualization of baseline-corrected gamma power measured at the temporo-parietal sensors

highlighted with green circles in the topographic map. (bottom) Distributions of t values, masked at corrected

p < 0.05, from cluster-based permutation tests (one-tailed tests, cluster formation threshold at p < 0.005 for

the control  group,  p < 0.01 for the migraine group) contrasting contrasting real  and surrogate distractor

gamma activity during the time-window of interest at the source level.
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Supplementary Figure 1: Behavioral results. Reaction time (RT) as a function of the CUE and GROUP

category on the left panel, RT as a function of the DISTRACTOR and GROUP category on the right panel.

Participants present  a  significant  effect  of  the  cue  informational  value  (uninformative  >  informative),  a

significant effect of phasic arousal (NoDIS  >  DIS1) and a significant effect of attention capture (DIS2 >

DIS1). A repeated-measures ANOVA showed no significant interaction of the GROUP with the CUE or with

the DISTRACTOR category. See Masson et al. (2020) for more details [61].

19

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


References

[1] Aguera P-E, Jerbi K, Caclin A, Bertrand O. ELAN: A Software Package for Analysis and Visualization of
MEG, EEG, and LFP Signals. Intell Neurosci 2011;2011:5:1-5:11.

[2] Alcaini M, Giard MH, Thévenet M, Pernier J. Two separate frontal components in the N1 wave of the
human auditory evoked response. Psychophysiology 1994;31:611–615.

[3] Angelini L, Tommaso MD, Guido M, Hu K, Ivanov PCh, Marinazzo D, Nardulli G, Nitti L, Pellicoro M,
Pierro C, Stramaglia S. Steady-State Visual Evoked Potentials and Phase Synchronization in Migraine Patients.
Phys Rev Lett 2004;93:038103.

[4] Ashkenazi  A,  Mushtaq  A,  Yang  I,  Oshinsky  M.  Ictal  and  Interictal  Phonophobia  in  Migraine—A
Quantitative Controlled Study. Cephalalgia 2009;29:1042–1048.

[5] Asplund CL, Todd JJ, Snyder AP, Marois R. A central role for the lateral prefrontal cortex in goal-directed
and stimulus-driven attention. Nat Neurosci 2010;13:507–512.

[6] Aurora S, Wilkinson F. The brain is hyperexcitable in migraine. Cephalalgia 2007;27:1442–1453.

[7] Başar  E.  A review  of  gamma  oscillations  in  healthy  subjects  and  in  cognitive  impairment.  Int  J
Psychophysiol 2013;90:99–117.

[8] Bastos AM, Vezoli J, Bosman CA, Schoffelen J-M, Oostenveld R, Dowdall JR, De Weerd P, Kennedy H,
Fries P. Visual Areas Exert Feedforward and Feedback Influences through Distinct Frequency Channels. Neuron
2015;85:390–401.

[9] Berti  S.  The role  of auditory transient and deviance processing in  distraction of  task performance:  a
combined  behavioral  and  event-related  brain  potential  study.  Front  Hum  Neurosci  2013;7.
doi:10.3389/fnhum.2013.00352.

[10] Bidet-Caulet A, Bottemanne L, Fonteneau C, Giard M-H, Bertrand O. Brain dynamics of distractibility:
interaction between top-down and bottom-up mechanisms of auditory attention. Brain Topogr 2015;28:423–436.

[11] Bidet-Caulet A, Fischer C, Besle J, Aguera P-E, Giard M-H, Bertrand O. Effects of selective attention on
the electrophysiological representation of concurrent sounds in the human auditory cortex. J Neurosci Off J Soc
Neurosci 2007;27:9252–9261.

[12] Bidet-Caulet A, Mikyska C, Knight RT. Load effects in auditory selective attention: Evidence for distinct
facilitation and inhibition mechanisms. NeuroImage 2010;50:277–284.

[13] Bijlenga D, Tjon-Ka-Jie JYM, Schuijers F, Kooij JJS. Atypical sensory profiles as core features of adult
ADHD, irrespective of autistic symptoms. Eur Psychiatry 2017;43:51–57.

[14] Capotosto  P,  Babiloni  C,  Romani  GL,  Corbetta  M.  Frontoparietal  Cortex  Controls  Spatial  Attention
through Modulation of Anticipatory Alpha Rhythms. J Neurosci 2009;29:5863–5872.

[15] Carpenet C, Guichard E, Tzourio C, Kurth T. Self-perceived attention deficit and hyperactivity symptom
levels  and  risk  of  non-migraine  and  migraine  headaches  among  university  students:  A cross-sectional  study.
Cephalalgia 2019;39:711–721.

[16] Coppola  G,  Pierelli  F.  Brain  Oscillations  and  Migraine.  In:  Coppola  G,  Chen  W-T,  editors.
Neurophysiology of the Migraine Brain. Headache. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2021. pp. 67–79.
doi:10.1007/978-3-030-56538-1_6.

[17] Coppola G, Pierelli F, Schoenen J. Habituation and migraine. Neurobiol Learn Mem 2009;92:249–259.

[18] Corbetta M, Patel G, Shulman GL. The Reorienting System of the Human Brain: From Environment to
Theory of Mind. Neuron 2008;58:306–324.

20

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


[19] Corbetta M, Shulman GL. Control of goal-directed and stimulus-driven attention in the brain. Nat Rev
Neurosci 2002;3:201–215.

[20] Demarquay G, Caclin A, Brudon F, Fischer C, Morlet D. Exacerbated attention orienting to auditory
stimulation in migraine patients. Clin Neurophysiol 2011;122:1755–1763.

[21] Demarquay G,  Mauguière  F.  Central  Nervous  System Underpinnings  of  Sensory  Hypersensitivity  in
Migraine: Insights from Neuroimaging and Electrophysiological Studies. Headache 2016;56:1418–1438.

[22] Devlen J. Anxiety and depression in migraine. J R Soc Med 1994;87:338–341.

[23] Diepen RM van, Mazaheri A. Cross-sensory modulation of alpha oscillatory activity: suppression, idling,
and default resource allocation. Eur J Neurosci 2017;45:1431–1438.

[24] Doesburg SM, Bedo N, Ward LM. Top-down alpha oscillatory network interactions during visuospatial
attention orienting. NeuroImage 2016;132:512–519.

[25] Drummond PD. A Quantitative Assessment of Photophobia in Migraine and Tension Headache. Headache
J Head Face Pain 1986;26:465–469.

[26] ElShafei HA, Bouet R, Bertrand O, Bidet-Caulet A. Two Sides of the Same Coin: Distinct Sub-Bands in
the  Alpha  Rhythm Reflect  Facilitation  and Suppression  Mechanisms during  Auditory  Anticipatory  Attention.
eNeuro 2018:ENEURO.0141-18.2018.

[27] ElShafei HA, Fornoni L, Masson R, Bertrand O, Bidet-Caulet A. Age-related modulations of alpha and
gamma brain activities underlying anticipation and distraction. PLOS ONE 2020;15:e0229334.

[28] ElShafei HA, Fornoni L, Masson R, Bertrand O, Bidet-Caulet A. What’s in Your Gamma? Activation of
the Ventral Fronto-Parietal Attentional Network in Response to Distracting Sounds. Cereb Cortex N Y N 1991
2019.

[29] Escera C, Alho K, Schröger E, Winkler I. Involuntary attention and distractibility as evaluated with event-
related brain potentials. Audiol Neurootol 2000;5:151–166.

[30] Escera C, Corral M j. Role of Mismatch Negativity and Novelty-P3 in Involuntary Auditory Attention. J
Psychophysiol 2007;21:251–264.

[31] Foxe JJ, Simpson GV, Ahlfors SP. Parieto-occipital 1 0Hz activity reflects anticipatory state of visual∼
attention mechanisms. NeuroReport 1998;9:3929.

[32] Fries P. Rhythms for Cognition: Communication through Coherence. Neuron 2015;88:220–235.

[33] Fu K-MG, Foxe JJ, Murray MM, Higgins BA, Javitt DC, Schroeder CE. Attention-dependent suppression
of  distracter  visual  input  can  be cross-modally  cued  as  indexed by  anticipatory  parieto–occipital  alpha-band
oscillations. Cogn Brain Res 2001;12:145–152.

[34] Giard  MH,  Fort  A,  Mouchetant-Rostaing  Y,  Pernier  J.  Neurophysiological  mechanisms  of  auditory
selective attention in humans. Front Biosci J Virtual Libr 2000;5:D84-94.

[35] Goadsby PJ, Holland PR, Martins-Oliveira M, Hoffmann J, Schankin C, Akerman S. Pathophysiology of
Migraine: A Disorder of Sensory Processing. Physiol Rev 2017;97:553–622.

[36] Gomot M, Giard M-H, Adrien J-L, Barthelemy C, Bruneau N. Hypersensitivity to acoustic change in
children  with  autism:  Electrophysiological  evidence  of  left  frontal  cortex  dysfunctioning.  Psychophysiology
2002;39:577–584.

[37] Gregoriou GG, Paneri S, Sapountzis P. Oscillatory synchrony as a mechanism of attentional processing.
Brain Res 2015;1626:165–182.

[38] Gross  J,  Kujala  J,  Hämäläinen  M,  Timmermann  L,  Schnitzler  A,  Salmelin  R.  Dynamic  imaging  of
coherent sources: Studying neural interactions in the human brain. Proc Natl Acad Sci 2001;98:694–699.

21

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


[39] Horváth  J.  Sensory  ERP effects  in  auditory  distraction:  did  we  miss  the  main  event?  Psychol  Res
2014;78:339–348.

[40] Horváth J, Winkler I, Bendixen A. Do N1/MMN, P3a, and RON form a strongly coupled chain reflecting
the three stages of auditory distraction? Biol Psychol 2008;79:139–147.

[41] Hoyer  RS,  Elshafei  H,  Hemmerlin  J,  Bouet  R,  Bidet-Caulet  A.  Why  Are  Children  So  Distractible?
Development of Attention and Motor Control From Childhood to Adulthood. Child Dev 2021.

[42] Hoyer  RS,  Elshafei  H,  Hemmerlin  J,  Bouet  R,  Bidet-Caulet  A.  Why  are  children  so  distractible?
Development of attentional capacities and phasic arousal from childhood to adulthood. bioRxiv 2019:747527.

[43] Huang S, Chang W-T, Belliveau JW, Hämäläinen M, Ahveninen J. Lateralized parietotemporal oscillatory
phase synchronization during auditory selective attention. NeuroImage 2014;86:461–469.

[44] Humphreys  GW,  Duncan  J,  Treisman  A,  Hillyard  SA,  Vogel  EK,  Luck  SJ.  Sensory  gain  control
(amplification) as a mechanism of selective attention: electrophysiological and neuroimaging evidence. Philos
Trans R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 1998;353:1257–1270.

[45] Jensen O, Mazaheri A. Shaping functional architecture by oscillatory alpha activity: gating by inhibition.
Front Hum Neurosci 2010;4:186.

[46] Kelly SP, Lalor EC, Reilly RB, Foxe JJ. Increases in alpha oscillatory power reflect an active retinotopic
mechanism for distracter suppression during sustained visuospatial attention. J Neurophysiol 2006;95:3844–3851.

[47] Kelman L. Osmophobia and Taste Abnormality in Migraineurs: A Tertiary Care Study. Headache J Head
Face Pain 2004;44:1019–1023.

[48] van Kerkoerle T, Self MW, Dagnino B, Gariel-Mathis M-A, Poort J, van der Togt C, Roelfsema PR.
Alpha and gamma oscillations characterize feedback and feedforward processing in monkey visual cortex. Proc
Natl Acad Sci U S A 2014;111:14332–14341.

[49] Klimesch W, Sauseng P, Hanslmayr S. EEG alpha oscillations: the inhibition-timing hypothesis. Brain
Res Rev 2007;53:63–88.

[50] Kosinski M, Baylissms, Bjorner JB, Ware JE, Garber WH, Batenhorst A, Cady R, Dahlöf CGH, Dowson
A,  Tepper  S.  A six-item  short-form  survey  for  measuring  headache  impact:  The  HIT-6TM.  Qual  Life  Res
2003;12:963–974.

[51] Lantéri-Minet M, Massiou H, Nachit-Ouinekh F, Lucas C, Pradalier A, Radat F, Mercier F, Hasnaoui AE.
The GRIM2005 Study of Migraine Consultation in France I. Determinants of Consultation for Migraine Headache
in France. Cephalalgia 2007;27:1386–1397.

[52] Lévêque Y, Masson R, Fornoni L, Moulin A, Bidet-Caulet A, Caclin A, Demarquay G. Self-perceived
attention  difficulties  are  associated  with  sensory  hypersensitivity  in  migraine.  Rev  Neurol  (Paris)  2020.
doi:10.1016/j.neurol.2020.01.360.

[53] Lipton RB, Bigal ME, Ashina S, Burstein R, Silberstein S, Reed ML, Serrano D, Stewart WF. Cutaneous
allodynia in the migraine population. Ann Neurol 2008;63:148–158.

[54] Lisicki M, D’Ostilio K, Coppola G, Maertens de Noordhout A, Parisi V, Schoenen J, Magis D. Brain
Correlates of Single Trial Visual Evoked Potentials in Migraine: More Than Meets the Eye. Front Neurol 2018;9.
doi:10.3389/fneur.2018.00393.

[55] Lisicki  M,  D’Ostilio  K,  Coppola  G,  de  Noordhout  AM,  Parisi  V,  Schoenen  J,  Magis  D.  Increased
functional connectivity between the right temporo-parietal junction and the temporal poles in migraine without
aura. Cephalalgia Rep 2018;1:2515816318804823.

[56] Lobier M, Palva JM, Palva S. High-alpha band synchronization across frontal, parietal and visual cortex
mediates behavioral and neuronal effects of visuospatial attention. NeuroImage 2018;165:222–237.

[57] Main A, Dowson A, Gross M. Photophobia and Phonophobia in Migraineurs Between Attacks. Headache
J Head Face Pain 1997;37:492–495.

22

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


[58] Maris E, Oostenveld R. Nonparametric statistical testing of EEG- and MEG-data. J Neurosci Methods
2007;164:177–190.

[59] Marshall TR, Bergmann TO, Jensen O. Frontoparietal Structural Connectivity Mediates the Top-Down
Control of Neuronal Synchronization Associated with Selective Attention. PLOS Biol 2015;13:e1002272.

[60] Masson  R,  Bidet-Caulet  A.  Fronto-central  P3a  to  distracting  sounds:  An  index  of  their  arousing
properties. NeuroImage 2019;185:164–180.

[61] Masson R, Lévêque Y, Demarquay G, ElShafei H, Fornoni L, Lecaignard F, Morlet D, Bidet-Caulet A,
Caclin  A.  Auditory  attention  alterations  in  migraine:  A behavioral  and  MEG/EEG study.  Clin  Neurophysiol
2020;131:1933–1946.

[62] Mazaheri  A,  van  Schouwenburg  MR, Dimitrijevic  A,  Denys  D,  Cools  R,  Jensen  O.  Region-specific
modulations  in  oscillatory  alpha  activity  serve  to  facilitate  processing  in  the  visual  and  auditory  modalities.
NeuroImage 2014;87:356–362.

[63] Mickleborough MJS, Ekstrand C, Gould L, Lorentz EJ, Ellchuk T, Babyn P, Borowsky R. Attentional
Network  Differences  Between  Migraineurs  and  Non-migraine  Controls:  fMRI  Evidence.  Brain  Topogr
2016;29:419–428.

[64] Mickleborough MJS, Hayward J, Chapman C, Chung J, Handy TC. Reflexive attentional orienting in
migraineurs: The behavioral implications of hyperexcitable visual cortex. Cephalalgia 2011;31:1642–1651.

[65] Mickleborough MJS,  Sun  G,  Moss  D,  Kriegler  C.  Cognitive  Potentials.  In:  Coppola  G,  Chen  W-T,
editors. Neurophysiology of the Migraine Brain. Headache. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2021. pp.
43–53. doi:10.1007/978-3-030-56538-1_4.

[66] Mickleborough MJS, Truong G, Handy TC. Top–down control of visual cortex in migraine populations.
Neuropsychologia 2011;49:1006–1015.

[67] Morlet D, Demarquay G, Brudon F, Fischer C, Caclin A. Attention orienting dysfunction with preserved
automatic auditory change detection in migraine. Clin Neurophysiol 2014;125:500–511.

[68] Most SB,  Simons DJ.  Attention capture,  orienting,  and awareness.  Attraction,  distraction and action:
Multiple perspectives on attentional capture. Advances in psychology, 133. New York, NY, US: Elsevier Science,
2001. pp. 151–173.

[69] Müller N, Weisz N. Lateralized Auditory Cortical Alpha Band Activity and Interregional Connectivity
Pattern Reflect Anticipation of Target Sounds. Cereb Cortex 2012;22:1604–1613.

[70] Näätänen R, Picton T. The N1 Wave of the Human Electric and Magnetic Response to Sound: A Review
and an Analysis of the Component Structure. Psychophysiology 1987;24:375–425.

[71] Nolte  G.  The  magnetic  lead  field  theorem  in  the  quasi-static  approximation  and  its  use  for
magnetoencephalography forward calculation in realistic volume conductors. Phys Med Biol 2003;48:3637–3652.

[72] Oostenveld R, Fries P, Maris E, Schoffelen J-M. FieldTrip: Open Source Software for Advanced Analysis
of MEG, EEG, and Invasive Electrophysiological Data. Intell Neurosci 2011;2011:1:1-1:9.

[73] Orekhova EV, Stroganova TA. Arousal and attention re-orienting in autism spectrum disorders: evidence
from auditory event-related potentials. Front Hum Neurosci 2014;8. doi:10.3389/fnhum.2014.00034.

[74] Panagiotidi M, Overton PG, Stafford T. The relationship between ADHD traits and sensory sensitivity in
the general population. Compr Psychiatry 2018;80:179–185.

[75] Popov T, Kastner S, Jensen O. FEF-Controlled Alpha Delay Activity Precedes Stimulus-Induced Gamma-
Band Activity in Visual Cortex. J Neurosci 2017;37:4117–4127.

[76] Rihs TA, Michel CM, Thut G. Mechanisms of selective inhibition in visual spatial attention are indexed
by α-band EEG synchronization. Eur J Neurosci 2007;25:603–610.

23

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


[77] Rohenkohl  G,  Nobre  AC.  Alpha  Oscillations  Related  to  Anticipatory  Attention  Follow  Temporal
Expectations. J Neurosci 2011;31:14076–14084.

[78] Sacks O. Migraine. University of California Press, Berkeley, 1992 p.

[79] Salmi J, Rinne T, Koistinen S, Salonen O, Alho K. Brain networks of bottom-up triggered and top-down
controlled shifting of auditory attention. Brain Res 2009;1286:155–164.

[80] Schroeder  CE,  Lakatos  P.  Low-frequency  neuronal  oscillations  as  instruments  of  sensory  selection.
Trends Neurosci 2009;32:9–18.

[81] Schröger E, Wolff C. Behavioral and electrophysiological effects of task-irrelevant sound change: a new
distraction paradigm. Cogn Brain Res 1998;7:71–87.

[82] Snyder AC, Foxe JJ.  Anticipatory Attentional  Suppression of  Visual Features Indexed by Oscillatory
Alpha-Band Power Increases:A High-Density Electrical Mapping Study. J Neurosci 2010;30:4024–4032.

[83] Solís-Vivanco  R,  Jensen  O,  Bonnefond  M.  New  insights  on  the  ventral  attention  network:  Active
suppression and involuntary recruitment during a bimodal task. Hum Brain Mapp 2020. doi:10.1002/hbm.25322.

[84] Stewart WF, Lipton RB, Whyte J, Dowson A, Kolodner K, Liberman JN, Sawyer J. An international
study to assess reliability of the Migraine Disability Assessment (MIDAS) score. Neurology 1999;53:988–994.

[85] Tallon-Baudry C, Bertrand O. Oscillatory gamma activity in humans and its role in object representation.
Trends Cogn Sci 1999;3:151–162.

[86] de Tommaso M, Ambrosini A, Brighina F, Coppola G, Perrotta A, Pierelli F, Sandrini G, Valeriani M,
Marinazzo D, Stramaglia S, Schoenen J. Altered processing of sensory stimuli in patients with migraine. Nat Rev
Neurol 2014;10:144–155.

[87] de Tommaso M, Marinazzo D, Guido M, Libro G, Stramaglia S, Nitti L, Lattanzi G, Angelini L, Pellicoro
M.  Visually  evoked  phase  synchronization  changes  of  alpha  rhythm  in  migraine:  correlations  with  clinical
features. Int J Psychophysiol Off J Int Organ Psychophysiol 2005;57:203–210.

[88] de Tommaso M, Trotta G, Vecchio E, Ricci K, Siugzdaite R, Stramaglia S. Brain networking analysis in
migraine with and without aura. J Headache Pain 2017;18:98.

[89] Vallesi A. On the utility of the trail making test in migraine with and without aura: a meta-analysis. J
Headache Pain 2020;21:63.

[90] Vanagaite J, Pareja JA, Støren O, White LR, Sand T, Stovner LJ. Light-induced discomfort and pain in
migraine. Cephalalgia Int J Headache 1997;17:733–741.

[91] Vingen JV, Pareja  JA, Støren O, White  LR, Stovner LJ.  Phonophobia in  migraine.  Cephalalgia Int  J
Headache 1998;18:243–249.

[92] Vuralli  D,  Ayata  C,  Bolay  H.  Cognitive  dysfunction  and  migraine.  J  Headache  Pain  2018;19.
doi:10.1186/s10194-018-0933-4.

[93] Wacogne C, Lacoste J, Guillibert E, Hugues F, Le Jeunne C. Stress, Anxiety, Depression and Migraine.
Cephalalgia 2003;23:451–455.

[94] Wagner D, Manahilov V, Loffler G, Gordon GE, Dutton GN. Visual Noise Selectively Degrades Vision in
Migraine. Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci 2010;51:2294–2299.

[95] Weisz N, Hartmann T, Müller N, Lorenz I, Obleser J. Alpha rhythms in audition: cognitive and clinical
perspectives. Front Psychol 2011;2:73.

[96] Weisz N, Obleser J. Synchronisation signatures in the listening brain: A perspective from non-invasive
neuroelectrophysiology. Hear Res 2014;307:16–28.

[97] Zanchin  G,  Dainese  F,  Mainardi  F,  Mampreso  E,  Perin  C,  Maggioni  F.  Osmophobia  in  primary
headaches. J Headache Pain 2005;6:213–215.

24

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


[98] Zigmond AS, Snaith RP. The hospital anxiety and depression scale. Acta Psychiatr Scand 1983;67:361–
370.

25

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


26

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 2, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.04.29.21256266
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

	1 Introduction
	2 Material and methods
	2.1 Participants
	2.2 Task and procedure (Figure 1)
	2.3 MEG recording and preprocessing
	2.4 Time-frequency analyses

	a Sensor-level activity
	b Source-level activity
	3 Results
	3.1 Cue-elicited alpha-band activities

	a Anticipation of the target sound: alpha-band activities (Figure 2)
	b Group differences in alpha-band activities (Figure 3)
	3.2 Distractor-elicited gamma-band activity (Figure 4)

	4 Discussion
	4.1 Top-down anticipatory processes in migraine
	4.2 Bottom-up attentional processes in migraine
	4.3 Conclusions & Clinical Perspectives

	5 Supplementary Material
	5.1 Analysis of behavioral data
	5.2 Behavioral results (Supplementary Figure 1)

	Tables & Figures
	References

