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Abstract 

 

A successful efference copy self-prediction suppresses auditory signals in the primary 

auditory cortex (A1) is necessary for speakers to successfully compare auditory 

feedback during speech production with auditory feedback during passive listening, this 

is called speaker-induced suppression (SIS). The top-rank positive symptom in 

schizophrenic (SZ) patients, auditory verbal hallucination, for instance, is hypothesized 

to relate to failure to distinguish the internal voice and external sounds, and this deficit is 

thought to be associated with impaired self-prediction in comparing external and self-

generated contents. In this magnetoencephalographic imaging (MEGI) study, we 

compared SIS M100 in the primary auditory cortex (A1) between the healthy controls 

(HC; N = 30) and SZ patients (N = 22). The SZ patients displayed reduced SIS and 

M100 in the A1, and this impairment is negatively correlated with auditory hallucinations. 

These outcomes suggest that the SZ patients' hallucinatory symptoms are caused by 

misattribution between the external and self-generated stimuli. We proposed that the 

weakened self-agency and neural oscillations may lead to this misattribution. 
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Introduction 

 

In ordinary cases, during speech monitoring, it is thought that efference copy self-

prediction mechanisms suppress the auditory cortical response to self-generated 

sounds, compared to listening to external speech (Chang et al., 2013; Ford & Mathalon, 

2012; Kort et al., 2014; Sitek et al., 2013). Self-generated (and therefore highly 

predictable) sounds give rise to suppressed responses, thus allowing speakers to pay 

better attention to sounds in the external environment (Chang et al., 2013; Ford & 

Mathalon, 2012) indicative of a primordial biological basis for self-agency that is 

essential for normal interactions with outside reality. This process of suppression in the 

A1 is called speaker-induced suppression (SIS), which indicates the difference in 

activation of the A1 when the speaker listens to their own auditory feedback during 

active vocalization or passive listening. Previous studies using functional imaging such 

as ECoG and MEG revealed that the greatest SIS difference was found in the A1, and 

this difference fades away when furthering from the A1(Chang et al., 2013; Kort et al., 

2014). Another study examined this concept in patients with Alzheimer’s disease (AD), 

and AD patients displayed attenuated SIS and M100 (the peak of difference between 

speaking and listening around 100 ms after the onset of voice feedback)(Kim et al., 

2023). This indicates that a reduced SIS reveals neural abnormalities. However, the 

MEG SIS of the M100 at the A1 in patients with SZ remains unknown. 

 

A dysfunctional predictive mechanism would lead to incorrect predictions, causing the 

misattribution of self-generated actions as externally generated. Hallucinations, 
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especially auditory verbal hallucinations (AVH), are one of the top-ranked positive 

symptoms in patients with schizophrenia (SZ). Patients with SZ can demonstrate just 

such difficulties when self-generated actions are experienced as being of alien origin—

the misperception of self-generated speech as an auditory hallucination. Both 

psychophysical and neuroimaging studies have suggested that self-monitoring may be 

dysfunctional in patients with schizophrenia(Ford et al., 2001; Frith et al., 2000). A large 

body of literature has revealed that the primary auditory cortex (A1) is activated when 

SZ patients experience AVH(Dierks et al., 1999; Jardri et al., 2011; van de Ven et al., 

2005). In the meanwhile, other MEG studies found that the SZ patients displayed 

abnormal prefrontal activities (Jia et al., 2023; Jia et al., 2024) and they are associated 

with hallucinations in SZ patients(Haas et al., 2021). Using the methodology of N1 of 

EEG SIS, a previous study found that the SZ patients displayed a reduced SIS, the 

deficit was observed more in those with more severe AVH(Ford et al., 2007). This 

suggests that the lack of suppression is an indicator of blurred boundaries between the 

external and self-generated speech, which the internal stimuli were experienced as 

external, is the impaired process of efference copy producing the corollary discharge 

from an expected sensory outcome. However, this suppression was only observed at 

the FCz (midline of the brain) location with EEG, and this was tested at the pre-talk 

stage. Therefore, a better functional neuroimaging study (i.e., MEG) focusing on the A1 

SIS, and a correlation between this neural biomarker and AVH in SZ patients are 

needed to be investigated.  
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Here we directly test the hypothesis that patients with schizophrenia have a defect in 

their ability to predict the sensory consequences of their actions. We used MEG to 

investigate the cortical neural responses at speech onset (to examine SIS of M100) 

during the phonation of a single vowel in HC and patients with SZ. We correlated SIS 

with their AVH scores using two clinical assessments (SAPS and AVHRS). We 

hypothesized that the SZ patients would: (1) display reduced SIS and M100 compared 

to HC, and (2) negatively correlate this impairment with AVH scores. This would suggest 

that the SZ patients are impaired in efference copy self-prediction processes, and this 

failure might lead to other functional impairments in psychotic disorders. 

 
Methods 

Participants 

The present study encompasses the baseline MEG portion of an NIMH-funded R01 

(R01MH122897) study in schizophrenia. Without revealing the subjects' identities, 30 

healthy controls (HC; comprising 20 males and 10 females, mean age = 43 years, mean 

education =17 years) and 23 schizophrenic patients (SZ; comprising 17 males, 5 

females, and 1 non-binary, mean age = 36 years, mean education = 15 years) 

participated in the MEG study at the University of California San Francisco (UCSF). The 

study was approved by the Internal Review Board (IRB) at UCSF. All procedures were 

performed in accordance with NIMH and IRB guidelines at UCSF. Recruitment took 

place through our clinicaltrials.gov site (NCT04807530) or from our prior research 

studies if they had provided consent to be contacted for future studies. Participants 

were evaluated by a clinical psychologist and underwent clinical assessments to meet 

the inclusion criteria. Inclusion criteria for healthy participants were the absence of 
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neurologic psychiatric disorders (Axis I or Axis II (SCID-Nonpatient edition)) and major 

illnesses, no current or history of substance dependence or abuse, meets MRI criteria, 

good general physical health, age between 18 and 64 years, right-handed, and English 

as the first language. All participants provided written informed consent for this study 

and then completed structural magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) and the MEG 

speech-monitoring task at baseline.  It is worth noting that one SZ participant was 

excluded for not being able to finish the clinical assessments attentively and patiently. 

Statistical analyses comparing the demographic characteristics between the HC and SZ 

groups were carried out using SPSS (IBM). See Table 1 for participants’ demographics. 

 

Clinical and Neuropsychological Assessments 

Each SZ patient underwent a structured interview to determine the scores of the 

following assessments: 

Scales for the Assessment of Positive Symptoms (SAPS). SAPS is an assessment 

composed of a list of positive symptom sections including hallucinations, delusions, 

bizarre behaviors, and thought disorders(Andreasen, 1984). The assessment has a total 

of 34 self-report questions, each rates the symptom severity from 0 (none) to 5 (severe). 

This study only focused on the hallucination section, which encompasses domains of 

auditory, olfactory, and visual hallucinations. A total of 7 questions in this section 

(including global hallucination rating) were evaluated and analyzed. 

Auditory Vocal Hallucination Rating Scale (AVHRS). The AVHRS is a standardized 

interview with 16 questions designed to assess a patient's experiences over a set 

timeframe(Bartels-Velthuis et al., 2012). Besides the first question openly asking about 
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the number of voices in the past 30 days, responses were rated on a 5-point scale, 

ranging from 0 (none) to 4 (severe), aiding in determining the severity of symptoms. All 

questions were evaluated and analyzed.  

 

Speech Monitoring Task 

Participants completed a speech monitoring task in the MEG scanner at baseline and 

immediately after the rTMS session. They wore a microphone (AKG Pro Audio C520 

Professional Head-Worn Condenser Microphone, AKG Acoustics, Vienna, Austria) and 

a pair of headphones. The microphone was connected to an amplifier, which, in turn, 

was connected to a Dell computer sound card (M-Audio Delta 44 4x4 analog I/O, M-

Audio, Cumberland, RI). The amplified audio signal was transmitted back to participants 

through headphones. Before the experiment, participants confirmed that they could 

clearly hear the audio signal. 

 

There were two sessions, Speak and Listen, included in the speech monitoring task. 

This experiment was programmed in MATLAB, each session consisted of 9 runs 

constituting 15 trials per run, totaling 135 trials. Each trial began with a visual cue green 

dot that appeared on the MEG-compatible screen. For the Speak session, 

participants were instructed to vocalize the vowel /a/ when they saw the green dot. They 

continued the phonation for 2.5 seconds until the dot disappeared while listening to real-

time auditory feedback from the headphones.  In the Listen session, participants 

passively listened to their own recorded phonation playback from the Speak session. 

The visual cue green dot was still displayed in the Listen session, and the participants 
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were directed to listen to their playbacks while looking at the green dot on the screen. 

The inter-trial interval was 2.5s during which time participants viewed a blank screen. 

Participants were given a 5-second break after every run (15 trials).  

 

MRI Acquisition 

Structural T1-weighted MRI images were obtained for each participant using a 3-Tesla 

Siemens MRI scanner at the UCSF Neuroscience Imaging Center for MEG source 

space reconstruction. For each subject, high-resolution MRI was acquired using an 

MPRAGE sequence (160 1-mm slices, field of view = 256 mm, repetition time = 2300 

ms, echo time = 2.98 ms). For each subject, the outline of the brain on the structural 

scans was extracted, and the segmented brain was treated as a volume conductor 

model for the source reconstruction described below.  

 

MEG Data Acquisition 

All participants underwent speech monitoring tasks in the MEG scanner at UCSF. 

Magnetic fields were recorded using a whole-head 275 axial gradiometer MEG system 

(MEG International Services Ltd., Coquitlam, BC, Canada) in a shielded room. The 

sampling rate was 1200 Hz with a 0.001-300 Hz bandpass filter. Three fiducial coils 

(nasion, left, and right preauricular points) were placed to localize the head position 

relative to the sensors. Three fiducial coils (nasion and left and right preauricular) were 

placed to localize the position of the head relative to the sensor array for co-registration 

of the MEG data with each individual’s structural anatomical MRI. Head localization was 

performed at the beginning and end of each task block to register head position and to 
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measure head movement during the task. Third gradient noise correction filters were 

applied to the data and corrected for a direct current offset based on the whole trial. 

Noisy sensors and trials with artifacts (i.e., due to head movement, eye blinks, and 

saccades or sensor noise) were defined as magnetic flux exceeding 2.5 pT. epochs 

were rejected from further analysis if they contained artifacts. 

 

MEG Analyses 

Condition-specific blocks were amalgamated to create separate MEG datasets for 

Speak and Listen sessions for each participant. To counteract disruptions from distant 

magnetic fields, 29 reference sensors were utilized, employing a synthetic third-order 

gradiometer calculation(Vrba & Robinson, 2001; Weinberg et al., 1984). Furthermore, a 

dual signal subspace projection (DSSP) algorithm was implemented for the participants 

who had unremovable and metal dental works to alleviate artifacts induced by them in 

biomagnetic measurements(Cai et al., 2019; Sekihara et al., 2016). The MEG data 

underwent a 2 Hz high-pass filter to eliminate gradual fluctuations and precise 

annotation was applied at the onset of vocalization feedback. Trials were segmented 

from -300ms to +300ms around the onset of phonation feedback and underwent 

correction for direct-current (DC) offset and filtering within the frequency range of 2 to 

150 Hz. Trial rejection ensued if MEG sensor channels exceeded a 1.5 pT threshold or 

if speech was detected during Listen trials, with meticulous manual verification of 

flagged artifacts. Subsequently, trials were averaged to produce a singular time series 

per condition, further organized into distinct sensor arrays for the left and right 
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hemispheres to capture auditory responses from each hemisphere. Co-registration of 

the MEG data with each individual’s structural anatomical MRI was performed based on 

the nasion, left, and right preauricular fiducial coil positions utilizing the Neurodynamic 

Utility Toolbox for MEG (NUTMEG; available at http://nutmeg.berkeley.edu).  

 

Bayesian covariance beamforming was implied to the averaged trial for left and right 

sensor array location from each subject, focused on the left (MNI x, y, z = [-54.3, -26.5, 

11.6]) and right (MNI x, y, z = [54.4, -26.7, 11.7]) primary auditory cortices (A1)(Kort et 

al., 2014). The consequent source timeseries was converted into absolute Bayesian 

Covariance Beamformer (BCB) activity from the Champagne algorithm (Bhutada et al., 

2022; Cai et al., 2021) for each of the 481 time points (from -100th ms to +300th ms, a 

total range of 400ms), which produced a timeseries of positive-going evoked activity 

within the voxel most adjacent to each hemisphere’s A1 MNI coordinate. Following this 

step, the extracted latencies for each session (Speak or Listen) and hemisphere were 

visually confirmed and evaluated. Normalized latency in both Speak and Listen 

sessions was computed using the mean and standard deviation for the z-scores of each 

participant. The normalized latencies were extracted for further statistical analyses. To 

calculate M100 evoked latency, we used the maximal Listen latency during the window 

of 50 ms before and after 100th ms to subtract the corresponding Speak latency at the 

same time point for each individual from each hemisphere, then computed the mean of 

M100 for each group and hemisphere. 
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Group Analyses 

The Wilcoxon rank-sum test was performed to compare the latencies (in z-scores) 

between the HC and SZ groups at each of the 481 time points in each session (Listen 

or Speak) within the same hemisphere. The speaker-induced suppression (SIS) was 

calculated as the contrast between Listen and Speak sessions by simply subtracting 

Speak from Listen (SIS = Listen – Speak) in the identical hemisphere. The same rank-

sum test was utilized to compare the SIS difference between HC and SZ groups. The 

significant threshold was set to p < 0.05 for both comparisons.  

One-way ANOVA was carried out to compare the between-group intra-hemispheric 

differences and a two-tailed paired-sample t-test was performed to compare within-

group cross-hemispheric differences of M100. M100 in each hemisphere was a within-

group factor, and the group membership was a between-group factor. A p-value less 

than 0.05 indicates a statistically significant difference. We hypothesized the SZ group 

would display a lower A1 response with SIS and M100 compared to the HC group. 

To study the relationship between SIS and SZ patients’ hallucinations, a Pearson 

correlation was performed. In line with our hypotheses, we anticipated a negative 

association between SIS and hallucinations. Specifically, we expected a negative 

correlation between SAPS hallucination and SIS latency z-scores at each time point, 

along with AVHRS scores and SIS z-scores. The significant level was set to p < 0.05 

with a 95% confidence interval. Therefore, a significant and the most negative 

correlation coefficient of ±50 ms around the 100th ms after the onset of speech feedback 

(0th ms) was extracted. The reference selection of 100ms was accorded to the previous 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 October 13, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.30.24314623doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.30.24314623
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


studies, where the A1 was most activated in response to the onset of speech feedback 

around 100ms(Kim et al., 2023; Kort et al., 2014).  

 

Result 

During the Listen session, the left A1 activation of the SZ group was significantly lower 

than HC when they were passively listening to their phonation recorded from the Speak 

session around the 100th ms after the playback started. This significant range is from 90 

to 110 ms. SZ patients also showed reduced left A1 activation during the Speak session, 

in which participants listened to their online playback during their phonation. The 

significant time ranges from 112 to 149 ms. 

Consistent with our hypothesis, with the rank-sum test, the average evoked SIS (Listen 

– Speak) amplitude was significantly lower in the SZ group around 100 ms after the 

phonation feedback (p <.05). However, this difference was only observed in the left 

hemisphere (Figure 3A) and absent in the right hemisphere (Figure 3B). The significant 

time ranges from 88 to 106 ms. We compared the peaks of M100 (Max Listen around 

100ms – correspondent Speak) between groups, which indicate the peak of SIS of each 

participant around 100 ms of phonation. In the left hemisphere, one-way ANOVA 

showed a significant M100 peak difference (F (1, 50) = 5.092, p = .028) between HC 

(Mean = 4.76, SD = 3.03) and SZ (Mean = 3.08, SD = 2.04), this difference was absent 

in the right hemisphere (F (1, 50) = 0.638, p = .43)), which HC showed an average of 

3.49 (SD = 2.30) and SZ showed 3.46 (SD = 1.79) M100 peak latency. The HC group 
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displayed lateral effect with significantly different M100 peaks (t (29) = 2.79, p = .009) 

between the left (Mean = 4.76, SD = 3.03) and right (Mean = 3.49, SD = 2.30) 

hemispheres (Figure 3C). The lateral effect was not observed in the SZ group (p > .05).  

We also compared the time to reach the M100 peak between groups and hemispheres. 

In the left hemisphere, it took an average of 106.43 ms (SD = 13.2) for HC and 102.5 

ms (SD = 9.51) for SZ to reach the M100 peak; in the right hemisphere, HC spent 100 

ms (SD = 13.41) and SZ spent 101.9 ms (SD = 9.74) on reaching to the M100 peak. 

There is no between-group difference or laterality effects in time to reach the M100 

peak (all p > .05), see Figure 3D.  

Another aim of this study is to investigate the association between SIS and clinical 

hallucination scores in the SZ group. A significant cutoff of p < .05, and a most negative 

correlation between SIS evoke response around the 100th ms and neuropsychological 

assessment scores in SZ was extracted. For the correlation between SIS evoke 

response and the number of SAPS (Figure 4A), the correlation coefficient was 

significant from 75.5 to 89.6 ms, and the most negative one was at 86.3th ms (r = -.51, p 

< .01). For the correlation between SIS and AVHRS voice hallucination number (Figure 

4B), the correlation coefficient was significant from 76.3 to 87.9 ms, and the most 

negative one was at 86.3th ms (r = -.53, p = 0.012).  

 

Discussion 
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While speaking, an automatic and unconscious process occurs in which speakers tend 

to monitor and compare their sensory feedback with feedback predictions from a copy 

of motor signals, which is called efference copy (Chang et al., 2013; Ford & Mathalon, 

2012; Houde et al., 2002; Kort et al., 2014). A hypothesis is that the goal of such 

suppression of predicted self-generated stimuli is to increase the sensitivity of the 

sensory system to external stimuli (Crapse & Sommer, 2008; Ozker et al., 2024; Poulet 

& Hedwig, 2006; Poulet et al., 2002; Schneider et al., 2018). This process is underlying 

self-agency, which is the sense of being an owner of one’s thoughts and actions. Self-

agency facilitates successfully interacting with the external environment by correctly 

distinguishing external and self-generated contexts. Aligned with our hypotheses, we 

observed more SIS M100 with MEG imaging in HC than in SZ groups in the left 

hemisphere. Following the rationale that self-agency modulates the ability to 

differentiate the stimuli generated by the self and the external environment, the SZ 

participants exhibited an impaired self-agency, which led to a deficit in distinguishing the 

self and the external inputs. This finding converges with previous studies that found 

reduced SIS in SZ patients using EEG, particularly with an approach of event-related 

potential N1/N100 (Ford & Mathalon, 2004; Griffiths et al., 2023; Perez et al., 2012; 

Sitek et al., 2013) at the Cz position of EEG. This narrowed difference in A1 activations 

between Speak and Listen conditions in the SZ group suggests the misperception of 

internal and external stimuli, and this can contribute to difficulty differentiating the 

sources of sensory perceptions. 

 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 October 13, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.30.24314623doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.30.24314623
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


In the present study, the findings of reduced SIS in SZ were driven by its two 

components, which are reduced left A1 activations in Speak (Figure 2C) and Listen 

(Figure 2A) conditions around 100 ms after the playback onset. In the part of Listen, our 

results converge with previous studies in which SZ patients showed deprivation of A1 

activity while passively listening to the external sound, either from speakers’ self-

produced vowel (Ford & Mathalon, 2004) or pure tone (Doucet et al., 2019), compared 

to the HC participants. This subnormal phenomenon suggests that the SZ patients 

misattributed the external-generated stimuli. In this study, we also found that the SZ 

group displayed reduced left A1 activation in the Speak session compared to the HC 

group. This outcome is contradicted by the studies that examined EEG SIS and found 

increased A1 responses (Ford & Mathalon, 2004) , or this phenomenon was not obvious 

(Griffiths et al., 2023) in the SZ patients during the speaking task. However, EEG has a 

long tradition of inaccuracy in localizing specific brain regions, and this contradiction 

might be caused by the failure of spatial registration. Using methods with high 

temporospatial resolution, such as electrocorticography (ECoG) or MEG, previous 

studies were able to examine the neural responses across multiple nodes next to the A1 

during the same speech tasks (Chang et al., 2013; Kort et al., 2014). They found that 

some temporal regions had relatively smaller activation during the speech, for instance,  

the superior/middle temporal gyrus (STG/MTG) in an MEG study (Kort et al., 2014) and 

the e22 in an ECoG study (Chang et al., 2013). This suggests that components of SIS 

are sensitive to spatial resolution, and the selection of interested region(s) and EEG 

studies may not be able to reveal a holistic dynamic of SIS. Our MEG study utilized a 
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specific MNI coordinate to locate the A1 in each hemisphere, and this is reasonable we 

revealed this reduction in the left A1 in SZ patients during the Speak session. 

 

The current study is the first to show the impaired asymmetric laterality effect of A1 SIS 

in SZ patients. The left A1 of SZ patients was universally suppressed during Speak and 

Listen sessions, which directly led to impaired M100 SIS in the left hemisphere. This 

phenomenon is absent in the right hemisphere, although the right A1 displayed some 

levels of nonsignificant suppression (Figure 2B) compared to the HC group. A large 

body of prior studies has shown predominant left A1 activation in hearing tasks from 

vocalization (Binder et al., 2000; Curio et al., 2000; Houde et al., 2002; Kort et al., 2014; 

Zatorre et al., 2002; Zatorre et al., 1992). It is thought that the audition of vocalization 

has a solid relation to speech production, and interactions between these cortices are 

essential to successfully produce accurate speech (Parker et al., 2005). In most people, 

including the left-handed ones, who have their Broca's area in the left hemisphere 

(Knecht et al., 2000), the dominance of left A1 is reasonable. Therefore, the left A1 is 

supposed to exhibit predominant activation in response to vocalization.  

  

However, the A1 in SZ is not always deactivated, especially in cases of absent external 

stimuli. Many functional studies have reported that patients with SZ exhibited A1 and 

Broca’s area activations during auditory verbal hallucinations (Dierks et al., 1999; Jardri 

et al., 2011; van de Ven et al., 2005). This might be caused by reduced A1 grey matter 

volume and increased connectivity between A1 and Broca’s area (Okuneye et al., 2020). 

This suggests that during auditory verbal hallucinations, the self-prediction system in SZ 
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patients misattributes the internal sound to external stimuli, which makes it difficult for 

the patients to distinguish external and self-generated stimuli. This inference converges 

with our out that SIS is negatively correlated with hallucination severity (Figure 4). 

Reduced SIS indicates that SZ patients do not distinguish the source of auditory stimuli 

and are more likely to misattribute and misperceive one to the other. This impairment is 

related to auditory hallucinations, in which SZ patients perceive the internal voice as an 

external sound and have difficulty successfully separating them. 

 

This self-prediction mechanism is underlying self-agency, which is the awareness of 

being the agent of one's thoughts and actions. Many brain regions, such as the medial 

prefrontal cortex (mPFC), the paracentral lobule/supplementary motor area, the basal 

ganglia, and the cerebellum, are involved in experiencing self-agency (Constantinidis & 

Steinmetz, 2005; Cunnington et al., 2002; Khalighinejad et al., 2018; Welniarz et al., 

2021). However, our previous study in healthy participants showed that self-agency can 

be enhanced by stimulating the mPFC (Tan et al., 2024). Moreover, the mPFC is 

involved in an inhibitory process (Knight et al., 1999), reduction of functional 

connectivity (Alonso-Solís et al., 2015; Haas et al., 2021; Jia et al., 2023) and grey 

matter volume (Song et al., 2015) in the mPFC are thought to be related to the failure 

suppression of auditory hallucination in A1. Therefore, future studies should focus on 

examining the causal relation between enhanced mPFC activity, self-agency, and its 

modulation of hallucinations in patients with SZ. 
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Limitations 

There are three limitations to this study. First, although we set the maximal threshold of 

CPZ usage, patients’ usage of antipsychotics varies, and we do not know how this will 

contribute to the overall brain activity and if the reduction of SIS is related to drug use. 

Second, SIS is only correlated with SZ patients’ AVHRS number of hallucinations and 

overall SAPS hallucinations, but not other domains in AVHRS. This might be caused by 

the characteristics of patients since we only recruited patients with high functions to 

ensure the patients could complete the whole experiment. Lower positive symptoms 

might be due to this in the recruitment processes. The third limitation is that this study 

does not have enough HC and SZ participants, and therefore we are continuously 

recruiting more participants for the study 
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Table 1. Subject characteristics (Mean, SD) 
 

    
 

HC 

(N = 30) 

SZ 

(N = 22) 
P-value 

Age (years) 43 (17) 36 (11) .107 

Gender 20M, 10F 17M, 4F, 1NB .35 

Education (years) 17 (2.2) 15 (2.1) .93 

PANSS Positive N/A 30 (9.2) N/A 

PANSS Negative N/A 14 (4.0) N/A 

AVHRS Total N/A 20.5 (15.0) N/A 

CPZ Equivalent N/A 165 (250) N/A 

Illness Duration (years) N/A 10 (9.6) N/A 
Note. NB = non-binary. PANSS = positive and negative syndrome scale. AVHRS = 
auditory vocal hallucination rating scale. CPZ = Chlorpromazine.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 . CC-BY-NC 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 October 13, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.30.24314623doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.30.24314623
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


 
Figure 1. A. During the MEG speaking portion of the task, participants were instructed 
to vocalize the vowel /a/ when they saw the green dot while listening to real-time 
auditory feedback from the headphones via the digital signal processing (DSP) program. 
During the MEG listen session, participants passively listened to their own recorded 
phonation playback from the speak session. B. Anatomical coordinates based on each 
participant’s structural MRI in each hemisphere, as shown by the yellow voxel (8mm3) 
used to select the M100 auditory evoked potential from the primary auditory cortex (A1) 
for MEG SIS analyses (LH MNI: x, y, z  -54, -27, 12; RH MNI: x, y, z = 54, -27,12).  
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Figure 2. M100 responses indicating neural responses from the primary auditory cortex 
(A1), reveal that HC participants show significantly enhanced only left hemisphere 
auditory responses during the listen condition (A) and speak condition (C), compared to 
SZ.  
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Figure 3. A-B.SIS peak amplitude (z-scores) in the left and right hemispheres was 
calculated by subtracting the M100 auditory evoked response during the speak 
condition from the listen peak amplitude (i.e., SIS Amplitude = Listen – Speak). The 
black dashed box indicates the time window (90-105ms) that showed a significant SIS 
difference only in the left hemisphere between HC and SZ groups (p < .05). 0 ms 
indicates the voice feedback onset in speak and listen sessions. C. Bar charts illustrate 
a laterality effect in which HC reveals a significantly larger M100 peak SIS amplitude 
(i.e., Listen-Speak z-scores) in the left hemisphere compared to the right hemisphere 
(**p<.01). This laterality effect is absent in SZ. HC also shows a significantly greater 
M100 SIS response in the left hemisphere, compared to SZ (*p< .05). D. The violin 
chart shows that there is no between-group difference or laterality effects in time to 
reach the M100 peak (median=red line; mean=black line).  
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Figure 4. The scatter plots illustrate a significant negative correlation between SIS
magnitude and hallucination severity, assessed with two independent scales, shown by
the (A) SAPS hallucination scale, and (B) the AVHRS hallucination score. The shaded
area indicates 95% confidence intervals.  
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