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The critical role of phase difference 
in gamma oscillation within the 
temporoparietal network for 
binding visual working memory
Philip Tseng1,2, Yu-Ting Chang2,3, Chi-Fu Chang3, Wei-Kuang Liang3 & Chi-Hung Juan3

How does the brain enable us to remember two or more object representations in visual working 
memory (VWM) without confusing them? This “gluing” process, or feature binding, refers to the ability 
to join certain features together while keeping them segregated from others. Recent neuroimaging 
research has reported higher BOLD response in the left temporal and parietal cortex during a binding-
VWM task. However, less is known about how the two regions work in synchrony to support such 
process. In this study, we applied transcranial alternating current stimulation (tACS) over the left 
temporal and parietal cortex in gamma and theta frequency, with a phase difference of either 0° (in-
phase) or 180° (anti-phase) to account for the different ways through which neural synchronization may 
occur. We found no facilitatory or inhibitory effect from sham, theta, and in-phase gamma stimulation. 
Importantly, there was an enhancement effect from anti-phase gamma tACS that was binding-specific, 
and such effect was only apparent in low-performing individuals who had room for improvement. 
Together, these results demonstrate that binding-VWM is supported by a temporally-precise oscillatory 
mechanism within the gamma frequency range, and that the advantageous 180°-apart phase 
relationship also implies a possible temporal driver-to-receiver time-lag between the temporal and 
parietal cortex.

How does the brain enable us to remember two or more object representations in visual working memory 
(VWM) without confusing them? This “gluing” process, or binding, refers to the ability to join certain features 
together while keeping them segregated from others in order to form correct object representations of the exter-
nal world1,2. Neuroimaging investigations using feature-location binding paradigms (e.g., the classic color change 
detection paradigm) have mostly converged on the right parietal cortex, whose activities have been shown to be 
highly correlated or causal to one’s VWM capacity via the use of fMRI3, ERP4, EEG5, TMS6, and tDCS7,8. Notably, 
Shafritz, Gore and Marois9 observed higher BOLD response from the right parietal cortex when participants had 
to remember color-shape conjunctions simultaneously at different spatial locations, and not when the conjunc-
tions were presented sequentially at the same location. This finding suggests that binding is mediated by the right 
parietal cortex when spatial location is one of the bound features, consistent with previous proposals of hemi-
spheric asymmetry of spatial attention10.

Recently, to uncover the neural correlates of a purely featural-binding process that is not confounded by spa-
tial locations, Parra, Sala, Logie, and Morcom11 had participants perform a color-shape binding VWM task where 
spatial locations of the stimuli were always different and randomized between displays, and thus irrelevant to the 
task. Interestingly, the right parietal cortex no longer shows any significant BOLD response. Instead, Parra et al.  
found higher BOLD responses from the left parietal cortex and left temporal cortex (fusiform gyrus) that were 
specifically responding to color-shape bindings over color-only or shape-only single features during the memory 
retention period. The authors speculated that the ventral temporal regions perhaps were responsible for process-
ing multiple features, whereas the parietal cortex reflected the attention that was necessary to bind the features 
into objects. Regardless, these results suggest that VWM of feature bindings seems to rely on a left temporoparietal 
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pathway that has not been previously implicated in the VWM literature. This opens up many important questions. 
For example, are the activities of the left temporal and parietal cortices merely correlational byproducts of other 
mediating regions, or are they causal to the binding processes? And if so, how do these regions coordinate their 
activities to mediate feature-binding?

One possible mechanism through which the left temporal and parietal cortex mediate the binding process is 
neural oscillation and synchronization, which have been shown to be important in cognitive functions like VWM 
that require fast and rapid neural assembly formations (and deformations) that cannot be done via long-term 
structural changes in the brain12. This transient nature of neural oscillation is especially of importance in binding, 
because different features such as color and shape are processed in different subregions of the brain, and thus need 
to be communicated in real-time and linked together to form one coherent object representation13. In particular, 
oscillations in the gamma frequency range (~40 Hz) may hold a special place in binding VWM due to its unique 
role in other perceptual binding phenomena such as the perception of coherent moving patterns14,15, coherent 
objects16,17, and color-location bindings18. For instance, Honkanen and colleagues18 observed stronger gamma 
oscillations when participants held color-location conjunctions in VWM, as opposed to separate, unbound fea-
tures. As such, it is possible that the left temporal and parietal cortex from Parra et al.’s study11 coordinated their 
oscillatory activities in the gamma range to support nonspatial feature-binding in VWM. If so, this synchroniza-
tion will also be dependent on the optimal phase difference between the two brain regions (0°~180°), where an 
in-phase (0°) or anti-phase (180°) synchronization-lag likely implies either an indirect or direct neural transmis-
sion, respectively (see Fell and Axmacher19, for a review).

The goal of this study is to explore the role of left temporoparietal-gamma synchronization in supporting 
binding in VWM. To do this, we combined the network of regions from the Parra et al.11 study in the context of 
binding VWM, with the literature on gamma oscillation in perceptual binding, to explore whether there may be a 
link between the two distinct bodies of literature. If positive, the current study would 1) establish a causal role for 
left temporal and parietal cortex in binding VWM, and 2) shed light on the oscillatory mechanism through which 
such temporoparietal network synchronizes its activities to support binding VWM. We utilized transcranial alter-
nating current stimulation (tACS) to modulate the neural activities and synchronization of this network. tACS, in 
short, is a noninvasive electrical stimulation tool that applies alternating current in the form of sine waves over the 
scalp. The amplitude, frequency (delta~gamma), and phase lag (0°~180°) can all be fine-tuned in order to boost or 
attenuate the specific neural oscillation of interest20–23. With these unique strengths, tACS is ideally suited to test 
multi-regional network effects by modulating short- or long-range coherence between any two brain regions24,25. 
Here, in two experiments we tested the critical role of gamma oscillation (40 Hz) in binding VWM using either 
in-phase (Exp 1) or anti-phase (Exp 2) gamma tACS over the left temporoparietal network while controlling for 
the general tACS effect, if any, with identical task and procedures conducted in theta frequency.

Experiment 1
In this experiment we tested the role of gamma synchronization within the left temporoparietal network with an 
anti-phase gamma tACS setup. Therefore, at 40 Hz gamma band, the left temporal and left parietal EEG signals 
are oscillating with 180° phase difference (Fig. 1, left panel). This anti-phase entrainment is often interpreted as 
disrupted synchronization between two given regions, which would lead to impaired cognitive performance26. 
However, since neural signals take time (at millisecond level) to be coded and transmitted between regions, a 0° 

Figure 1.  tACS protocol and experiment design for Experiment 1. tACS was applied via two electrodes 
(5 ×​ 5 cm2) over the left temporal (T5) and parietal (CP1) sites, and a reference rubber electrode (5 ×​ 7 cm2) 
over the right cheek. The stimulation waveform was sinusoidal at 40 Hz without DC offset at intensity of 1.5 mA 
(peak to peak), and the relative phase difference between the blue and red electrodes was set to 180°. Each 
participant performed on two different days (at least one week apart), one with sham (30 s) and one with active 
tACS (20 min), with counterbalanced order. On each day, the shape-only and shape-color binding trials were 
conducted in an interleaved block design.
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phase difference with absolutely no time lag also seems implausible between any directly-connected regions27. 
Thus, an alternative account of the in-phase and anti-phase relationship is that an in-phase entrainment reflects 
an indirect connection, where the two regions are receiving a common input from a third mediating source, hence 
the 0° phase-lag (for a review, see Fell and Axmacher19). Anything beyond 0°, such as 180°, would then implicate 
a possible direct connection. In this light, the 180° anti-phase modulatory setup from the present experiment 
would not only provide causal evidence for the left temporoparietal network in VWM feature-binding, but also 
further differentiate the two theoretical views on in-phase and anti-phase coherence, where an impairment effect 
would support the de-synchronization view26,28 and an enhancement effect would support the direct-connection 
account19.

Methods
Participants.  Twenty neurologically normal participants with normal or corrected-to-normal vision from 
National Central University, Taiwan, were recruited in this experiment (8 females, 12 males; mean age =​ 21). All 
participants gave written informed consent before participation. All experimental procedures were approved 
by the Institutional Review Board of the Linkou Chang Gung Memorial Hospital, Taoyuan County, Taiwan. All 
tasks, procedures, and stimulation protocols were carried in accordance to the IRB approval.

Task and Procedures.  Participants’ binding VWM performance was measured with a change detection 
task with two different conditions (shape-only vs. shape-color binding). The two conditions were conducted in a 
block design, with 2 dedicated blocks for the shape-only condition and 2 dedicated blocks for the feature-binding 
condition. The order of the blocks were always interleaved, resulting in two sequences that either started with a 
shape-only block or a binding block (see Fig. 1, right panel, for one example), which was counterbalanced across 
all participants. In addition, each participant came to the lab on two different days (at least one week apart), one 
with active tACS and one with sham tACS, and the order was also counterbalanced across participants. Within 
each participant, the order of the shape-only and binding blocks between the two days was kept the same. On 
both days, participants wore the tACS sponge electrodes throughout the entire experiments. Sham-tACS only 
lasted for 30 s, whereas active tACS as applied concurrently throughout the first two blocks, then switched off 
without participants’ notice as they moved on to the 3rd and 4th blocks. This design was done to keep active stim-
ulation under 20 min for safety precautions and also comparability with the literature.

Each block began with 12 practice trials, then 64 formal trials. In this task (Fig. 2), participants were first pre-
sented with a fixation cross (1 s), followed by the study array (1 s), retention interval (2 s), the test array (2 s), and 
ITI (1 s). Participants were instructed to remember the items presented in the study array, and judge whether they 
were same or different with the test array. The ratio between same- and change-trials was always 50:50, but this 
information was not disclosed to the participants.

Figure 2.  Examples of single-feature (shape) and feature-binding (color-shape) trials. All conditions 
consisted of a display of 4 items, where 2 items would change their appearance in a change trial. Locations 
would always change between the study and test array, in every item and every trial. Note that, although 
irrelevant, colors are added to shape-only trials as well in order to keep stimulus attributes identical between the 
shape-only and binding conditions. The white dotted circles (not visible to the participants) in the bottom panel 
denote the color-swapped shapes in a binding change trial.
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In each trial, the set size was always 4, where 2 items would change their appearance on change trials. The 
stimuli were kept consistent with the Parra et al.11,29 studies, which consisted of a pool of 8 irregular-hexagonal 
shapes and 8 equiluminant colors (red, yellow, green, dark cyan, orange, blue, purple, gray). In change trials, in 
the shape-only condition, 2 shapes would remain the same while the other 2 would change to new shapes; in the 
shape-color binding condition, 2 colored shapes would remain the same while the other 2 shapes would swap 
color with each other such that none of the colors and shapes were new, but only their associations had changed. 
Like Parra et al.11, in order to avoid spatial locations as one confounding factor, we made locations irrelevant in 
the task by always changing the spatial locations between the study and test array, in every item, every trial. On 
every display, all items were presented within an 3 ×​ 3 square grid on the screen where the size of each item is 
3.6° ×​ 3.6° in visual angle.

Note that a color-only condition was not included in the present experiment because our pilot data, as well as 
previous reports from other laboratory11, indicated a ceiling effect for color-only tasks, with accuracy approaching 
1 even at set size of 4. Therefore, to better equate task difficulty between the single-feature and feature-binding 
conditions, the shape-only condition was chosen due to its higher level of difficulty. As another attempt to elimi-
nate any difference between the shape-only and shape-color binding condition, we also presented the shape-only 
trials in colors. The colors would not change between the study and test array and thus cannot help participants 
perform better on the task, but provided an important stimulus control in terms of the physical and sensory 
attributes between the shape-only and shape-color binding conditions such that participants were seeing similar 
shape-color displays.

Analysis.  Participants’ hit and false alarm rates were used to compute the signal detection d′​ index. The 
rationale of d′​ in this study is a measurement of capability in discriminating whether a change has occurred. This 
index can be computed by Z (Hit rate) −​ Z (False alarm rate), which indicates the difference between the averages 
of the signal-present and the signal-absent distributions. By subtracting their z-scores, we can obtain a discrimi-
nation index that is not confounded from one’s tendency to respond yes or no.

tACS Protocol.  tACS was applied in this experiment through a constant current stimulation (DC-STIMULATOR 
MC NeuroConn) with three stimulation rubber electrodes: two electrodes (5 ×​ 5 cm2) and a reference rubber elec-
trode (5 ×​ 7 cm2) covered by saline-soaked (NaCl solution) sponges. The two targeted regions, the superior parietal 
lobe (SPL) and the left temporal region, were identified based on the coordinates from the Parra et al.11 study in 
a separate group of 5 participants using Brainsight navigator system (Rogue Research Inc, Cardiff, UK). We then 
matched the EEG international 10–20 system30 to these two regions and used CP1 and T5 for the participants in the 
formal experiment. The reference electrode was then attached to the right cheek. The waveform of stimulation was 
sinusoidal at 40 Hz without DC offset at intensity of 1.5 mA (peak to peak). The relative phase difference between two 
brain regions was set to 180°. As previously mentioned, participants wore the tACS sponge electrodes throughout the 
entire experiments on both sham and active tACS days. Active tACS was applied during the first 2 blocks for 20 m, 
which is enough to elicit an after-effect of 40 m or longer31,32, and sham-tACS only for 30 s. On both days, none of the 
participants reported any noticeable skin sensations or perception of phosphene.

Result
Participants’ d′​ scores were analyzed with a repeated measures 2 ×​ 2 ×​ 2 ANOVA with factors of task-condition 
(shape only vs. binding), stimulation (sham vs. active), and session (online: session 1 & 2; offline: session 3 & 4).  
There was a significant main effect of task condition [F(1, 19) =​ 50.268, p <​ 0.001; ɳ2 =​ 0.726], presumably 
because binding was more challenging than shape-only changes. There was no significant main effect of stimu-
lation [F(1, 19) =​ 2.165, p =​ 0.158; ɳ2 =​ 0.102], but a main effect of session was marginally significant [F(1, 19) =​  
3.931, p =​ 0.062; ɳ2 =​ 0.171], implying the presence of a slight practice effect. Importantly, there was a sig-
nificant interaction between task condition and stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 6.67, p =​ 0.018; ɳ2 =​ 0.26] while all 
other two-way and three-way interactions were not significant (task-condition and session: [F(1, 19) =​ 0.021, 
p =​ 0.888; ɳ2 =​ 0.001]; stimulation and session: [F(1, 19) =​ 0.508, p =​ 0.485; ɳ2 =​ 0.026]; three-way interaction:  
[F(1, 19) =​ 1.198, p =​ 0.287; ɳ2 =​ 0.059]).

To make sure that the interaction between task condition and tACS would remain significant when the factor 
of session is not in the mix, we again conducted a repeated measures 2 ×​ 2 ANOVA on each participant’s merged 
overall d′​ score across all sessions. Both the main effect of task condition [F(1, 19) =​ 43.301, p <​ 0.001; ɳ2 =​ 0.695] 
and the interaction between task condition and tACS [F(1, 19) =​ 6.324, p =​ 0.021; ɳ2 =​ 0.25] remained statisti-
cally significant, while the main effect of tACS remained non-significant [F(1, 19) =​ 2.26, p =​ 0.149; ɳ2 =​ 0.106]. 
To explore this persistent interaction between task condition and tACS, separate comparisons showed that 
tACS application only had an effect on participants’ binding VWM performance [sham d′​: 1.39; tACS d′​: 1.69; 
t(19) =​ 2.969, p =​ 0.014], and the same effect was absent in the shape-only condition [sham d′​: 2.00; tACS d′​: 
2.00; t(19) =​ 0.002, p =​ 0.999]. Here it is important to note that the effect of anti-phase tACS actually enhanced 
participants’ VWM performance, which is more in line with the direct-connection account raised by Fell and 
Axmacher19.

Since we have observed an enhancement effect from tACS, we lined up the participants based on their sham 
d′​ from lowest to highest and examined each individual’s tACS effect (Fig. 3a). This was done based on our 
previous findings on the interaction between tDCS and individual differences in VWM enhancement7,8, where 
low-performers seemed to benefit the most from the stimulation. From Fig. 3a it is clear that these 20 partici-
pants varied widely in their binding VWM (d′​ range: 0.35~2.44), much like our 2012 findings. Therefore, based 
on each participant’s performance in the binding sham condition (blue line in Fig. 3a), we divided the partic-
ipants via a median split into a low-performer group (n =​ 10; mean d′​ =​ 0.968) and a high-performer group 
(n =​ 10; mean d′​ =​ 1.805) and conducted a separate 2 ×​ 2 ANOVA with the factors of tACS (sham vs. active) and 
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performer baseline (low vs. high). There was a significant main effect of stimulation [F(1, 18) =​ 9.776, p =​ 0.006; 
ɳ2 =​ 0.352] and performer baseline [F(1, 18) =​ 13.115, p =​ 0.002; η2 =​ 0.422]. Critically, there was a significant 
interaction between the two factors [F(1, 18) =​ 7.556, p =​ 0.013; ɳ2 =​ 0.296]. Separate comparisons revealed that 
tACS was only facilitative in the low-performing group [t(9) =​ 3.846, p =​ 0.004], but not in the high-performing 
group [t(9) =​ 0.293, p =​ 0.776] (Fig. 3b). In addition, there was no significant difference between online and offline 
sessions in these low- [t(9) =​ −​0.683, p =​ 0.512] and high-performers [t(9) =​ −​0.584, p =​ 0.574], suggesting that the 
effect of tACS at least lasted throughout the offline session for the improved low-performers.

Lastly, to test whether there was a criterion shift induced by active tACS in addition to increased 
signal-to-noise ratio, we analyzed these low-performers’ hit rate and false alarm rate separately to see if one was 
more heavily influenced than the other. Both numbers were statistically significant, where tACS increased the hit 
rate by 7% [t(9) =​ 3.336, p =​ 0.009] and decreased the false alarm rate also by 7% [t(9) =​ 2.415, p =​ 0.039]. We 
also used C as an index for response bias [C =​ −​0.5*(Z(Hit)+​Z(FA))], where a 0 represents bias-free response 
and a positive value denotes conservative criterion (i.e., more likely to say no change). We observed a C of 0.28 for 
the sham condition and C of 0.38 for the active tACS condition [t(9) =​ 2.01, p =​ 0.075], suggesting a marginally 
significant shift towards conservative responses in participants after active tACS, in addition to their improved 
binding performance.

Discussion
The present study aimed to examine whether left temporoparietal regional activities are causal to one’s binding 
VWM performance. To do this, we applied anti-phase 40 Hz gamma tACS to entrain the phases between left 
temporal and parietal cortices to be 180° apart. By doing so we also tested the two competing accounts, the syn-
chronization account26,28 and the direct-connection account19, that have been proposed to explain the significance 

Figure 3.  (a) Individual Differences in Experiment 1. Effect of anti-phase 40 Hz tACS interacted with preexisting 
individual differences in binding-VWM performance. The X axis represents each individual participant, and 
the Y axis represents their binding memory performance from the sham (blue) and tACS (red) condition. The 
yellow dotted line represents the cutoff line for the median split, with the low-performers on the left and the 
high-performers on the right. (b) Results of Experiment 1. Anti-phase 40 Hz tACS was only facilitative in the low-
performing group in binding VWM, and not the high-performing group. The error bars represent standard errors.
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of interregional phase differences. In short, we observed an improvement, instead of impairment, effect from 
anti-phase 40 Hz tACS in low-performers’ binding VWM performance. This improved performance was not 
only observed in the online session, but also lasted throughout the 20-min offline session, suggesting an after 
effect duration of at least 20 min for our tACS protocol. Together, these observations have several implications 
for the neural mechanisms behind both binding VWM and tACS: 1) the left temporal and parietal cortices are 
causally involved in binding VWM, 2) 40 Hz gamma oscillation is also causally involved in this temporoparietal 
pathway in supporting binding VWM, 3) enhanced memory performance from anti-phase entrainment supports 
the direct-connection account, which possibly implies a direct sender-and-receiver relationship between left tem-
poral and parietal cortices. We discuss each of these three points below.

First, with the aid of brain stimulation, we can now conclude that both temporal and parietal cortices are 
critically involved in binding VWM. It is important to note that we only observed a modulation effect in the bind-
ing condition and not the shape-only condition. Considering that the physical attributes of the stimuli between 
the shape-only and binding conditions are virtually identical, and that both of these conditions require the use 
of VWM, the only major difference between these two conditions is whether binding is needed. Therefore, it is 
plausible to conclude that the left temporoparietal pathway is binding-specific, and functionally different from 
the right posterior parietal cortex that is frequently implicated in the single-feature VWM literature. To be cau-
tious though, it is also possible that the shape-only performance was too high (mean d′​ =​ 2) for any tACS effect 
to show through, therefore the lack of any tACS modulatory effect may be due to a ceiling effect. However, given 
the converging evidence from previous fMRI study11, and the fact that splitting our participants into low- and 
high-performers based on shape-only performances still did not yield any significant tACS effect in either groups, 
we think the likelihood of a ceiling effect here is low.

Second, our tACS results demonstrated the importance of 40 Hz gamma oscillation in improving binding 
VWM. There have been studies suggesting a role for gamma oscillation in perceptual grouping16 and single-feature 
working memory33,34. The present study links the two together and demonstrates a causal role for gamma oscilla-
tion in maintaining bound visual representations in visuospatial working memory. Note that this does not neces-
sarily exclude other frequency bands from binding VWM. For example, theta-locked gamma oscillation is often 
reported in the general working memory literature35,36, albeit less in the visual domain. Therefore, it is possible 
that increased gamma oscillation has produced a rippling effect in other coupled frequencies to support binding 
VWM. This question will require the use of simultaneous EEG to answer. Nevertheless, our results on 40 Hz 
gamma suggest that gamma frequency is a critical mechanism to the cognitive processes behind binding VWM, 
and is not a mere harmonic artifact of other lower frequencies as frequently reported by EEG studies that apply 
linear transforms such as Fourier or Wavelet analysis to nonlinear EEG data (for a review, see Huang and Wu37).

Lastly, and perhaps the more surprising aspect of our findings, is the improvement effect from 180° anti-phase 
gamma tACS. This is in contrast with previous tACS studies that have dichotomized in-phase and anti-phase 
signals as representations of coherent and incoherent neural communication, respectively26,28, where anti-phase 
stimulation usually disrupts interregional coherence. Here it is important to note that, regardless of 0° or 180° 
phase differences, two signals can achieve perfect coherence in both cases as long as the precise phase differ-
ence, be it 0° or 180°, is kept consistent over time38. In this light, the 40 Hz stimulation applied here actually 
has high coherence, with a consistent 180° phase difference between the left temporal and parietal cortex. This 
anti-phase improvement finding is also in line with electrophysiological data from awake-behaving monkeys 
that show a 152° phase difference (roughly corresponds to 8~13 ms lag) between the frontal and occipital cortex 
while performing a visual detection task27. Thus, our results here are consistent with the idea proposed by Fell and 
Axmache19, which suggests that regions with direct transmission are bound to have certain phase lag above 0°.

Experiment 2
In Experiment 1 we observed improved binding VWM performance in low-performers when anti-phase gamma 
tACS was applied over the left temporal and parietal cortex. Based on this finding, it is important to investigate 
whether phase difference within the temporoparietal network is crucial to binding VWM at all. In other words, 
it is possible that 0° in-phase stimulation can also produce the same pattern of results if 1) the left temporal and 
parietal cortices can communicate with each other via gamma oscillation that is unspecific to phase differences, 
and 2) the results of Experiment 1 was due to a general effect of electricity travelling through the cortex. To 
test these possibilities, in Experiment 2 we employed an in-phase tACS setup with the exact same task, design, 
stimulation regions and frequency. Thus, at 40 Hz gamma frequency, the left temporal and left parietal signals 
are oscillating with 0° phase difference (Fig. 4). If the out-phase gamma coherence setup from Experiment 1 was 
crucial to binding-VWM, then in-phase tACS with the same frequency over the same regions should either lead 
to an impairment or have no effect on VWM performance.

Methods
Participants.  Twenty neurologically normal participants from National Central University who did not par-
ticipate in Experiment 1 took part in the present experiment (8 females, 12 males; mean age =​ 23). All partici-
pants had normal or corrected-to-normal vision. All participants gave written informed consent prior to their 
participation. All experimental procedures were approved by the Institutional Review Board of the Linkou Chang 
Gung Memorial Hospital, Taoyuan City, Taiwan. All tasks, procedures, and stimulation protocols were carried in 
accordance to the IRB approval.

Task, Procedures, and tACS Protocols.  All tasks and procedures were identical as Experiment 1, with 
the exception of in-phase tACS protocol. Specifically, the phase difference between the two electrodes in this 
experiment is set to 0° to achieve maximal synchronization (Fig. 4).
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Results
Participants’ d′​ scores were submitted to a repeated-measures 2 ×​ 2 ×​ 2 ANOVA with factors of task-condition 
(shape only vs binding), stimulation (sham vs. active) and session (online: session 1 & 2; offline: session 3 & 4). There 
was a significant main effect of task-condition [F(1, 19) =​ 11.525, p <​ 0.003; ɳ2 =​ 0.378] and session [F(1, 19) =​  
9.494, p =​ 0.006; ɳ2 =​ 0.333], with no main effect for stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 0.633, p =​ 0.436; ɳ2 =​ 0.032]. These 
main effects are consistent with the observations from Experiment 1, namely that binding is more difficult 
than shape-only change detection, and that participants improved their overall performance as time went on. 
Importantly, unlike Experiment 1, there was no significant interaction between task-condition and stimulation 
[F(1, 19) =​ 1.499, p =​ 0.236; ɳ2 =​ 0.073]. All other two-way and three-way interactions were not significant either 
(task-condition and session: [F(1, 19) =​ 0.301, p =​ 0.589; ɳ2 =​ 0.016]; stimulation and session: [F(1, 19) =​ 0.018, 
p =​ 0.896; ɳ2 =​ 0.001]; three-way interaction: [F(1, 19) =​ 0.695, p =​ 0.415; ɳ2 =​ 0.035]). Merging d′​s together 
across sessions yielded similar results in a new repeated measures 2 ×​ 2 ANOVA: a significant main effect of 
task-condition [F(1, 19) =​ 10.825, p =​ 0.004; ɳ2 =​ 0.363], but no effect of stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 0.428, p =​ 0.521; 
ɳ2 =​ 0.022] or the interaction between task-condition and stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 1.234, p =​ 0.28; ɳ2 =​ 0.061]. 
Separate comparisons like we did in Experiment 1 also did not reveal any effect in either the shape-only condition 
[t(19) =​ 0.910, p =​ 0.374] or the feature-binding condition [t(19) =​ 0.158, p =​ 0.876]. Therefore, in-phase gamma 
tACS had no effect in either direction on shape-only and binding VWM.

Despite the absence of a binding-specific effect from tACS, it remains possible that such effect may emerge 
when we take participants’ VWM capacity into account. We again split the participants into low- (n =​ 10; mean 
d′​ =​ 1.03) and high-performers (n =​ 10; mean d′​ =​ 1.74) based on their sham d′​, which are comparable with those 
from Experiment 1 (0.968 and 1.805 for low and high, respectively) (Fig. 5a). However, unlike Experiment 1, the 
interaction term between tACS (active vs. sham) and performer (low vs. high) in the repeated measures 2 ×​ 2 
ANOVA was not significant [F(1,18) =​ 1.026, p =​ 0.325; ɳ2 =​ 0.054]. Separate comparisons of the effect of tACS 
on binding VWM were also not significant in both low- [t(9) =​ 0.611, p =​ 0.556] and high-performers [t(9) =​ 0.819, 
p =​ 0.434] (Fig. 5b).

Discussion
The present experiment was designed to clarify whether feature-bindings in VWM require a specific phase dif-
ference within gamma oscillations between the left temporal and parietal cortex. To this end, we applied in-phase 
tACS over the same brain regions and using the same frequency as Experiment 1 to provide a good comparison. 
In short, we did not observe any modulation effect with in-phase tACS, not in the shape-only condition or the 
binding condition. Even if we follow through the analysis procedure from Experiment 1 and split the participants 
based on their performance baseline, there was still no evidence of any behavioral modulation in either group. 
Therefore, by simply changing the phase parameter to 0°, we have eliminated the improvement effect of gamma 
tACS in low-performers despite everything being consistent with Experiment 1.

The first implication of these results here is that the improvement effect we have observed from Experiment 
1 was not a mere byproduct of electricity flowing through the brain. This is important because sham conditions, 
although procedurally identical to the active session, sometimes cannot control for the effects of brain stimulation 
as adequately as frequency-controlled or region-controlled sessions. Therefore, to a certain extent the present 
experiment serves as a better comparison against Experiment 1 due to its identical stimulation protocol except 
the phase difference 0°.

Figure 4.  tACS protocol and experiment design for Experiment 2. tACS was applied via two electrodes 
(5 ×​ 5 cm2) over the left temporal (T5) and parietal (CP1) sites, and a reference rubber electrode (5 ×​ 7 cm2) 
over the right cheek. The stimulation waveform was sinusoidal at 40 Hz without DC offset at intensity of 
1.5 mA (peak to peak), and the relative phase difference between the two electrodes (red) was set to 0°. Each 
participant performed on two different days (at least one week apart), one with sham (30 s) and one with active 
tACS (20 min), with counterbalanced order. On each day, the shape-only and shape-color binding trials were 
conducted in an interleaved block design.
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Second, the absence of any tACS modulation effect here also suggests that binding VWM is supported by a 
temporally-precise oscillatory mechanism between the left temporal and parietal cortex. According to Fell and 
Axmacher19, a phase lag beyond 0° between two regions is more in line with the idea of direct communication. 
This is consistent with our results from both experiments, and is supported by the fact that our in-phase tACS 
did not produce a facilitation effect like other studies did26. However, one cautious note regarding this interpre-
tation is that, strictly speaking, Fell and Axmacher’s account would predict an impairment effect with in-phase 
tACS because forcing two neural populations to oscillate with suboptimal phase differences is likely to generate 
noise and interference, which we did not observe. This lack of impairment effect also cannot be attributed to a 
floor effect in our participants because even our high-performers did not show any tACS effect in either direc-
tion. Therefore, to what extent are in-phase and anti-phase signals complete opposites of each other, with the 
consequence of complete opposite behavioral outcomes, remains to be explored (see Struber et al.28 for another 
example of positive effect with anti-phase tACS and null-effect with in-phase tACS). Nevertheless, our results 
here clearly indicate the importance and precise nature of gamma oscillation and phase differences within the left 
temporoparietal network in supporting feature-binding in VWM.

Control Experiments
In Experiment 1 and 2, we applied anti-phase and in-phase 40 Hz tACS over the left temporoparietal network 
and observed improved binding VWM performance versus no effect, respectively. To ensure and test whether the 
observed effect was specific to anti-phase gamma frequency versus a general anti-phase effect across the entire 
frequency spectrum (which would be an interesting and informative finding on its own), the present control 
experiment was designed to mimic Experiment 1 and 2 using in-phase and anti-phase theta (6 Hz) tACS. Theta 

Figure 5.  (a) Individual Differences in Experiment 2. Like Experiment 1, participants also varied widely in 
terms of their binding-VWM performance. However, there was no interaction between in-phase 40 Hz tACS and 
such individual differences in binding-VWM performance. The X axis represents each individual participant, 
and the Y axis represents their memory performance from the sham (blue) and tACS (red) condition. The yellow 
dotted line represents the cutoff line for the median split based on binding sham performance, with the low-
performers on the left and the high-performers on the right. (b) Results of Experiment 2. In-phase 40 Hz tACS 
did not produce behavioral modulation effect in either low- or high-performers.
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band was chosen here because in-phase theta tACS over the left frontoparietal network has been demonstrated to 
be facilitative to color VWM change detection39, making it a suitable choice due to its relevance in VWM.

Methods
Participants.  Twenty neurologically normal participants from National Central University who did not par-
ticipate in Experiment 1 and 2 took part in the in-phase theta experiment (8 females, 12 males; mean age =​ 22). 
A separate group of twenty (8 females, 12 males; mean age =​ 22) who also did not participate in any of the pre-
vious experiments participated in the anti-phase theta experiment. All forty participants had normal or correct-
ed-to-normal vision. All participants gave written informed consent prior to their participation. All experimental 
procedures were approved by the Institutional Review Board of the Linkou Chang Gung Memorial Hospital, 
Taoyuan City, Taiwan. All tasks, procedures, and stimulation protocols were carried in accordance to the IRB 
approval.

Task, Procedures, and tACS Protocols.  All tasks and procedures were identical as Experiment 1 and 2, 
including in-phase and anti-phase manipulations, with the only exception of tACS frequency. That is, the stimu-
lation frequency in the present experiment was set to 6 Hz.

Results and Discussion
In both experiment, participants’ d′​ scores were submitted to a repeated-measures 2 ×​ 2 ×​ 2 ANOVA with factors 
of task-condition (shape only vs binding), stimulation (sham vs. active), and session (online vs. offline). In the 
in-phase theta experiment, there was a significant main effect of task-condition [F(1, 19) =​ 12.058, p =​ 0.003; 
ɳ2 =​ 0.388], a marginally significant effect of session [F(1, 19) =​ 3.957, p =​ 0.061; ɳ2 =​ 0.172], and no effect for 
stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 0.067, p =​ 0.798; ɳ2 =​ 0.004], all of which are similar to our observations from Experiment 
1 and 2. Critically, there was no significant interaction between task-condition and stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 0.044, 
p =​ 0.835; ɳ2 =​ 0.002], and all other two-way and three-way interactions were not significant (task-condition and 
session: [F(1, 19) =​ 2.284, p =​ 0.147; ɳ2 =​ 0.107]; stimulation and session: [F(1, 19) =​ 1.033, p =​ 0.322; ɳ2 =​ 0.052]; 
three-way interaction: [F(1, 19) =​ 0.148, p =​ 0.704; ɳ2 =​ 0.008]). Like Experiment 1 and 2, we merged participants’ 
d′​ scores across sessions and re-conducted a repeated measures 2 ×​ 2 ANOVA between task condition and stim-
ulation. There was a significant main effect of task-condition [F(1, 19) =​ 12.252, p =​ 0.002], but no effect of stim-
ulation [F(1, 19) =​ 0.02, p =​ 0.89] or the interaction between task-condition and stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 0.004, 
p =​ 0.95].

In the anti-phase experiment, our 2 ×​ 2 ×​ 2 ANOVA showed a significant main effect of task-condition [F(1, 19) =​  
13.662, p =​ 0.002; ɳ2 =​ 0.418], with no main effect for stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 1.783, p =​ 0.198; ɳ2 =​ 0.086] and 
session [F(1, 19) =​ 0.289, p =​ 0.597; ɳ2 =​ 0.015]. There was no significant interaction between task-condition and 
stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 0.453, p =​ 0.509; ɳ2 =​ 0.023], and all other two-way and three-way interactions were not 
significant as well (task-condition and session: [F(1, 19) =​ 0.012, p =​ 0.913; ɳ2 =​ 0.001]; stimulation and session: 
[F(1, 19) =​ 0.007, p =​ 0.934; ɳ2 <​ 0.001]; three-way interaction: [F(1, 19) =​ 1.508, p =​ 0.234; ɳ2 =​ 0.074]). Merging 
d′​ scores together across sessions yielded similar results: a significant main effect of task-condition [F(1, 19) =​  
12.349, p =​ 0.002], but no effect of stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 1.602, p =​ 0.221] and no interaction between 
task-condition and stimulation [F(1, 19) =​ 0.437, p =​ 0.517].

Together, the present control experiments using in-phase and anti-phase theta protocol found no causal evi-
dence of left temporoparietal theta tACS in improving or impairing feature-binding VWM. These results suggest 
that the improvement effect from Experiment 1 was specific to anti-phase gamma oscillation, and was not due to 
a general byproduct of anti-phase tACS.

General Discussion
The goal of the present study was twofold: 1) to test the causal role for the left temporal and parietal cortex in 
binding VWM, and 2) to shed light on the oscillatory mechanism on which such temporoparietal network oper-
ates. To this end, 40 Hz sinusoidal stimulation was applied via tACS over these two regions in both anti-phase 
(Experiment 1) and in-phase (Experiment 2) fashion. We observed improved VWM for bound representations 
only in low-performers, and only in the anti-phase tACS condition (Experiment 1) – where the two regions 
were oscillating with 180° phase difference in time. No improvement or impairment effect was observed in the 
in-phase tACS condition, in both low- and high-performers (Experiment 2), as well as the two control experi-
ments that used identical setups and procedures except in-phase and anti-phase theta tACS. Moreover, the posi-
tive effect from Experiment 1 was specific to the color-shape binding condition, and was absent in the shape-only 
single-feature condition. This is consistent with the reports from Parra et al.11, whose fMRI results showed 
increased BOLD response in the left temporal and parietal cortex when maintaining bound representations in 
VWM. The findings from the current study establish a causal role for this temporopraietal network, and further 
suggest that it relies heavily on temporally-shifted (i.e., 180°) gamma-frequency oscillations to possibly code and 
maintain bound color-shape items40. We conclude that memory of bound visual representations is dependent 
upon a temporally-precise oscillatory mechanism that involves gamma coherence between the left temporal and 
parietal cortex.

Gamma and other frequency oscillations in VWM.  The importance of gamma oscillation in cognitive 
functioning has received much empirical support lately, especially now that neural oscillation is viewed as a mech-
anism for interregional communication due to its unique frequency- and timing-specific nature41. In the case of 
gamma oscillation, it has been shown to mediate the propagation of information during both bottom-up and 
top-down processing12. Consequently, changes in gamma oscillation have been observed in multiple cognitive 
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domains such as attention42, perception43, and working memory40. Even under working memory, gamma ampli-
tude has been shown to be correlated with the number of items that need to be maintained44–46, and is also 
implicated in working memories of multiple modalities such as visual33,44,47, auditory48–51, and somatosensory52 
working memory. Combining these findings with Tallon-Baudry’s report16 of increased gamma synchronization 
when participants successfully “bind” the three corners of the Kaniza’s triangle together to perceive an illusory 
surface (also see Rose and Buchel53), it is reasonable that our study has found a critical role for gamma synchro-
nization in maintaining feature-binding representations in VWM. However, it is important to note that the effect 
of anti-phase gamma tACS was very specific to binding memory and did not benefit non-spatial, single-featured, 
shape-only representations. Thus, it is possible that gamma oscillation may be more specific than previously 
implicated, and may not be involved in all kinds of working memory processing. Another more plausible view 
is that perhaps gamma is involved in multiple kinds of memory processing, but works differently depending 
on the brain regions and different temporal phase shifts ranging between 0° and 180° depending on the con-
text. Therefore, non-spatial and non-binding representations may also rely on gamma oscillatory activities, but 
perhaps differ from the current study in terms of their phase-shift, participating brain regions, specific gamma 
frequency range (i.e., 30~80 Hz), as well as other participating low-frequencies in the form of cross-frequency 
couplings35,40,54,55.

The absence of a causal effect of theta tACS on binding VWM may be surprising for some since theta tACS 
has been demonstrated to be able to improve color VWM performance by Jausovec and Jausovec39. Therefore, in 
the control experiments one might have predicted a significant interaction between task type and tACS in favor 
of shape change detection, or a main effect of tACS that boosts performance in both shape-only and binding 
trials (since successful shape VWM should also indirectly benefit shape-color binding performance). However, 
it is important to note two critical differences between our and the Jausovec and Jausovec study: task design and 
brain regions. First, regarding task design, the present binding paradigm was modeled after Parra and colleagues’ 
2010 and 2014 studies11,29, where spatial locations were always randomized and thus irrelevant to the binding 
processes. This allowed our task to focus on feature-binding between color and shape, and is quite different from 
a standardized change detection task that our previous studies, as well as Jausovec and Jausovec, have used6–8,39, 
where spatial locations between the study and test array always remain stable. Therefore, the change detection 
task in essence is a color-location binding task. Second, and perhaps more important, is the difference between 
stimulated regions. Where previous study by Jausovec and Jausovec applied theta tACS over the left frontal and 
parietal cortex, in this control experiment we applied theta tACS over the left temporal and parietal cortex. The 
fact that the effect of tACS can disappear simply by changing one of the brain regions highlights the importance 
of stimulation site(s) even when stimulation protocols are held constant. In other words, the present control 
experiment can be viewed as a regional-control experiment of the Jausovec and Jausovec study; and the results 
from both studies together demonstrate that tACS effects are quite regionally specific. This should also hopefully 
ameliorate the concern that some may have towards tACS’ regional specificity current spreading; if that were the 
case, we should have observed similar effects as Jausovec and Jausovec by stimulating different brain region(s). We 
revisit this point of focality again in the next section.

If spatial locations and brain regions are not adequate to explain the lack of theta effect, it is possible that 
our anti-phase gamma tACS had induced changes in multiple oscillating frequencies that are coupled with 
gamma band, including theta. This speculation is based on the observation that cross-frequency couplings 
have often been reported, especially theta-gamma40,41 and alpha-gamma42 couplings in various forms such as 
phase-amplitude or phase-phase modulation. Although the precise role for each frequency is still under rigorous 
investigation, many have proposed a memory-related function for theta and gamma frequency, and inhibition 
of task-irrelevant information for alpha frequency. More specifically, some have proposed that theta and gamma 
frequencies are responsible for the organization and maintenance, respectively, of working memory representa-
tions, hence the close coupling40. Others have suggested a group-item relationship between theta and gamma 
such that the limit of working memory capacity stems from the limited number of gamma cycles enclosed within 
a theta cycle35,54. Importantly, Pahor and Jausovec found that theta tACS not only influenced theta oscillation, 
but changed alpha power throughout different regions as well. Therefore, we entertain the possibility that our 
anti-phase gamma tACS from Experiment 1 has also induced oscillatory fluctuations in other frequencies that 
worked in conjunction with enhanced gamma to mediate binding VWM.

Interregional distance as an important modulator of tACS effects on phase relationship.  By 
applying gamma tACS of different phase relationships over the left temporal and parietal cortex, the pres-
ent study was able to test the predictions of two competing accounts, the synchronization account26 and the 
direct-connection account19, that have been proposed to explain the significance of interregional phase differ-
ences. Our results are in sharp contrast with previous tACS studies that have observed a facilitation effect with 
in-phase stimulation26,31,32. Upon close examination of each of these studies, we think the interaction between 
interregional distance and tACS frequency band may be a determining factor that can reconcile the inconsisten-
cies, which we describe below.

Polanía and colleagues26 were the first to utilize tACS with in-phase and anti-phase modulations to influence 
cognitive functioning. These authors applied theta (6 Hz) tACS (0° or 180° phase difference) over the left frontal 
and parietal cortex, and measured cognitive performance via a letter working memory task. They found faster 
and slower reaction times to be associated with in-phase and anti-phase theta stimulation, respectively. Most 
important, control experiment with gamma (35 Hz) tACS did not generate any results. Similarly, Jausovec and 
colleagues have also done a series of tACS studies applying in-phase theta stimulation over the left frontal or pari-
etal cortex, with the reference electrode located over the right eyebrow, and reported improved performance on 
visuospatial memory recall31, recognition39, and Raven’s matrices32. Note that in these studies done by Jausovec 
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and colleagues, no anti-phase comparison condition was available, and that the reference electrode was always 
placed over the right eyebrow, a point of particular interest that we revisit in the next section.

The common ground between these studies above is that they all used theta stimulation (~6 Hz) over 
long-distance connections (left frontal to left parietal, left frontal to right forehead, left parietal to right forehead, 
or right parietal to right forehead). These setups are quite different from the current study, where gamma or theta 
tACS was applied over a relatively shorter distance (left temporal to left parietal). One compelling explanation for 
the discrepancies is that theta band is more suitable for long-range transmissions between distal regions due to 
its longer wavelength characteristics, whereas gamma is more suitable for proximal regions for the same reason56. 
Indeed, one recent tACS study done by Strüber et al.28 that found effective anti-phase gamma effect in shaping 
one’s bistable perception also had a similar short-range electrode placement (left parietal to left occipital, right 
parietal to right occipital). Importantly, such short-range arrangement yielded no tACS effect when stimulation 
frequency was switched to theta band, just like what we have observed. Therefore, although it is still unclear how 
distance between the two electrodes may interact with stimulation frequency, data from most tACS studies as 
well as the current study so far do agree on the long and short range properties of theta and gamma oscillation, 
respectively.

On a related note, the extent of focality of tDCS and tACS should also be considered cautiously when inter-
preting results like the current study. This is because most of the current does not go beyond the skin57, and even 
when it does, current inside the skull can be diffused by CSF58. For tDCS, although highest current density does 
occur beneath the target and reference electrodes, regions that are adjacent59, functionally connected60, signally 
complex61, or in between the electrodes62 can also show higher current densities or activation. Therefore, the 
focality or the current spread of tACS is dependent upon the location and distance between the electrodes63–65.

While there may be multiple other contributing factors beyond the interaction between interregional dis-
tance, current spread, and stimulation frequency, one clear message from the current study is that in-phase 
and anti-phase coherence should not be taken as pure evidence of synchronization and desynchroniza-
tion that are completely opposite of each other with opposite effects on cognitive functioning, at least not 
in gamma band. Indeed, if this was true, we should have observed an impairment effect in Experiment 2 
(in-phase condition), which was not the case either in our high-performers or the entire group as a whole.  
Therefore, a wider network perspective that incorporates brain regions, distance, phase shifts, task, and 
phase-phase or phase-amplitude coupling is suggested when considering results from in- and anti-phase tACS. 
Importantly, the Strüber et al. study28 that found increased vertical bistable perception with anti-phase gamma 
tACS also did not report increased horizontal perception with an in-phase gamma setup. Therefore, when looking 
at brain stimulation studies that manipulate in- and anti-phase coherence among different regions, it is suggested 
that one should consider a wider network perspective that incorporates interregional distance and phase shifts, 
as well as other possible factors such as the cognitive task at hand, phase-phase or phase-amplitude coupling with 
other frequency bands, and other participating regions within the same network.

The importance of phase timing in neural transmission and cognitive functioning.  As men-
tioned, our dissociating results here between the in-phase and anti-phase conditions are more in line with the 
direct-connection account19, which proposes that phase shifts are natural in neural communication due to the 
time it takes, as small as it may be, from region A to region B. Our rationale is that since the only difference 
between in-phase and anti-phase stimulation is their shift in timing, where even the maximal 180° shift only 
translates to a difference of 12.5 ms (half cycle in the 40 Hz gamma range) in time between two electrodes, the 
left temporal and parietal cortices are oscillating in a temporally-precise manner down to the millisecond level. 
This has also been observed both for gamma coherence between the frontal eye field (FEF) and V427 and theta 
coherence between hippocampus and the medial prefrontal cortex66,67. To take a step further, Fell and Axmacher19 
suggested that a temporal phase difference of 0° essentially means that there is absolutely no time lag between 
the two regions, which implies that such synchronization may not represent mutual information transmission. 
Instead, it may be that the two regions were receiving a common input from a third source, or it may be a result 
of a delayed interaction between inhibitory interneurons and excitatory pyramidal cells. Therefore, it should be 
emphasized that anti-phase tACS should not always be viewed as a tool for neural interruption in every context. 
If coherence between different brain regions entails that a consistent phase relation (instead of random noise) is 
maintained among the areas38, then consistent phase difference such as the case in Experiment 1 does not neces-
sarily imply noise, but phase coherence with a consistent phase relation of 180°, which may be advantageous or 
disadvantageous depending on different contexts.

Physiological support of such account comes from one important study by Gregoriou et al.27. These authors 
reported that, as monkeys performed a visual detection task, their FEF and occipital areas (e.g., V4) exhibited a 
phase difference of 152° that roughly corresponds to a 8~13 ms lag (i.e., high gamma range) between the neural 
activities of these two regions, which was interpreted as the axonal conductance time and synaptic delays between 
the two areas. Critically, FEF activities always preceded those of V4, thus suggesting FEF to be the “driver” of such 
phase relationship due to its functional specialization in visual attention. In humans, Baldauf and Desimone68 
also found gamma synchronization between the inferior frontal junction (IFJ) and more specialized areas such 
as the fusiform face area or the parahippocampal place area, depending on which stimulus (face or place) the 
participants were attending to at the time. Similarly, the IFJ also preceded other regional activities by 20 ms (i.e., 
gamma cycle). Thus, the authors concluded that the IFJ may direct the flow of visual processing via coupled 
oscillations with other specialized areas, and suggested phase shift as a possible neuronal mechanism for affect-
ing distant cells at a time of maximum depolarization, which increases impact. To contextualize these findings 
by Desimone and colleagues27,68 with the present study, we interpret the left parietal cortex as the “driver” of the 
synchrony due to its specialized role in attention and working memory. This would be consistent with how Parra 
et al.11 interpreted their fMRI results: they suggested that fusiform gyrus, as a part of the temporal cortex that 
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specializes in representing features, was working in concert with the parietal cortex, which served as “the glue” 
that kept features bound together in VWM. If these are correct, then together with Desimone and colleagues’ 
findings that have consistently observed an early phase shift in the attentional “driver” area, in the context of 
binding VWM the parietal cortex is likely to be the driver with early phase shift whereas specialized areas such 
as the fusiform gyrus would be a few ms (i.e., gamma cycle) behind. This will either require EEG or a tACS setup 
that is time-locked to the visual stimuli while being able to record its own current output. In the context of the 
present study, it is important to note that although here we report an enhancement effect with an anti-phase 
gamma setup, it is possible that the real optimal phase lag might be somewhere between 0° and 180°. Therefore, 
perhaps an even greater improvement effect in binding VWM performance can be observed if the optimal phase 
difference is tweaked accurately. Nevertheless, the current study at least demonstrates that 180° is already effective 
in improving low-performers’ binding VWM.

Beyond demonstrating the presence of interregional communication between the left temporal and parietal 
cortex in gamma frequency that is temporally-precise and binding-specific, results from the present study also 
highlight the possibility of intra-regional coherence in supporting cognitive functioning. That is, phase coherence 
within each individual brain area is likely to be an important factor that determines the outcome of the tACS 
effect as well. This speculation is made by comparing our tACS setup and findings with those by Jausovec and col-
leagues31,32,39. Jausovec and colleagues, with a consistent tACS setup of one electrode over either the left frontal or 
parietal cortex and the reference electrode over the right eyebrow, have reported improved visuospatial memory 
and fluid intelligence. From a strictly interregional perspective, these positive findings are hard to explain because 
synchronizing a brain region with the right frontal sinus and orbital cavity (or vice versa) is unlikely to generate 
any cognitive effect. Therefore, we speculate in such cases tACS effects are driven by the synchronization of neu-
rons within each specific region (the frontal or parietal electrode) but not interregional. If true, then the effects of 
the present study, as well as many others, are likely driven by a combination of intra- and interregional coherence. 
It would be of great interest if future studies can systematically manipulate tACS electrode placements to map out 
the independent contribution of intra- and interregional synchronization.

Brain stimulation and individual differences.  The present study supports the view that preexisting indi-
vidual differences should be taken into account when assessing the effect of brain stimulation. This is consistent 
with our previous work using anodal tDCS, where low-performers were able to improve their VWM performance 
after right parietal tDCS application7,8. In studies that have multiple levels of task difficulty, this effect can also be 
shown in conditions with higher task difficulty via the means of information complexity69, retrieval difficulty31, 
or attentional and motor interference70. Using tDCS, Wu et al.70 found that anodal tDCS was only facilitative 
to VWM performance in the condition where participants had to retrieve visual information in a backward 
sequence, with attentional and motor interference during the retention period. Combining the same task with 
tACS, Jausovec, Jausovec and Pahor31 also reported that theta tACS over left prefrontal cortex improved backward 
recall, which is consistent with the Wu et al. study. Santarnecchi and colleagues69 also found that gamma tACS 
over the prefrontal cortex and vertex was able to improve performance on Raven’s matrices task, but only in com-
plex trials where conditional and logical reasoning was required. Together, these findings demonstrate that the 
effect of tDCS and tACS can interact with a variety of factors, including participants’ baseline performance, task 
difficulty, and the stimulated brain region.

However, does this mean that everyone, including our high-performers, can also improve their VWM per-
formance when adequately challenged? Here it is important to note that the high-performers are only relatively 
better in terms of VWM performance, but objectively they have never hit the task ceiling either in the current 
or our previous studies7,8. In fact, their performance is far from perfect. Therefore, there seems to be a cognitive 
ceiling that tDCS or tACS, at least with the current protocol, is unable to push people beyond. This was indeed 
what we found electrophysiologically, where high-performers have reached an asymptote in EEG amplitude at 
the same time as their behavioral performance asymptotes7,8. Thus, to help the high-performers improve their 
performance, the answer may lie in optimized tACS protocol such as tACS of other frequency ranges71 instead of 
the cognitive task itself.

The dissociation between the effects of tACS in low- and high-performers also resembles something akin 
to the effects of stochastic resonance, which posits that the addition of low-level noise can sometimes improve 
signal-to-noise ratio because the noise supposedly pushes the subthreshold signals over the edge72–74. Indeed, 
one TMS study by Schwarzkopf et al.75 found that only low-intensity and not high-intensity TMS could 
improve performance in low-signal conditions, which can be viewed as equivalent to high task difficulty70 or 
low-performers7,8, both of which have been shown to benefit from tDCS. In the context of the present experiment, 
perhaps anti-phase coherence was closer to the optimal temporal difference within the temporoparietal network, 
and thus provided the optimally-low level of noise. This would also be consistent with our previous point that 
maybe the high-performers simply needed a stimulation protocol that was closer to their optimal low-noise level 
to improve their performance, all of which requires further investigation.

Clinically, the current finding in low-performers seems to be a promising start for application of tACS in 
clinical populations that are known to suffer from poor VWM. One unique case of specific impairment in 
feature-binding, but not single-feature, VWM is the Alzheimer’s disease29,76. In this special case, binding VWM 
task can even serve as an early screening task for people who are at risk for early-onset Alzheimer’s disease, with 
better predictive power than other standardized neurological tasks76. Therefore, it would be useful for future 
studies to apply the same tACS protocols to different patient populations that also suffer from poor VWM to 
investigate whether healthy low-performers are suitable models for designing clinical tACS parameters.



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

13Scientific Reports | 6:32138 | DOI: 10.1038/srep32138

References
1.	 Treisman, A. In Handbook of Binding and Memory: Perspectives From Cognitive Neuroscience (Zimmer, H., Mecklinger, A. & 

Lindenberger, U. ed.) 315–338 (OUP Oxford, 2006).
2.	 Singer, W. Consciousness and the binding problem. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences 929, 123–146 (2001).
3.	 Todd, J. J. & Marois, R. Capacity limit of visual short-term memory in human posterior parietal cortex. Nature 428, 751–754 (2004).
4.	 Vogel, E. K. & Machizawa, M. G. Neural activity predicts individual differences in visual working memory capacity. Nature 428, 

748–751 (2004).
5.	 Sauseng, P. et al. Brain oscillatory substrates of visual short-term memory capacity. Current biology 19, 1846–1852 (2009).
6.	 Tseng, P. et al. Posterior parietal cortex mediates encoding and maintenance processes in change blindness. Neuropsychologia 48, 

1063–1070 (2010).
7.	 Tseng, P. et al. Unleashing potential: transcranial direct current stimulation over the right posterior parietal cortex improves change 

detection in low-performing individuals. The Journal of Neuroscience 32, 10554–10561 (2012).
8.	 Hsu, T.-Y., Tseng, P., Liang, W.-K., Cheng, S.-K. & Juan, C.-H. Transcranial direct current stimulation over right posterior parietal 

cortex changes prestimulus alpha oscillation in visual short-term memory task. Neuroimage 98, 306–313 (2014).
9.	 Shafritz, K. M., Gore, J. C. & Marois, R. The role of the parietal cortex in visual feature binding. Proceedings of the National Academy 

of Sciences 99, 10917–10922 (2002).
10.	 Corbetta, M., Miezin, F. M., Shulman, G. L. & Petersen, S. E. A PET study of visuospatial attention. The Journal of Neuroscience 13, 

1202–1226 (1993).
11.	 Parra, M. A., Della Sala, S., Logie, R. H. & Morcom, A. M. Neural correlates of shape–color binding in visual working memory. 

Neuropsychologia 52, 27–36 (2014).
12.	 Engel, A. K., Fries, P. & Singer, W. Dynamic predictions: oscillations and synchrony in top–down processing. Nature Reviews 

Neuroscience 2, 704–716 (2001).
13.	 Fries, P. A mechanism for cognitive dynamics: neuronal communication through neuronal coherence. Trends in cognitive sciences 9, 

474–480 (2005).
14.	 Lutzenberger, W., Pulvermüller, F., Elbert, T. & Birbaumer, N. Visual stimulation alters local 40-Hz responses in humans: an EEG-

study. Neuroscience letters 183, 39–42 (1995).
15.	 Müller, M. M. et al. Visually induced gamma-band responses in human electroencephalographic activity‒​a link to animal studies. 

Experimental Brain Research 112, 96–102 (1996).
16.	 Tallon-Baudry, C., Bertrand, O., Delpuech, C. & Pernier, J. Stimulus specificity of phase-locked and non-phase-locked 40 Hz visual 

responses in human. The Journal of Neuroscience 16, 4240–4249 (1996).
17.	 Bertrand, O. & Tallon-Baudry, C. Oscillatory gamma activity in humans: a possible role for object representation. International 

Journal of Psychophysiology 38, 211–223 (2000).
18.	 Honkanen, R., Rouhinen, S., Wang, S. H., Palva, J. M. & Palva, S. Gamma oscillations underlie the maintenance of feature-specific 

information and the contents of visual working memory. Cerebral cortex bhu263 (2014).
19.	 Fell, J. & Axmacher, N. The role of phase synchronization in memory processes. Nature Reviews Neuroscience 12, 105–118 (2011).
20.	 Helfrich, R. F. et al. Entrainment of brain oscillations by transcranial alternating current stimulation. Current Biology 24, 333–339 

(2014).
21.	 Herrmann, C. S., Rach, S., Neuling, T. & Strüber, D. Transcranial alternating current stimulation: a review of the underlying 

mechanisms and modulation of cognitive processes. Frontiers in human neuroscience 7, (2013).
22.	 Zaehle, T., Rach, S. & Herrmann, C. S. Transcranial alternating current stimulation enhances individual alpha activity in human 

EEG. PloS one 5, e13766 (2010).
23.	 Terhune, D. B., Song, S. M. & Cohen Kadosh, R. Transcranial alternating current stimulation reveals atypical 40 Hz phosphene 

thresholds in synaesthesia. Cortex 63, 267–270 (2015).
24.	 Battleday, R. M., Muller, T., Clayton, M. S. & Cohen Kadosh, R. Mapping the mechanisms of transcranial alternating current 

stimulation: a pathway from network effects to cognition. Frontiers in psychiatry 5, 162 (2014).
25.	 Thut, G., Miniussi, C. & Gross, J. The functional importance of rhythmic activity in the brain. Current Biology 22, R658–R663 

(2012).
26.	 Polanía, R., Nitsche, M. A., Korman, C., Batsikadze, G. & Paulus, W. The importance of timing in segregated theta phase-coupling 

for cognitive performance. Current Biology 22, 1314–1318 (2012).
27.	 Gregoriou, G. G., Gotts, S. J., Zhou, H. & Desimone, R. High-Frequency, Long-Range Coupling Between Prefrontal and Visual 

Cortex During Attention. Science 324, 1207–1210 (2009).
28.	 Strüber, D., Rach, S., Trautmann-Lengsfeld, S. A., Engel, A. K. & Herrmann, C. S. Antiphasic 40 Hz oscillatory current stimulation 

affects bistable motion perception. Brain topography 27, 158–171 (2014).
29.	 Parra, M. A., Abrahams, S., Logie, R. H. & Della Sala, S. Visual short-term memory binding in Alzheimer’s disease and depression. 

Journal of Neurology 257, 1160–1169 (2010).
30.	 Jasper, H. H. The ten twenty electrode system of the international federation. Electroencephalography and clinical neurophysiology 10, 

371–375 (1958).
31.	 Jaušovec, N., Jaušovec, K. & Pahor, A. The influence of theta transcranial alternating current stimulation (tACS) on working memory 

storage and processing functions. Acta Psychologica 146, 1–6 (2014).
32.	 Pahor, A. & Jaušovec, N. The effects of theta transcranial alternating current stimulation (tACS) on fluid intelligence. International 

Journal of Psychophysiology 93, 322–331 (2014).
33.	 Tallon-Baudry, C., Bertrand, O., Peronnet, F. & Pernier, J. Induced γ​-band activity during the delay of a visual short-term memory 

task in humans. The Journal of neuroscience 18, 4244–4254 (1998).
34.	 Howard, M. W. et al. Gamma oscillations correlate with working memory load in humans. Cerebral cortex 13, 1369–1374 (2003).
35.	 Jensen, O. & Colgin, L. L. Cross-frequency coupling between neuronal oscillations. Trends in cognitive sciences 11, 267–269 (2007).
36.	 Lisman, J. E. & Jensen, O. The theta-gamma neural code. Neuron 77, 1002–1016 (2013).
37.	 Huang, N. E. & Wu, Z. A review on Hilbert-Huang transform: Method and its applications to geophysical studies. Reviews of 

Geophysics 46 (2008).
38.	 Bosman, C. A. et al. Attentional stimulus selection through selective synchronization between monkey visual areas. Neuron 75, 

875–888 (2012).
39.	 Jaušovec, N. & Jaušovec, K. Increasing working memory capacity with theta transcranial alternating current stimulation (tACS). 

Biological Psychology 96, 42–47 (2014).
40.	 Axmacher, N. et al. Cross-frequency coupling supports multi-item working memory in the human hippocampus. Proceedings of the 

National Academy of Sciences, 107(7), 3228–3233 (2010).
41.	 Holz, E. M. et al. Theta-gamma phase synchronization during memory matching in visual working memory. Neuroimage, 52(1), 

326–335 (2010).
42.	 Roberts, M. J. et al. Robust gamma coherence between macaque V1 and V2 by dynamic frequency matching. Neuron, 78(3), 

523–536 (2013).
43.	 Engel, A. K. & Singer, W. Temporal binding and the neural correlates of sensory awareness. Trends in cognitive sciences 5, 16–25 

(2001).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 4Scientific Reports | 6:32138 | DOI: 10.1038/srep32138

44.	 Roux, F., Wibral, M., Mohr, H. M., Singer, W. & Uhlhaas, P. J. Gamma-Band Activity in Human Prefrontal Cortex Codes for the 
Number of Relevant Items Maintained in Working Memory. Journal of Neuroscience 32, 12411–12420 (2012).

45.	 van Vugt, M. K., Schulze-Bonhage, A., Litt, B., Brandt, A. & Kahana, M. J. Hippocampal gamma oscillations increase with memory 
load. The journal of neuroscience 30, 2694–2699 (2010).

46.	 Palva, J. M., Monto, S., Kulashekhar, S. & Palva, S. Neuronal synchrony reveals working memory networks and predicts individual 
memory capacity. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 107, 7580–7585 (2010).

47.	 Medendorp, W. P. et al. Oscillatory activity in human parietal and occipital cortex shows hemispheric lateralization and memory 
effects in a delayed double-step saccade task. Cerebral cortex 17, 2364–2374 (2007).

48.	 Lutzenberger, W., Ripper, B., Busse, L., Birbaumer, N. & Kaiser, J. Dynamics of gamma-band activity during an audiospatial working 
memory task in humans. The Journal of neuroscience 22, 5630–5638 (2002).

49.	 Kaiser, J., Ripper, B., Birbaumer, N. & Lutzenberger, W. Dynamics of gamma-band activity in human magnetoencephalogram 
during auditory pattern working memory. Neuroimage 20, 816–827 (2003).

50.	 Kaiser, J., Heidegger, T., Wibral, M., Altmann, C. F. & Lutzenberger, W. Distinct gamma-band components reflect the short-term 
memory maintenance of different sound lateralization angles. Cerebral Cortex 18, 2286–2295 (2008).

51.	 Kaiser, J., Lutzenberger, W., Decker, C., Wibral, M. & Rahm, B. Task-and performance-related modulation of domain-specific 
auditory short-term memory representations in the gamma-band. Neuroimage 46, 1127–1136 (2009).

52.	 Haegens, S., Osipova, D., Oostenveld, R. & Jensen, O. Somatosensory working memory performance in humans depends on both 
engagement and disengagement of regions in a distributed network. Human brain mapping 31, 26–35 (2010).

53.	 Rose, M. & Büchel, C. Neural coupling binds visual tokens to moving stimuli. The Journal of neuroscience 25, 10101–10104 (2005).
54.	 Jensen, O. & Lisman, J. E. An oscillatory short-term memory buffer model can account for data on the Sternberg task. The Journal of 

Neuroscience 18, 10688–10699 (1998).
55.	 Pahor, A. & Jaušovec, N. Theta–gamma cross-frequency coupling relates to the level of human intelligence. Intelligence 46, 283–290 (2014).
56.	 Kopell, N., Ermentrout, G., Whittington, M. & Traub, R. Gamma rhythms and beta rhythms have different synchronization 

properties. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 97, 1867–1872 (2000).
57.	 Neuling, T., Wagner, S., Wolters, C. H., Zaehle, T. & Herrmann, C. S. Finite-Element Model Predicts Current Density Distribution 

for Clinical Applications of tDCS and tACS. Frontiers in Psychiatry 3 (2012).
58.	 Salvador, R., Mekonnen, A., Ruffini, G. & Miranda, P. C. Modeling the electric field induced in a high resolution realistic head model 

during transcranial current stimulation in 2073–2076 (IEEE, 2010).
59.	 Sadleir, R. J., Vannorsdall, T. D., Schretlen, D. J. & Gordon, B. Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) in a realistic head 

model. NeuroImage 51, 1310–1318 (2010).
60.	 Yu, J., Tseng, P., Hung, D. L., Wu, S.-W. & Juan, C.-H. Brain stimulation improves cognitive control by modulating medial-frontal 

activity and preSMA-vmPFC functional connectivity: Brain Stimulation Improves Cognitive Control. Human Brain Mapping 36, 
4004–4015 (2015).

61.	 Liang, W.-K. et al. Revealing the brain’s adaptability and the transcranial direct current stimulation facilitating effect in inhibitory 
control by multiscale entropy. NeuroImage 90, 218–234 (2014).

62.	 Datta, A. et al. Gyri-precise head model of transcranial direct current stimulation: Improved spatial focality using a ring electrode 
versus conventional rectangular pad. Brain Stimulation 2, 201–207.e1 (2009).

63.	 Datta, A., Elwassif, M., Battaglia, F. & Bikson, M. Transcranial current stimulation focality using disc and ring electrode 
configurations: FEM analysis. Journal of Neural Engineering 5, 163–174 (2008).

64.	 Faria, P., Hallett, M. & Miranda, P. C. A finite element analysis of the effect of electrode area and inter-electrode distance on the 
spatial distribution of the current density in tDCS. Journal of Neural Engineering 8, 66017 (2011).

65.	 Bikson, M., Datta, A., Rahman, A. & Scaturro, J. Electrode montages for tDCS and weak transcranial electrical stimulation: Role of 
‘return’ electrode’s position and size. Clinical Neurophysiology 121, 1976–1978 (2010).

66.	 Benchenane, K. et al. Coherent theta oscillations and reorganization of spike timing in the hippocampal-prefrontal network upon 
learning. Neuron 66, 921–936 (2010).

67.	 Jones, M. W. & Wilson, M. A. Theta rhythms coordinate hippocampal–prefrontal interactions in a spatial memory task. PLoS Biol 3, 
e402 (2005).

68.	 Baldauf, D. & Desimone, R. Neural Mechanisms of Object-Based Attention. Science 344, 424–427 (2014).
69.	 Santarnecchi, E. et al. Frequency-Dependent Enhancement of Fluid Intelligence Induced by Transcranial Oscillatory Potentials. 

Current Biology 23, 1449–1453 (2013).
70.	 Wu, Y.-J. et al. Modulating the interference effect on spatial working memory by applying transcranial direct current stimulation 

over the right dorsolateral prefrontal cortex. Brain and cognition 91, 87–94 (2014).
71.	 Romanska, A., Rezlescu, C., Susilo, T., Duchaine, B. & Banissy, M. J. High-frequency transcranial random noise stimulation 

enhances perception of facial identity. Cerebral Cortex bhv016 (2015).
72.	 Stocks, N. G. Suprathreshold stochastic resonance in multilevel threshold systems. Phys Rev Lett 84, 2310–2313 (2000).
73.	 Ward, L. M., MacLean, S. E. & Kirschner, A. Stochastic Resonance Modulates Neural Synchronization within and between Cortical 

Sources. PLoS One 5, e14371 (2010).
74.	 McDonnell, M. D. & Ward, L. M. The benefits of noise in neural systems: bridging theory and experiment. Nature Reviews 

Neuroscience 12, 415–426 (2011).
75.	 Schwarzkopf, D. S., Silvanto, J. & Rees, G. Stochastic Resonance Effects Reveal the Neural Mechanisms of Transcranial Magnetic 

Stimulation. Journal of Neuroscience 31, 3143–3147 (2011).
76.	 Parra, M. A. et al. Short-term memory binding deficits in Alzheimer’s disease. Brain awp036 (2009).

Acknowledgements
This work was supported by grants from the Ministry of Science and Technology, Taiwan, to CHJ (101-2628-H-008-
001-MY4; 103-2410-H-008-023-MY3) and PT (104-2410-H-038-013-MY3), and by funds from the Taipei Medical 
University (TMU 104-AE1-B07) to PT.

Author Contributions
P.T., Y.-T.C., W.-K.L. and C.-H.J. designed the experiments. C.-F.C. programmed the experimental stimuli. Y.-T.C. 
and C.-F.C. collected data. P.T., Y.-T.C., W.-K.L. and C.-H.J. analyzed the data. P.T., Y.-T.C. and C.-H.J. wrote the 
manuscript.

Additional Information
Competing financial interests: The authors declare no competing financial interests.
How to cite this article: Tseng, P. et al. The critical role of phase difference in gamma oscillation within the 
temporoparietal network for binding visual working memory. Sci. Rep. 6, 32138; doi: 10.1038/srep32138 (2016).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 5Scientific Reports | 6:32138 | DOI: 10.1038/srep32138

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. The images 
or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, 

unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license, 
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material. To view a copy of this 
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
 
© The Author(s) 2016

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	The critical role of phase difference in gamma oscillation within the temporoparietal network for binding visual working me ...
	Experiment 1

	Methods

	Participants. 
	Task and Procedures. 
	Analysis. 
	tACS Protocol. 

	Result

	Discussion

	Experiment 2

	Methods

	Participants. 
	Task, Procedures, and tACS Protocols. 

	Results

	Discussion

	Control Experiments

	Methods

	Participants. 
	Task, Procedures, and tACS Protocols. 

	Results and Discussion

	General Discussion

	Gamma and other frequency oscillations in VWM. 
	Interregional distance as an important modulator of tACS effects on phase relationship. 
	The importance of phase timing in neural transmission and cognitive functioning. 
	Brain stimulation and individual differences. 

	Acknowledgements
	Author Contributions
	﻿Figure 1﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ tACS protocol and experiment design for Experiment 1.
	﻿Figure 2﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ Examples of single-feature (shape) and feature-binding (color-shape) trials.
	﻿Figure 3﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ (a) Individual Differences in Experiment 1.
	﻿Figure 4﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ tACS protocol and experiment design for Experiment 2.
	﻿Figure 5﻿﻿.﻿﻿ ﻿ (a) Individual Differences in Experiment 2.



 
    
       
          application/pdf
          
             
                The critical role of phase difference in gamma oscillation within the temporoparietal network for binding visual working memory
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep32138
            
         
          
             
                Philip Tseng
                Yu-Ting Chang
                Chi-Fu Chang
                Wei-Kuang Liang
                Chi-Hung Juan
            
         
          doi:10.1038/srep32138
          
             
                Nature Publishing Group
            
         
          
             
                © 2016 Nature Publishing Group
            
         
      
       
          
      
       
          © 2016 Macmillan Publishers Limited
          10.1038/srep32138
          2045-2322
          
          Nature Publishing Group
          
             
                permissions@nature.com
            
         
          
             
                http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep32138
            
         
      
       
          
          
          
             
                doi:10.1038/srep32138
            
         
          
             
                srep ,  (2016). doi:10.1038/srep32138
            
         
          
          
      
       
       
          True
      
   




