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Mismatch Negativity in Patients with Sensorineural Hearing Loss
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[ Abstracl Objective To investigate the characteristics of mismatch negativity in sensorineural hearing loss
(SNHL) patients. Methods M ismatch negativity(MM N) was recorded from 7 adults(14 ears) with hearing impair
ment and 24 normal hearing adults(48 ears) using American 32— channel Neuroscan EEG/ ERP system. T he stand
ard (500 Hz tone burst) and deviant stimuli( 1 000 Hz tone burst) were presented in an oddball paradigm and the
MMN were recorded under a passive listening condition. The latencies and amplitudes of the two groups were com-
pared. Results The peak latency of MMN in the SNHL group was 145. 0016. 11 ms, which was significantly lon-
ger than that of 130.45%7. 31 ms in the control group ( P= 0.009). In comparison with the control group, the MMN
amplitude was unchanged in the SNHL group(P = 0.908). Conclusion The latency of MMN in SNHL group is sig
nificantly longer than that of the control group, but the amplitude changes slightly. The latency of MMN is relatively
stable, but the amplitude of MM N is variable among individuals.
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