

[image: image1]
Modulation of Brain Activity with Noninvasive Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation (tDCS): Clinical Applications and Safety Concerns









	
	REVIEW
published: 10 May 2017
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00685





[image: image2]

Modulation of Brain Activity with Noninvasive Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation (tDCS): Clinical Applications and Safety Concerns


Haichao Zhao1†, Lei Qiao1†, Dongqiong Fan1†, Shuyue Zhang2, Ofir Turel3, Yonghui Li4, Jun Li5, Gui Xue5, Antao Chen1 and Qinghua He1,4,6*


1Faculty of Psychology, Southwest University, Chongqing, China

2School of Education, Guangxi University, Nanning, China

3Department of Information systems and Decision Sciences, College of Business and Economics, California State University, Fullerton, Fullerton, CA, USA

4Key Laboratory of Mental Health, Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, China

5National Key Laboratory of Cognitive Neuroscience and Learning, IDG/McGovern Institute for Brain Research, Beijing Normal University, Beijing, China

6Southwest University Branch, Collaborative Innovation Center of Assessment toward Basic Education Quality at Beijing Normal University, Chongqing, China

Edited by:
Roumen Kirov, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, Bulgaria

Reviewed by:
Carlo Cavaliere, Istituto di Ricerca Diagnostica e Nucleare (IRCCS), Italy
 Jin Li, National Laboratory of Pattern Recognition, Institute of Automation (CAS), China
 Chunhui Chen, Beijing Normal University, China

* Correspondence: Qinghua He, heqinghua@gmail.com

†These authors have contributed equally to this work.

Specialty section: This article was submitted to Psychopathology, a section of the journal Frontiers in Psychology

Received: 05 February 2017
 Accepted: 19 April 2017
 Published: 10 May 2017

Citation: Zhao H, Qiao L, Fan D, Zhang S, Turel O, Li Y, Li J, Xue G, Chen A and He Q (2017) Modulation of Brain Activity with Noninvasive Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation (tDCS): Clinical Applications and Safety Concerns. Front. Psychol. 8:685. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00685



Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) is a widely-used tool to induce neuroplasticity and modulate cortical function by applying weak direct current over the scalp. In this review, we first introduce the underlying mechanism of action, the brief history from discovery to clinical scientific research, electrode positioning and montages, and parameter setup of tDCS. Then, we review tDCS application in clinical samples including people with drug addiction, major depression disorder, Alzheimer's disease, as well as in children. This review covers the typical characteristics and the underlying neural mechanisms of tDCS treatment in such studies. This is followed by a discussion of safety, especially when the current intensity is increased or the stimulation duration is prolonged. Given such concerns, we provide detailed suggestions regarding safety procedures for tDCS operation. Lastly, future research directions are discussed. They include foci on the development of multi-tech combination with tDCS such as with TMS and fMRI; long-term behavioral and morphological changes; possible applications in other research domains, and more animal research to deepen the understanding of the biological and physiological mechanisms of tDCS stimulation.
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INTRODUCTION

Brain activity is based on electronic firing of neurons. Thus, the possibility of being able to modulate, facilitate or disrupt this electric activity is appealing; it can help with creating temporary or somewhat permanent desirable brain changes. Various ways to achieve these goals, all of which focus on transcranial stimulation have been developed over the years. These include transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS), transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS), transcranial alternating current stimulation (tACS), transcranial random noise stimulation (tRNS), transcranial pulsed current stimulation (tPCS), and transcranial ultrasound stimulation (TUS) (Chen et al., 1997; Paulus, 2011; Tufail et al., 2011; Jaberzadeh et al., 2014). Among these methods, TMS and tDCS have been widely adopted and used in both healthy and clinical samples. This study focuses on tDCS and reviews its theoretical underpinnings, its uses and applications, outcomes and risks. Reflecting on these issues, this study provides recommendations for alleviating risks in future tDCS studies.

tDCS is a tool to induce neuroplasticity and modulate cortical functioning by applying weak direct current over the scalp of participants (Stagg and Nitsche, 2011). It has been widely used over the past decade, and has made significant contributions in the field of neuroscience and psychology (Fregni and Pascual-Leone, 2007). It is a noninvasive neuro-modulatory technique, which can reduce bidirectional polarity-dependent changes in underlying cortical areas. It can operate as both an exciter or an inhibitor of brain activity in regions of interest. Specifically, anodal stimulation can increase the excitability of such regions, whereas cathodal stimulation diminished it (Nitsche and Paulus, 2000; Antal et al., 2003). In addition, the electric current applied by tDCS can modulate the level of membrane potential as well as the firing rates of targeted cortical neurons (Nitsche and Paulus, 2000). The effects of tDCS stimulation can be long-lasting; the durability of such effects is a function of the duration and magnitude of the applied current. For example, it has been shown that the after-effect of a 13-min continuous stimulation can last up to 90 min (Nitsche and Paulus, 2001).

Given the persistent and possibly clinically useful effects of this noninvasive brain stimulation technique, tDCS has been utilized by clinicians and neuroscientists to treat mental and neurological disorders. Early attempts are dated to the nineteenth century. For instance, in 1804, the Italian physicist Giovanni Aldini successfully treated melancholic patients using electronic stimulation (Aldini, 1804). Later, Erb (1886) combined tDCS and muscle faradization to rehab motor function in chronic stroke patients. However, in the 1930s, the electroconvulsive therapy by Cerletti and Bini (1938) which aimed at helping patients with severe schizophrenia has overshadowed tDCS; this has led to the relative loss of interest in tDCS for 30 years (Utz et al., 2010). The interest in tDCS was regained in the 1960s, but was later neglected due to inconsistent results in human trials (Wagner et al., 2007). These inconsistencies can be attributed to difficulties in quantifying the stimulating current densities, electrode configurations, duration of stimulation, and/or frequency of stimulation (Barker, 1994; Nitsche and Paulus, 2000). Over the last decade, vast developments in neuroscience have brought new life to tDCS; it has been suggested that tDCS can be a potential treatment for drug addictions (Conti and Nakamura-Palacios, 2014; Wang et al., 2016), strokes (Hummel et al., 2006), epilepsy (Fregni et al., 2006d), Parkinson's disease (Fregni et al., 2006b), chronic pain (Fregni et al., 2007), Alzheimer's disease (Ferrucci et al., 2008a), and depression (Nitsche et al., 2009).

Despite the recent wide use of tDCS in a number of studies, the underlying mechanisms of the cortical excitatory/inhibitory effect of tDCS have not yet been fully understood (Arul-Anandam and Loo, 2009; Bikson et al., 2009). Furthermore, concerns regarding the safety of clinical treatment with tDCS have been raised. It is therefore important to synthesize knowledge regarding how tDCS works, when it works and risks associated with its use, in order to facilitate a more focused and safer use of tDCS in future research. To this end, in this review, we first introduce the basics of tDCS techniques, their protocols and typical montages. Then, the potential underlying mechanisms of tDCS, as well as the advantages of tDCS over other invasive and non-invasive brain stimulation techniques are discussed. Next, we describe key clinical applications among various populations, such as drug addicts, people with major depression disorder, and Alzheimer's disease. Following the description of tDCS applications, we discuss possible adverse effects of tDCS and safety procedures; these aspects are emphasized in relation to the use of tDCS in children. Lastly, potential directions for future research are proposed. These mainly focus on combining tDCS with other neuroscience techniques and extending the use of tDCS to other research domains.

TDCS BASICS

tDCS Protocols

Most tDCS studies we reviewed have adopted similar stimulation protocols, which we describe below. The protocol typically includes applying a pair of sponges (about 25–35 cm2) soaked with approximately 6 ml saline solution (in rare cases, water) to stimulate the target site around 20 min with direct currents of 1–2 mA. The electrodes used in tDCS are typically a pair of metal or conductive rubber wrapped in a perforated sponge pocket. The sponges are soaked with saline solution to minimize skin resistance. An alternative choice that is occasionally employed is the use of rubber electrodes with conductive gel. The size of such electrodes is typically 25–35 cm2. Electrode positioning is usually determined according to the international 10–20 electrode placement system. Constant current of 1–2 mA is delivered to the subject's scalp through anodal and cathodal electrodes with a ramp up and ramp down period of 30 s at the start and end of the session. Researchers have demonstrated that the after-effect of 10–30 min tDCS stimulation could last for about 1.5 h (Nitsche and Paulus, 2000; Nitsche et al., 2003a).

Potential Montages

Montages refer to the potential configurations of the electrodes; different arrangements and placements produce different results as they send currents through and stimulate different brain regions. Bi-cephalic tDCS is a common montage. It involves a cathodal electrode which decreases the function of the targeted brain areas whereas the anodal electrode increases this function (Nitsche and Paulus, 2000; Nitsche et al., 2003b). However, there can be variability in the placement and configuration of electrodes and this can result in different, and sometimes opposite results. For example, Moliadze et al. (2010) provide some of the strongest clinical evidence to-date that the relative position of stimulation can affect neuromodulation under each electrode. Moreover, increasing electrode distance may decrease the magnitude of neuro-modulation, depending on the specific montage and physiological measure employed (Bikson et al., 2010). It should be noted that different activity of the reference electrode site produces different brain activity modulation of the target site. Therefore, most published studies used an alternative solution involving the placement of a large reference electrode at the contralateral orbita; this choice was made because the current under the large electrode is dispersed (Nitsche et al., 2007).

Mono-cephalic tDCS, is another common montage; it involves the placement of an extra-cephalic reference electrode for monocephalic stimulation. This approach helps eliminating the confounding effects of the reference electrode on the head. This protocol has been adapted by many studies with different montages and various placements of the extra-cephalic reference electrode. Placements of the electrode have included, for instance: M1 and ipsilateral shoulder (Accolla et al., 2007), inion and neck base (Accornero et al., 2007), left fronto-temporal areas or inion and right shoulder (Monti et al., 2008), bi-frontal and non-dominant arm (Koenigs et al., 2009), bilateral dorsolateral prefrontal cortex and right deltoid (Priori et al., 2008). However, safety concerns regarding the currents passing through the brainstem, which may produce nausea, respiratory difficulty, muteness, and impaired fine motor control have been raised (Lippold and Redfearn, 1964). Nevertheless, additional evaluations of the local electric field distributions generated by tDCS with an extra-cephalic reference electrode revealed that the brainstem's cardio-respiratory and autonomic centers were not modulated by an extracephalic reference electrode (Im et al., 2012).

The third type of tDCS montage is non-cephalic tDCS. In this montage the direct current stimulation is delivered to non-cortical brain areas. For example, Ferrucci et al. (2008b) stimulated the cerebellum with tDCS; they found that this stimulation impaired the practice-dependent elevation of the reaction times in a working memory task. Similarly, Galea et al. (2009) investigated the inhibitory role of the cerebellum on motor-evoked potentials (MEPs) elicited by transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) over the motor cortex, and revealed that MEPs could be modified by tDCS in a polarity-specific manner. Figure 1 depicts the above-discussed montages.
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FIGURE 1. (A) Bi-cephalic (anode in red, cathode in yellow); (B) Mono-cephalic tDCS (active anode or cathode in red, the extra-cephalic reference electrode in gray); (C) Non-cephalic tDCS (active anode or cathode in red, the non-cortical reference electrode in gray).



Underlying Mechanisms of tDCS

Although the exact underlying mechanisms of tDCS effects on cortical excitability have not been fully understood, two potential mechanisms were proposed (for reviews, see Arul-Anandam and Loo, 2009; Brunoni et al., 2012a). First, Arul-Anandam and Loo (2009) argued that anodal stimulation propelled neuronal resting membrane potential toward depolarization, while cathodal stimulation propelled resting membrane potential toward hyperpolarization. While this theory can explain the short-term effects of tDCS, it fails to provide an adequate explanation for the long lasting effect of tDCS. This limitation stems from the fact that one single session of tDCS could elicit long lasting after-effects (Nitsche and Paulus, 2001; Nitsche et al., 2003b) while changes in resting membrane potential are short-lived.

Second, it was suggested that tDCS could also induce synaptic changes by adjusting the strength of synaptic transmission, a mechanism similar to long-term potentiation (LTP) and long-term depression (LTD) (Nitsche et al., 2003c). For example, recent evidence from pharmacologic studies reported that the after-effects of anodal tDCS were considerably shortened by the injection of propranolol (PROP), a β-receptor antagonist. In other words, N-Methyl-D-aspartate (NMDA) receptor-dependent LTP could be modified by anodal tDCS (Stagg and Nitsche, 2011). Furthermore, Fritsch et al. (2010) demonstrated that brain-derived neurotrophic factor (BDNF; a neurotrophin that is important in late-phase LTP) was essential for the after-effects of direct cortical stimulation. The pharmacologic modulation of glutamatergic activity can contribute to the cathodal tDCS after-effects as well (Stagg and Nitsche, 2011). Ultimately, while the exact neural mechanisms underlying tDCS are largely unknown, the abovementioned theories provide possible accounts for what drives tDCS effects and its efficacy in achieving short- and long-term brain modulations.

Advantages of tDCS Over Other Invasive and Non-invasive Brain Stimulation Techniques

Compared to other cognitive neuroscience methods such as invasive brain stimulations (e.g., deep brain stimulation, epidural cortical stimulation), tDCS is presumed to be safer and cheaper. Invasive brain stimulation methods are associated with surgical risks (infection, acute inflammation, and/or seizures; Zaghi et al., 2009), and tend to involve more expensive medical labor (e.g., neurosurgeons). Like other manipulation techniques, but with minimal discomfort, low cost, and no invasion, tDCS can directly manipulate the brain function in regions of interest and thereby help examining the effect of those manipulations on behaviors or produce desirable transient activity changes. The research potential of tDCS is therefore in that it could find causal relationships between specific brain regions and behavioral changes. Furthermore, it can help pointing to needed brain regions for different cognitive, subconscious and behavioral brain processes, like lesion studies do, but without the permanent brain damage.

tDCS can also be advantageous compared to transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS; another noninvasive technique used to influence neuronal activity). First, tDCS is relatively low cost, user-friendly, portable and tolerable (Priori et al., 2009; Zaghi et al., 2009; Brunoni et al., 2011a,b; Kessler et al., 2012). Second, tDCS can be easily combined with pharmacotherapy. For example, Brunoni et al. (2011c) have demonstrated that the combined use of tDCS and Sertraline (an antidepressant of the selective serotonin reuptake inhibitor class) requires decreasing dosage injects in clinical trials. Third, tDCS is relatively safe (safety will be discussed later in this manuscript), while TMS has been associated with the potential for causing seizures if inappropriately applied (Classen et al., 1995). Fourth, tDCS tends to have better experimental control because sham (placebo) stimulation is indistinguishable from real stimulation. Sham stimulation is administrated by increasing current over several seconds (typically 30 s) to the target brain region, and then fading off over several seconds. Using this procedure, subjects theoretically obtain the same experience as they do during real stimulation such as itching and tingling. The sensations are transient in real stimulation as well as in sham stimulation because subjects get used to the current in real stimulation, whereas the current tapers off in sham stimulation (Kessler et al., 2012). Finally, it may be easier to produce longer-lasting modulatory effects of cortical function with tDCS than with TMS (Fregni et al., 2006a). Overall, the advantages of tDCS over other invasive and non-invasive brain stimulation techniques make it an important technique that merits further research.

TDCS APPLICATIONS IN CLINICAL SAMPLES

Given the above-mentioned advantages and capacities of tDCS, it is not only used as a tool for neuroscience research, but can also be applied for the assessment and treatment of various psychiatric and neurological disorders, including drug addiction, major depression disorder, and Alzheimer's disease. Table 1 describes the select studies discussed in this article.


Table 1. Clinical studies of tDCS in the assessment and treatment of psychiatric and neurological disorders.
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tDCS Use in Drug Addiction Treatment

Addiction is a persistent psychological state in which there is diminished capacity to control compulsive substance (such as drugs) or non-substance (such as gambling, social media) seeking, regardless of the risks and negative consequences associated with this behavior (Hyman and Malenka, 2001). To date, available treatments for addictive behaviors remain limited, and especially the long-term success rates have been fairly poor (O'Brien, 2011). For example, behavioral interventions, such as cognitive-behavioral therapy, showed modest benefits (Dutra et al., 2008), perhaps because many addicts have prefrontal cortex damage that renders cognitive approaches as less efficacious (Turel et al., 2014; He et al., 2017).

Given its potential capabilities, tDCS has attracted the interest of therapists as a potential tool for reducing drug craving and related addiction problem. Researchers have shown that repeated tDCS could modulate cortical excitability and thereby improve the neuronal activity of circuits associated with cognitive control over drug craving, thus alleviating drug addiction problems. Specifically, the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC) is involved in inhibitory control and planning; it is therefore a critical brain region for controlling compulsive drug-seeking and avoiding relapse (Janes et al., 2012; Yuan et al., 2016). Studies have suggested that enhanced activity in the DLPFC is associated with reduced craving (McBride et al., 2006).

Several researchers have therefore examined the possibility that the modulation effect of tDCS applied to the DLPFC helps alleviating drug addiction problems. For example, Falcone et al. (2016) investigated the effect of a single 20-min session of 1.0 mA anodal stimulation over the left DLPFC on 25 smokers. They found that the stimulation could improve their ability to resist smoking. Similarly, repeated anodal tDCS over the left DLPFC could also effectively reduce craving and prevent relapse in alcoholics and methamphetamine abusers (da Silva et al., 2013; Shahbabaie et al., 2014; den Uyl et al., 2015), and decrease risky choices in cocaine addicts (Gorini et al., 2014). Nakamura-Palacios et al. (2016). It is suggested that this cognitive improvement might be associated with ventromedial prefrontal cortex (VMPFC) activation as modulated by the DLPFC activity change that resulted from repetitive anodal tDCS. The indirect modulation of VMPFC activity is therefore argued to be the means through which tDCS produces better self-control in addicts, improved decision making and reduced risk of relapse.

The bilateral frontal-parietal-temporal association area (FPT) is another potential target of tDCS for treating addictions. For example, Meng et al. (2014) examined the effects of inhibiting the FPT on the attentional bias to smoking-related cues in smokers. They found that low current bilateral cathodal stimulation of the FPT attenuates smoking cue-related attention; it hence can reduce desire to smoke in response to smoking cues in the environment. Similarly, Wang et al. (2016) found that one single tDCS session (1.5 mA for 20 min) over the bilateral FPT reduces cue induced craving in heroin addicts.

These studies suggest that transient and repeated anodal tDCS of DLPFC or cathodal over FTP could significantly improve the ability to resist drug craving or directly reduce patients' subjective cravings. However, knowledge regarding the neural mechanisms underlying such effects is still limited. Future studies should either combine pharmacologic antagonists with tDCS or image the brain before and after tDCS stimulation to better understand the neurochemical and neuro-network changes induced by tDCS and its resultant therapeutic effects.

tDCS Use in Major Depressive Disorder Treatment

Major depressive disorder (MDD) is a complex and inhomogeneous mental disorder, which is characterized by a pervasive and persistent low mood and usually accompanied by alterations of cortical excitability. The neural system hypothesis suggests that depression is a disorder related to dysfunction in structures implicated in the experience of emotions and the processing of affective information and stimuli; these include the dorsolateral and ventral prefrontal cortex, hippocampus and amygdala (Hamilton et al., 2008).

Since tDCS can modulate cortical excitability for hours after the stimulation, it was proposed that it might be a promising option for treating depression patients, beyond the use of psychotherapeutic interventions and pharmacotherapy. Numerous neuropsychological studies have revealed that stimulation of the DLPFC with tDCS can act in depression patients via re-establishing the balance between left and right prefrontal cortices, i.e., by enhancing the left hypoactive DLPFC activity and reducing the excitability of the right hyperactive DLPFC. For instance, Brunoni et al. (2014a) found that one single active bi-frontal tDCS significantly modifies negative attentional bias in MDD, which is consistent with the conclusion of Wolkenstein and Plewnia (2013) that anodal tDCS over the left DLPFC improved deficient cognitive control in MDD.

Extending the single session effect, the long-term effect of tDCS on MDD patients have also been established by Brunoni et al. (2011a). They found that after 20 min, twice daily, 5-day tDCS, depressive symptoms in all patients with MDD and bipolar depressive disorder (BDD) diminished, and that the beneficial effect persisted for 1 week and 1 month, respectively. Furthermore, Rigonatti et al. (2008) compared the clinical effects of PFC tDCS and the antidepressant fluoxetine in MDD patients; they found that active tDCS and fluoxetine both reduced depressive symptoms considerably.

Several less promising tDCS studies involving MDD patients were also reported (Blumberger et al., 2012; Bennabi et al., 2015). For examole, Blumberger et al. (2012) sought to characterize the pattern of change in depressive symptomatology induces by anodal tDCS to the left prefrontal cortex. Results showed that tDCS did not induce clinically relevant antidepressant effect in 24 treatment-resistant depressed patients. However, the low efficacy demonstrated in these tDCS studies may be attributed to the patients' strong psychological resistance to treatment, especially considering the fact that the same tDCS protocol showed significant antidepressant efficacy in MDD patients with low treatment resistance (Brunoni et al., 2011a, 2013, 2014b). It was also demonstrated that moving the right frontal cathodal electrode to an extra-cephalic position (e.g., right upper arm) may result in a better therapeutic effect in treatment-resistant patients (Martin et al., 2011). Thus, non-significant effects may be due to boundary conditions of tDCS and montage choices.

Taken together, these results have clearly showed a potential anti-depressive effect of prefrontal tDCS via altering the function of emotion-related information processing circuits. Specifically, the current approach is to enhance neural activity of left DLPFC and/or reduce neural activity of right DLPFC via the two main protocols of anodal tDCS over left DLPFC with the cathode over right DLPFC or right OFC (Brunoni et al., 2012b). It should be noted, however, that tDCS efficacy on specific symptom profiles in pharmacotherapy-resistant depression is limited (Bennabi et al., 2015), especially via the protocol of the left DLPFC anode with right OFC cathode (Lefaucheur et al., 2017). Nevertheless, such studies have noteworthy limitations, including relatively small sample sizes, and future studies should focus on the treatment effects of tDCS in larger and more representative samples of MDD patients. There is still a long way to go in the optimization of tDCS parameters in order to get better and more consistent therapeutic effects; current studies in this area fail to show that tDCS is a significantly better treatment than pharmacotherapy in MDD cases. Examining these competing (and possibly supplementary) approaches is a promising avenue for future research.

tDCS Use in Alzheimer's Disease Treatment

Alzheimer's disease (AD) is a neurodegenerative and progressive disease; it manifests through severe general cognitive decline in memory, attention, language, and executive control functions. Although in 2015 there were over 46.8 million people worldwide who suffer from AD, much is still to be learned about the neural underpinnings, pathogenesis and etiology of AD (Prince, 2015). The AD-Amyloid hypothesis provides an account for one possible biological mechanism underlying AD development. It proposes that the development of AD is driven by the accumulation and deposition of extracellular amyloid beta peptide aggregates in the brain and that such depositions can trigger a cascade that harms neurons and synapses (Kung, 2012). Another account from a neuropathology perspective, suggests that AD is caused by loss of neurons and synapses in the cerebral cortex and key regions for cognitive functioning, such as the temporal lobe, parietal lobe, frontal lobe and cingulate gyrus (Wenk, 2003). Attempts to treat AD with pharmacology have so far produced limited effectiveness or controversial outcomes (Nardone et al., 2011; Piau et al., 2011).

Non-pharmacological interventions, such as tDCS, have been recently found to produce positive effects for the treatment of older adults with memory decline or dementia (Elder and Taylor, 2014; Hsu et al., 2015). Moreover, researches have demonstrated that the aging brain can still morph, reorganize and change (Kuo et al., 2013; Gutchess, 2014). Hence, it is possible that neuro-stimulation like this produced by tDCS could influence ameliorate-specific parts of the brain, as well as the anti-correlated functional networks of the brain in order to control ameliorate effects (Li et al., 2003; Hui et al., 2009). Studies have shown significant changes in brain activity in the medial temporal lobes and temporoparietal cortex (TPC) during a memory task in AD patients (Rémy et al., 2005). Consequently, several studies explored the practical effects of tDCS on such regions in AD patients (Ferrucci et al., 2008a; Boggio et al., 2009, 2012). For example, Ferrucci et al. (2008a) evaluated the effect of tDCS over the temporopolar cortex (TPC) in 10 patients with AD. They found that all patients after an active anodal tDCS over the TPC area showed a significant improvement in recognition memory performance rather than visual attention, suggesting that the effects of tDCS over TPC were likely specific for recognition memory. Similarly, Boggio et al. (2009) assessed 10 AD patients with a memory recognition task using anodal tDCS over the left temporal cortex and left DLPFC, respectively. They found a significant positive effect of tDCS stimulation on short-term memory (visual recognition memory). In addition, They further examined the long-term effect of anodal tDCS over the temporal cortex on a visual recognition memory task in 15 AD patients, after five consecutive sessions. They found that AD patients' performance on the visual recognition memory task improves and that the improvement persists for at least 4 weeks after therapy (Boggio et al., 2012).

Such cases have substantiated the positive effect of tDCS stimulation on AD patients. They therefore suggest that tDCS may be an alternative or supplementary therapeutic option for AD patients. Later studies attempted to combine tDCS with cognitive training (CT), trying to produce constant and long-lasting curative effect. For instance, Penolazzi et al. (2015) tested the cognitive effects of two cycles of tDCS with CT treatments (Active tDCS + CT), 2 months apart. They found that the “tDCS + CT” could stabilize the global cognitive functioning for approximately 3 months, longer than the effect produced by CT only. Therefore, the synergetic use of tDCS and CT appeared to slow down the cognitive decline in AD patient, which again points to the potential value of tDCS as an adjuvant tool for cognitive rehabilitation in AD patients.

Although the efficacy of tDCS over the temproal cortex in improving recognition memory has been confirmed by several studies, researches have tried to explore the possibility thet the left DLPFC can be a potential stimulation target for ameliortaing AD patients' cognitive functions. For example, Khedr et al. (2014) investigated the long-term efficacy of anodal tDCS over the left DLPFC (2 mA, 25 min, and 10 days) in the neurorehabilitation of AD. The results showed that AD patients' cognitive performance significantly improved after either anodal or cathodal vs. sham tDCS, with reduction of P300 latency as the objective biological marker of AD. However, the same protocol (anodal tDCS over the left DLPFC, 2 mA, 25 min) applied by Cotelli et al. (2014) and Suemoto et al. (2014) showed negative results.

In summary, recent studies suggest a possible positive effect of tDCS on cognitive functions in AD patients, especially when the tDCS stimulation is combined with CT. Based on current evidence, it seems that the left TPC/temporal cortex may be a better target for tDCS stimulation compared to the left DLPFC, especially when researchers aim at improving AD patients' cognition memory. Future research should pay closer attention to the potential integration of tDCS with traditional methods such as pharmacological treatment and psychotherapy for improving cognitive rehabilitation in AD patients. Moreover, ways for extending the tDCS effects should be explored, because currently 1 month is the limit, and this is too short for meaningful rehabilitation of AD patients. Future studies should also try to understand the mechanisms underlying long-term effects of tDCS, as tDCS might interact with mechanisms involved in neurodegeneration with either beneficial (delayed deterioration of cognition) or harmful effects (accelerated cognitive deterioration) (Hansen, 2012).

tDCS Use in Treating Other Psychiatric Disorders

tDCS has also been applied to treat many other psychiatric and neurological disorders, beyond substance addiction, Alzheimer's disease and MDD. In the following paragraphs, we focus on select recent tDCS-related trends and new directions in the fields of ADHD (Sotnikova et al., 2017), schizophrenia (Pondé et al., 2017), disorders of consciousness (Cavaliere et al., 2016) and others.

ADHD

Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) is a persistent pattern of inattention and/or hyperactivity-impulsivity that interferes with functioning or development, has symptoms present in two or more settings (e.g., at home, school, or work; with friends or relatives; in other activities), and directly negatively influences social, academic or occupational functioning (American Psychiatric Association, 2013). The exact pathophysiology of ADHD has been difficult to delineate because of complicating factors such as evolving diagnostic criteria, phenotypic heterogeneity, frequent comorbidities, and environmental variables that may exacerbate or mimic symptoms (Rubio et al., 2016). One of the most influential theories for the neural basis of ADHD has focused on deficient inhibitory control leading to executive dysfunction (Gilbert et al., 2011), which has been proved to be linked to frontostriatal circuits, specifically hypo-activity in the DLPFC, ventrolateral prefrontal cortex, and the anterior cingulate cortex (Konrad et al., 2006). Thus, some studies have investigated the theraputic effect of tDCS over the DLPFC (Cosmo et al., 2015; Soltaninejad et al., 2015; Bandeira et al., 2016; Sotnikova et al., 2017). Although, several studies showed that tDCS over the left DLPFC of ADHD patients can improve executive control functions (e.g., inhibitory control, processing speed, working memory) and alleviate ADHD symptoms (Soltaninejad et al., 2015; Bandeira et al., 2016; Sotnikova et al., 2017), Cosmo et al. (2015) did not find significant differences between active and sham bihemispheric tDCS of the DLFPC in terms of improved inhibitory control.

Schizophrenia

Schizophrenia is a chronic mental disturbance characterized by dysfunction in emotion, cognition, and perception of reality (Kuo et al., 2014). Clinical features of schizophrenia include psychotic/positive symptoms (e.g., hallucinations, delusions, and disturbances of thought) and negative symptoms (e.g., emotional dullness, anhedonia, alogia, or attention deficit). The primary objective for tDCS in schizophrenia patients has been to reduce auditory verbal hallucinations (AVH). Thus, left temporo-parietal junction (TPJ) may be a promising cathodal target (Brunelin et al., 2012). On the other hand, numerous studies have revealed that the impaired frontal cortical activity may underlie the cognitive dysfunction in schizophrenia. Given the pivotal role of the DLPFC in mediating a wide range of executive functions (Niendam et al., 2012), this region can be the anodal region of interest. For example, Brunelin et al. (2012) showed a significant reduction of AVHs and positive and negative symptoms following active tDCS (anode: the left DLPFC; cathode: left TPJ) compared to sham condition. This is similar to the conclusion of Mondino et al. (2015, 2016), who found that the functional connectivity of left TPJ with the left angular gyrus, the left DLPFC and the precuneus increased following active tDCS. These regions are involved in the language-related and self-other recognition network (Mondino et al., 2014).

Disorders of Consciousness

The neural basis, clinical recognition, and long-term outcome of disorders of consciousness (DOC), such as coma, minimally conscious state (MCS) and vegetative state (VS), remain poorly understood (Giacino et al., 2014). Although peripheral treatments (e.g., physical therapy, speech therapy) and many potential pharmacological interventions have been evaluated in recent years, there is still no unanimously accepted evidence-based treatment guidelines for DOC patients (Gosseries et al., 2011). Some studies explored the potential of tDCS to improve the patients' consciousness. Thibaut et al. (2014) found that tDCS over left DLPF cortex may transiently improve signs of consciousness in MCS, but not VS patients following severe brain damage, which is similar to Angelakis et al. (2014). Moreover, electrophysiological evidence revealed that tDCS can effectively modulate the cortical excitability of patients with DOC. They further revealed that the changes in excitability in temporal anspatial domains are different between patients with MCS and those with VS (Bai et al., 2017). However, Estraneo et al. (2017) found that repeated tDCS did not exert remarkable short-term clinical and EEG effects in patients with prolonged DOC. In conclusion, some beneficial results of tDCS protocols have been demonstrated in DOC patients, especially targeting the left DLPFC in MCS. However, the reported studies are preliminary, were based on small samples, and used heterogeneous outcome measures, including either clinical or functional connectivity variables (Lefaucheur et al., 2017). Hence, further studies should examine the long-term therapeutic effects of tDCS over the left DLPFC in DOC patients.

POSSIBLE ADVERSE EFFECTS AND SAFETY PROCEDURES

Possible Detrimental Effect of tDCS

Although tDCS has been recognized widely as a safe brain stimulation technique, there are still some potential detrimental effects worthy of mentioning and considering. First, researchers and therapists should pay attention to skin lesions that usually occur under the anodal or cathodal electrodes in patients after treatment with tDCS. Specifically, the skin temperature increase under the electrodes and chemical reactions in the interface of the skin and electrodes might cause skin lesion. These lesions may be associated with several factors. Specifically, the degree of skin lesions was found to be positively related to stimulation intensity, skin impedance (Palm et al., 2008), duration of stimulation, accumulation of electrochemically produced toxins, and the dissolution products of the sponges (Frank et al., 2010). This happens, in part, because skin impedance can change as a function of current intensity, density of stimulations and stimulation duration (Kalia and Guy, 1995; Prausnitz, 1996). It was also suggested that electrode impedance might change depending on the dynamic electrochemical processes as well as the stimulation waveform and time (Prausnitz, 1996; Merrill et al., 2005; Minhas et al., 2010). Therefore, to use tDCS safely, the stimulation voltage should be adjusted to maintain the desired current magnitude across variable impedances.

Second, in addition to skin lesions, it is also worth mentioning that tDCS can be associated with a few mild adverse effects, such as mild tingling, mild pain, and transient redness (Iyer et al., 2005; Fregni et al., 2006c; Poreisz et al., 2007; Plazier et al., 2012). Such adverse effects have been observed under various tDCS montages and protocols and over different cortical areas in healthy participants, as well as in patients with various neurological disorders (Poreisz et al., 2007). For example, a recent study investigated the prevalence of side-effects in a cohort of 102 subjects with a total of 567 tDCS sessions (1 mA). The results showed that side effects can include a mild tingling sensation (70.6%), moderate fatigue (35.3%), a light itching sensation (30.4%), headache (11.8%), nausea (2.9%), and insomnia (0.98%) (Poreisz et al., 2007). However, these side effects seem to be safe, transient and could be tolerated well by most subjects (Nitsche et al., 2008; Loo et al., 2009; Miranda et al., 2009; DaSilva et al., 2011).

Recommended Safety Procedures

In order to ensure that participants undergo safe tDCS stimulation, several procedures are recommended. First, researchers and therapists should have proper exclusion criteria, such as the presence of metallic implants in the skull or brain and skin diseases (Utz et al., 2010). Second, subjects' skin should be lightly cleaned with a swab, and researchers and therapists should avoid abrading the skin because eroded skin is prone to induce skin lesions. The static impedance of the skin should also be measured, and stimulation should not be carried out unless impedance levels are within limits according to the tDCS device manufacturer.

Third, electrode sponges should be soaked with saline solution to minimize skin resistance and ensured that the contact with the skin is sufficiently firm. Fourth, constant current strength should be provided by the stimulation device. A safety current density limit of 0.029–0.142 mA/cm2 (Poreisz et al., 2007) as well as a maximum charge density of 40 μC/cm2 at the stimulating electrode (Yuen et al., 1981; Agnew and McCreery, 1987) are suggested for a safely delivered tDCS. Fifth, for repeated applications of tDCS, a sufficiently large interval between sessions is suggested in order to avoid undesirable cumulative effects. The interval is determined by the stimulation purpose and procedure. Most importantly, the experimenter or therapist should be well prepared and oversee the whole procedure, especially when examining children and patients. Lastly, all other safety measures suggested by the device manufacturers and/or the lab should be followed.

Compared to adults, children's or adolescents' brains are still developing, and hence are prone to relatively stronger neural plasticity. Therefore, tDCS in children may theoretically lead to some unexpected or even dangerous results, such as brain tissue lesions and cognitive impairment. As such, it has been recommended that brain stimulation for pure cognitive enhancement should be delayed until the patient has reached the state of intellectual maturity (Maslen et al., 2015). However, since tDCS can produce positive results in various psychiatric patients, the use of tDCS among children and adolescents who need treatment has been explored (Fiocchi et al., 2016; Gschwind and Seeck, 2016; Muszkat et al., 2016; Palm et al., 2016).

The most important issue to be considered when administrating tDCS in children is the dosage. While tDCS is widely used in adults, the dosage of tDCS administration in children is poorly understood. It is still unknown whether stimulation parameters used in adults are also suitable for children to achieve similar results (i.e., safety and efficacy concerns; Kessler et al., 2013). Several studies tried to explore the safety of tDCS in children with neurological or psychiatric disorders. For instance, Auvichayapat et al. (2013) examined the seizure reduction effects as well as the safety of tDCS in children with refractory epilepsy. Results showed that tDCS could decrease the frequency of seizure. Based on this, they argued that tDCS, if used for short periods was safe for children with epilepsy (1 session of 1 mA cathodal tDCS for 20 min, 35 cm2). Similarly, Mattai et al. (2011) explored the safety and tolerability of tDCS in children with childhood-onset schizophrenia and found that the children tolerated tDCS well with no serious side effects (10 sessions of 2 mA tDCS for 20 min, 25 cm2). Moreover, Pinchuk et al. (2012) found significant improvement of higher cognitive functions when stimulating children with psychic development disorders (5–9 session of 0.06–0.12 mA, 25–45 min, 2.5–6.25 cm2). Specifically, verbal functions improvement was observed in 80% of the children, and writing mistakes were reduced 3-fold in patients with dysgraphia.

It should be noted that the above results primarily focus on childhood neurological or psychiatric disorders. To date, the safety procedures for, and adverse effects of tDCS in healthy children still requires further research.

TDCS COMBINED WITH OTHER TECHNIQUES

tDCS and MRI

Combining magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) with concurrent tDCS allows for a non-invasive examination of tDCS-induced effects throughout the brain. However, the potential risks and technical issues caused by wires and electrodes within the MRI scanner should be noted. They are similar to those discussed regarding electroencephalography (EEG) concurrent recording within the MRI. Undesired coupling of the tDCS wires and the MRI transmission coil could burn the skin as well as distort flip angles. Nevertheless, with specially manufactured MR-compatible electrodes, there is a growing body of evidence indicating that specific tDCS tools can be safely and effectively used in the MR environment. For instance, Kwon et al. (2008) demonstrated the modulation effect of tDCS on the primary motor cortex by functional MRI. Similarly, Antal et al. (2011) explored the online effects of short periods of tDCS on the brain activity as well as the associated hemodynamics by concurrent BOLD fMRI. No distortion, signs of elevated flip angles, or signal loss of the brain images near the electrodes were evident in their study, and no brain signal changes were observed when turning the direct current stimulation on and off (Zheng et al., 2011). This suggests that the combination of tDCS and functional MRI could be applied as a safe method, even in a 3T MR environment; though caution regarding such a combination should be applied in future applications.

tDCS and TMS

tDCS may be more valuable if combined with other neuro-modulatory approaches such as TMS. With respect to tDCS-TMS studies, Lang et al. (2004) reported that a priming effect occurred when tDCS was followed by repetitive TMS. In this study, 100 stimuli of 5 Hz were employed in a repetitive TMS procedure, after an anodal, cathodal or sham tDCS was applied to left M1 for 10 min. The study found that cathodal and anodal tDCS increases and decreases the subsequent effects on corticospinal excitability, independently. Similar priming effects occurred when tDCS was followed by repetitive TMS (Siebner et al., 2004; Cosentino et al., 2012; Moloney and Witney, 2013). Furthermore, no adverse effects on neuropsychological function was found after repeated sessions of combined tDCS-rTMS stimulation (Loo et al., 2009). Thus, it appears that tDCS-TMS studies are safe, but the lead-lag effects of one on the other require attention and caution.

HD-TDCS

High-Definition tDCS (HD-tDCS) is a newly developed technique using configurations of smaller, specially designed electrodes to improve the spatial focality of tDCS (Minhas et al., 2010). Various configurations of HD-tDCS have been proposed; these can be modified to improve the spatial focality of the stimulated brain regions. HD-tDCS uses deployments of specialized compact scalp electrodes to pass currents without inducing skin irritation and with minimal discomfort (Lang et al., 2005). Several clinical studies have been conducted in healthy subjects, as well as in patients to investigate its safety and efficacy. For instance, Borckardt et al. (2012) evaluated whether HD-tDCS over the motor cortex would reduce pain and sensory experience with the 4 × 1 ring deployment. They found that real HD-tDCS can decrease the heat and cold sensory thresholds and the thermal wind-up pain. They also observed a marginal analgesic effect for cold pain thresholds. In addition, Villamar et al. (2013) examined the HD-tDCS effects on overall perceived pain in fibromyalgia patients using the 4 × 1 ring configuration. They found that, compared to sham stimulation, both the anodal and cathodal stimulation led to significant decrease in overall perceived pain. He et al. (2016) used similar HD-tDCS configurations to investigate the effects of left and right DLPFC on risky decision making, and found that stimulating the left but not the right DLPFC showed higher performance in the Iowa Gambling task and lower delay discounting rate in healthy male participants. The reported effects of HD-tDCS were mild tingling or itching during both real and sham stimulation, which typically faded away after a few minutes. Hence, HD-tDCS seems to be as safe as tDCS, but future research is needed to further establish its efficacy and safety.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

To date, based on the available evidence, tDCS can be treated as a relatively safe and portable brain activity modulation technology. It has been recognized as an effective neuromodulation tool for the treatment of neuropsychiatric disorders and for improving cognitive functioning in healthy subjects. No hard evidence that tDCS can damage brain tissue or impair cognitive functions has been produced. However, many challenges for the clinical practice of tDCS still need to be overcome and require further studies. For example, the effect of prolonged or repeated exposure to tDCS should be investigated in longitudinal designs. The possibility that the excitability of cortical neurons could be modulated by tDCS on a long-term basis should be studied (Mattai et al., 2011). Researchers should also explore and verify the long-term morphological changes or behavioral alterations after tDCS. Brain development of children is associated with intensive plasticity as well as other processes such as synaptic pruning. Therefore, researchers should investigate the long-term behavioral, brain structural and functional changes associated with tDCS in children and adolescents, which may provide valuable information for evaluating the therapeutic effectiveness of the stimulation protocol and its possible side effects (Kadosh et al., 2012).

Another important issue for future research is the mechanisms of action of tDCS. These mechanisms may have considerable significance for future clinical studies. Specifically, the mechanisms possibly involve various synaptic and non-synaptic effects on neurons, and non-neuronal cells and tissues of the central nervous system (Brunoni et al., 2012a), and these may shed light on the efficacy of combining tDCS with other therapeutic approaches, such as pharmacology. A better understanding of the tDCS mechanisms of action is also important for improving the clinical safety and efficacy of tDCS.

This improved understanding can be achieved by studying the brain mechanisms through combined techniques such as TMS, EEG, and fMRI. In addition, to increase the understanding of the biological and physiological etiology of tDCS stimulation effects, more elaborated experimental studies may be warranted in future, including animal studies in vivo. These can be useful, because critical mechanistic insights could be obtained from animal studies examining different tDCS montages or investigating other outcomes which could not be done in human, such as studies exploring the expression of neurotransmitter receptors. Such studies would facilitate translational tDCS research and have potential clinical implications (Brunoni et al., 2012a). Furthermore, these future animal studies might possibly open the door for certain biomarkers such as endophenotypes (Hasan et al., 2013).

Researchers should also attempt understanding the optimal treatment “dose” in tDCS. The concept “dose” of tDCS was first introduced by Nitsche and Paulus (2000). Nowadays, tDCS is known for its flexibility to have various dose options. At the same time, various dose options also make the optimal choice hard to ascertain. Cortical regions exposed to higher doses of tDCS may be more likely to be modulated. However, other less controllable factors such as skin and skull resistance may also have an influence on the amount of current that effectively reaches neuronal tissue. Current amount and delivery would be also modulated for patients with skull defects and brain lesions among other conditions. Hence, subjects with different conditions may get non-uniform effect by the same amount of current (Brunoni et al., 2012a). Future studies should investigate these factors and find the optimal doses and delivery approaches for safe and efficacious treatment among different populations of subjects.

Moreover, it should be noted that tDCS is not a catholicon of psychiatric diseases, even though it offers promising and exciting possibilities for treatment development. Given that multiple factors may influence the final clinical efficacy of tDCS in psychological and neurological disorders, further studies should focus on individual differences (e.g., psychological states, treatment resistance, and illness severity) in the specific disorder. As mentioned above, the degree of treatment resistance may hinder the therapeutic effect of tDCS in MDD (Mondino et al., 2014), and the illness severity can be an indication of therapeutic effect of tDCS in DOC patients (Angelakis et al., 2014; Thibaut et al., 2014); Psychological states of participants at the time of stimulation may also disturb the clinical outcomes. For example, tDCS will intensify but weaken addicts' cravings when the drug-related cues are present (Shahbabaie et al., 2014).

In addition, further studies should focus on study design and its crucial role in establishing and determining treatment outcomes of tDCS. The majority of studies with negative results were randomized controlled trials, which raises the possibility of a placebo effect. That is, sham tDCS may exert some degree of influence over outcomes (Kekic et al., 2016).

Lastly, it is interesting to consider the possibility of expanding the use of tDCS as an investigative tool for studying decision making in normal subjects, as well as in subjects with sub-clinical conditions. Since tDCS can manipulate the activity of brain regions involved in risk assessment, reflection and decision making (e.g., the insular cortex and/or DLPFC), it can be used for obtaining new insights in various branches of decision neuroscience, such as in neuro-marketing, neuro-information systems (Neuro-IS) and neuro-finance. In such research areas, the use of tDCS can help researchers pinpoint the neural regions that are involved in decision making tasks and how changes to the activation of these regions improves or impairs various decision making facets.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

HZ, LQ, and QH were responsible for the study conception and design; HZ, LQ, and DF wrote the first draft of the paper. SZ, OT, and QH also contributed to the writing of the paper. QH, SZ, OT, GX, JL, YL, and AC made the critical revision of the article. All authors gave the final approval of the article.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by research grants from the National Natural Science Foundation of China (31400959), the 973 Program (2014CB846102), the 111 Project (B07008), Open Research Fund of the National Key Laboratory of Cognitive Neuroscience and Learning (CNLZD1306), Fundamental Research Funds for Central Universities (SWU1509422, 15XDSKD004), Open Research Fund of the Key Laboratory of Mental Health, Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences (KLMH2015G01), and the Research Program Funds of the Collaborative Innovation Center of Assessment toward Basic Education Quality at Beijing Normal University (2016-06-014-BZK01, SCSM-2016A2-15003).

REFERENCES

 Accolla, E., Caputo, E., Cogiamanian, F., Tamma, F., Mrakic-Sposta, S., Marceglia, S., et al. (2007). Gender differences in patients with Parkinson's disease treated with subthalamic deep brain stimulation. Mov. Disord. 22, 1150–1156. doi: 10.1002/mds.21520

 Accornero, N., Voti, P. L., La Riccia, M., and Gregori, B. (2007). Visual evoked potentials modulation during direct current cortical polarization. Exp. Brain Res. 178, 261–266. doi: 10.1007/s00221-006-0733-y

 Agnew, W., and McCreery, D. (1987). Considerations for safety in the use of extracranial stimulation for motor evoked potentials. Neurosurgery 20, 143–147. doi: 10.1097/00006123-198701000-00030

 Aldini, G. (1804). Essai Théorique et Expérimental sur le Galvanisme, Avec une Série d'Expériences Faites en Présence des Commissaires de l'Institut National de France et en Divers Amphithéâtres Anatomiques de Londres. Paris: Imprimerie de Fournier Fils.

 American Psychiatric Association (2013). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, 5th Edn. Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association.

 Angelakis, E., Liouta, E., Andreadis, N., Korfias, S., Ktonas, P., Stranjalis, G., et al. (2014). Transcranial direct current stimulation effects in disorders of consciousness. Arch. Phys. Med. Rehabil. 95, 283–289. doi: 10.1016/j.apmr.2013.09.002

 Antal, A., Kincses, T. Z., Nitsche, M. A., and Paulus, W. (2003). Manipulation of phosphene thresholds by transcranial direct current stimulation in man. Exp. Brain Res. 150, 375–378. doi: 10.1007/s00221-003-1459-8

 Antal, A., Polania, R., Schmidt-Samoa, C., Dechent, P., and Paulus, W. (2011). Transcranial direct current stimulation over the primary motor cortex during fMRI. Neuroimage 55, 590–596. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.11.085

 Arul-Anandam, A. P., and Loo, C. (2009). Transcranial direct current stimulation: a new tool for the treatment of depression? J. Affect. Disord. 117, 137–145. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2009.01.016

 Auvichayapat, N., Rotenberg, A., Gersner, R., Ngodklang, S., Tiamkao, S., Tassaneeyakul, W., et al. (2013). Transcranial direct current stimulation for treatment of refractory childhood focal epilepsy. Brain Stimul. 6, 696–700. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2013.01.009

 Bai, Y., Xia, X., Kang, J., Yang, Y., He, J., and Li, X. (2017). tDCS modulates cortical excitability in patients with disorders of consciousness. Neuroimage Clin. doi: 10.1016/j.nicl.2017.01.025

 Bandeira, I. D., Guimarães, R. S. Q., Jagersbacher, J. G., Barretto, T. L., de Jesus-Silva, J. R., Santos, S. N., et al. (2016). Transcranial direct current stimulation in children and Adolescents with Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) a pilot study. J. Child Neurol. 31, 918–924. doi: 10.1177/0883073816630083

 Barker, A. T. (1994). “Magnetic nerve stimulation: principles, advantages and disadvantages,” in Biomagnetic Simulation, ed S. Ueno (New York, NY: Plenum Press), 9–28.

 Bennabi, D., Nicolier, M., Monnin, J., Tio, G., Pazart, L., Vandel, P., et al. (2015). Pilot study of feasibility of the effect of treatment with tDCS in patients suffering from treatment-resistant depression treated with escitalopram. Clin. Neurophysiol. 126, 1185–1189. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2014.09.026

 Bikson, M., Datta, A., and Elwassif, M. (2009). Establishing safety limits for transcranial direct current stimulation. Clin. Neurophysiol. 120:1033. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2009.03.018

 Bikson, M., Datta, A., Rahman, A., and Scaturro, J. (2010). Electrode montages for tDCS and weak transcranial electrical stimulation: role of “return” electrode's position and size. Clin. Neurophysiol. 121:1976. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2010.05.020

 Blumberger, D. M., Tran, L. C., Fitzgerald, P. B., Hoy, K. E., and Daskalakis, Z. J. (2012). A randomized double-blind sham-controlled study of transcranial direct current stimulation for treatment-resistant major depression. Front. Psychiatry 3:74. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2012.00074

 Boggio, P. S., Ferrucci, R., Mameli, F., Martins, D., Martins, O., Vergari, M., et al. (2012). Prolonged visual memory enhancement after direct current stimulation in Alzheimer's disease. Brain Stimul. 5, 223–230. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2011.06.006

 Boggio, P. S., Khoury, L. P., Martins, D. C., Martins, O. E., De Macedo, E., and Fregni, F. (2009). Temporal cortex direct current stimulation enhances performance on a visual recognition memory task in Alzheimer disease. J. Neurol. Neurosurg. Psychiatry 80, 444–447. doi: 10.1136/jnnp.2007.141853

 Borckardt, J. J., Bikson, M., Frohman, H., Reeves, S. T., Datta, A., Bansal, V., et al. (2012). A pilot study of the tolerability and effects of high-definition transcranial direct current stimulation (HD-tDCS) on pain perception. J. Pain 13, 112–120. doi: 10.1016/j.jpain.2011.07.001

 Brunelin, J., Mondino, M., Gassab, L., Haesebaert, F., Gaha, L., Suaud-Chagny, M. F., et al. (2012). Examining transcranial direct-current stimulation (tDCS) as a treatment for hallucinations in schizophrenia. Am. J. Psychiatry 169, 719–724. doi: 10.1176/appi.ajp.2012.11071091

 Brunoni, A., Ferrucci, R., Bortolomasi, M., Vergari, M., Tadini, L., Boggio, P., et al. (2011a). Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) in unipolar vs. bipolar depressive disorder. Prog. Neuropsychopharmacol. Biol. Psychiatry 35, 96–101. doi: 10.1016/j.pnpbp.2010.09.010

 Brunoni, A. R., Amadera, J., Berbel, B., Volz, M. S., Rizzerio, B. G., and Fregni, F. (2011b). A systematic review on reporting and assessment of adverse effects associated with transcranial direct current stimulation. Int. J. Neuropsychopharmacol. 14, 1133–1145. doi: 10.1017/S1461145710001690

 Brunoni, A. R., Boggio, P. S., De Raedt, R., Bensenor, I. M., Lotufo, P. A., Namur, V., et al. (2014b). Cognitive control therapy and transcranial direct current stimulation for depression: a randomized, double-blinded, controlled trial. J. Affect. Disord. 162, 43–49. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2014.03.026

 Brunoni, A. R., Ferrucci, R., Fregni, F., Boggio, P. S., and Priori, A. (2012b). Transcranial direct current stimulation for the treatment of major depressive disorder: a summary of preclinical, clinical and translational findings. Prog. Neuropsychopharmacol. Biol. Psychiatry 39, 9–16. doi: 10.1016/j.pnpbp.2012.05.016

 Brunoni, A. R., Nitsche, M. A., Bolognini, N., Bikson, M., Wagner, T., Merabet, L., et al. (2012a). Clinical research with transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS): challenges and future directions. Brain Stimul. 5, 175–195. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2011.03.002

 Brunoni, A. R., Valiengo, L., Baccaro, A., Zanão, T. A., de Oliveira, J. F., Goulart, A., et al. (2013). The sertraline vs electrical current therapy for treating depression clinical study: results from a factorial, randomized, controlled trial. JAMA Psychiatry 70, 383–391. doi: 10.1001/2013.jamapsychiatry.32

 Brunoni, A. R., Valiengo, L., Baccaro, A., Zanao, T. A., de Oliveira, J. F., Vieira, G. P., et al. (2011c). Sertraline vs. electrical current therapy for treating depression clinical trial-SELECT TDCS: design, rationale and objectives. Contemp. Clin. Trials 32, 90–98. doi: 10.1016/j.cct.2010.09.007

 Brunoni, A. R., Zanao, T. A., Vanderhasselt, M. A., Valiengo, L., Oliveira, J. F., Boggio, P. S., et al. (2014a). Enhancement of affective processing induced by bifrontal transcranial direct current stimulation in patients with major depression. Neuromodulation 17, 138–142. doi: 10.1111/ner.12080

 Cavaliere, C., Aiello, M., Di Perri, C., Amico, E., Martial, C., Thibaut, A., et al. (2016). Functional connectivity substrates for tDCS response in minimally conscious state patients. Front. Cell. Neurosci. 10:257 doi: 10.3389/fncel.2016.00257

 Cerletti, U., and Bini, L. (1938). L'Elettroshock. Arch. Gen. Neurol. Psichiatr. Psicoanal 19:226.

 Chen, R., Classen, J., Gerloff, C., Celnik, P., Wassermann, E., Hallett, M., et al. (1997). Depression of motor cortex excitability by low-frequency transcranial magnetic stimulation. Neurology. 48, 1398–1403. doi: 10.1212/WNL.48.5.1398

 Classen, J., Witte, O., Schlaug, G., Seitz, R., Holthausen, H., and Benecke, R. (1995). Epileptic seizures triggered directly by focal transcranial magnetic stimulation. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 94, 19–25. doi: 10.1016/0013-4694(94)00249-K

 Conti, C. L., and Nakamura-Palacios, E. M. (2014). Bilateral transcranial direct current stimulation over dorsolateral prefrontal cortex changes the drug-cued reactivity in the anterior cingulate cortex of crack-cocaine addicts. Brain Stimul. 7, 130–132. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2013.09.007

 Cosentino, G., Fierro, B., Paladino, P., Talamanca, S., Vigneri, S., Palermo, A., et al. (2012). Transcranial direct current stimulation preconditioning modulates the effect of high-frequency repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation in the human motor cortex. Eur. J. Neurosci. 35, 119–124. doi: 10.1111/j.1460-9568.2011.07939.x

 Cosmo, C., Baptista, A. F., and de Sena, E. P. (2015). Contribution of transcranial direct current stimulation on inhibitory control to assess the neurobiological aspects of attention deficit hyperactivity disorder: randomized controlled trial. JMIR Res. Protoc. 4:56. doi: 10.2196/resprot.4138

 Cotelli, M., Manenti, R., Brambilla, M., Petesi, M., Rosini, S., Ferrari, C., et al. (2014). Anodal tDCS during face-name associations memory training in Alzheimer's patients. Front. Aging Neurosci. 6:38. doi: 10.3389/fnagi.2014.00038

 DaSilva, A. F., Volz, M. S., Bikson, M., and Fregni, F. (2011). Electrode positioning and montage in transcranial direct current stimulation. J. Vis. Exp. e2744. doi: 10.3791/2744

 da Silva, M. C., Conti, C. L., Klauss, J., Alves, L. G., do Nascimento Cavalcante, H. M., Fregni, F., et al. (2013). Behavioral effects of transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) induced dorsolateral prefrontal cortex plasticity in alcohol dependence. J. Physiol. Paris. 107, 493–502. doi: 10.1016/j.jphysparis.2013.07.003

 den Uyl, T. E., Gladwin, T. E., and Wiers, R. W. (2015). Transcranial direct current stimulation, implicit alcohol associations and craving. Biol. Psychol. 105, 37–42. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsycho.2014.12.004

 Dutra, L., Stathopoulou, G., Basden, S. L., Leyro, T. M., Powers, M. B., and Otto, M. W. (2008). A meta-analytic review of psychosocial interventions for substance use disorders. Am. J. Psychiatry. 165, 179–187. doi: 10.1176/appi.ajp.2007.06111851

 Elder, G. J., and Taylor, J.-P. (2014). Transcranial magnetic stimulation and transcranial direct current stimulation: treatments for cognitive and neuropsychiatric symptoms in the neurodegenerative dementias? Alzheimers. Res. Ther. 6:1. doi: 10.1186/s13195-014-0074-1

 Erb, W. H. (1886). Handbuch der Elektrotherapie, Vol. 3. Leipzig: F.C.W. Vogel Verlag.

 Estraneo, A., Pascarella, A., Moretta, P., Masotta, O., Fiorenza, S., Chirico, G., et al. (2017). Repeated transcranial direct current stimulation in prolonged disorders of consciousness: a double-blind cross-over study. J. Neurol. Sci. 375, 464–470. doi: 10.1016/j.jns.2017.02.036

 Falcone, M., Bernardo, L., Ashare, R. L., Hamilton, R., Faseyitan, O., McKee, S. A., et al. (2016). Transcranial direct current brain stimulation increases ability to resist smoking. Brain Stimul. 9, 191–196. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2015.10.004

 Ferrucci, R., Mameli, F., Guidi, I., Mrakic-Sposta, S., Vergari, M., Marceglia, S., et al. (2008a). Transcranial direct current stimulation improves recognition memory in Alzheimer disease. Neurology. 71, 493–498. doi: 10.1212/01.wnl.0000317060.43722.a3

 Ferrucci, R., Marceglia, S., Vergari, M., Cogiamanian, F., Mrakic-Sposta, S., Mameli, F., et al. (2008b). Cerebellar transcranial direct current stimulation impairs the practice-dependent proficiency increase in working memory. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 20, 1687–1697. doi: 10.1162/jocn.2008.20112

 Fiocchi, S., Ravazzani, P., Priori, A., and Parazzini, M. (2016). Cerebellar and spinal direct current stimulation in children: computational modeling of the induced electric field. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 10:522. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2016.00522

 Frank, E., Wilfurth, S., Landgrebe, M., Eichhammer, P., Hajak, G., and Langguth, B. (2010). Anodal skin lesions after treatment with transcranial direct current stimulation. Brain Stimul. 3, 58–59. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2009.04.002

 Fregni, F., Boggio, P. S., Lima, M. C., Ferreira, M. J., Wagner, T., Rigonatti, S. P., et al. (2006a). A sham-controlled, phase II trial of transcranial direct current stimulation for the treatment of central pain in traumatic spinal cord injury. Pain 122, 197–209. doi: 10.1016/j.pain.2006.02.023

 Fregni, F., Boggio, P. S., Santos, M. C., Lima, M., Vieira, A. L., Rigonatti, S. P., et al. (2006b). Noninvasive cortical stimulation with transcranial direct current stimulation in Parkinson's disease. Mov. Disord. 21, 1693–1702. doi: 10.1002/mds.21012

 Fregni, F., Freedman, S., and Pascual-Leone, A. (2007). Recent advances in the treatment of chronic pain with non-invasive brain stimulation techniques. Lancet Neurol. 6, 188–191. doi: 10.1016/S1474-4422(07)70032-7

 Fregni, F., Gimenes, R., Valle, A. C., Ferreira, M. J., Rocha, R. R., Natalle, L., et al. (2006c). A randomized, sham-controlled, proof of principle study of transcranial direct current stimulation for the treatment of pain in fibromyalgia. Arthr. Rheum. 54, 3988–3998. doi: 10.1002/art.22195

 Fregni, F., and Pascual-Leone, A. (2007). Technology insight: noninvasive brain stimulation in neurology—perspectives on the therapeutic potential of rTMS and tDCS. Nat. Clin. Pract. Neurol. 3, 383–393. doi: 10.1038/ncpneuro0530

 Fregni, F., Thome-Souza, S., Nitsche, M. A., Freedman, S. D., Valente, K. D., and Pascual-Leone, A. (2006d). A controlled clinical trial of cathodal DC polarization in patients with refractory epilepsy. Epilepsia. 47, 335–342. doi: 10.1111/j.1528-1167.2006.00426.x

 Fritsch, B., Reis, J., Martinowich, K., Schambra, H. M., Ji, Y., Cohen, L. G., et al. (2010). Direct current stimulation promotes BDNF-dependent synaptic plasticity: potential implications for motor learning. Neuron 66, 198–204. doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2010.03.035

 Galea, J. M., Jayaram, G., Ajagbe, L., and Celnik, P. (2009). Modulation of cerebellar excitability by polarity-specific noninvasive direct current stimulation. J. Neurosci. 29, 9115–9122. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2184-09.2009

 Giacino, J. T., Fins, J. J., Laureys, S., and Schiff, N. D. (2014). Disorders of consciousness after acquired brain injury: the state of the science. Nat. Rev. Neurol. 10, 99–114. doi: 10.1038/nrneurol.2013.279

 Gilbert, D. L., Isaacs, K. M., Augusta, M., Macneil, L. K., and Mostofsky, S. H. (2011). Motor cortex inhibition: a marker of ADHD behavior and motor development in children. Neurology 76, 615–621. doi: 10.1212/WNL.0b013e31820c2ebd

 Gorini, A., Lucchiari, C., Russell-Edu, W., and Pravettoni, G. (2014). Modulation of risky choices in recently abstinent dependent cocaine users: a transcranial direct-current stimulation study. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8:661. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.00661

 Gosseries, O., Vanhaudenhuyse, A., Bruno, M. A., Demertzi, A., Schnakers, C., Boly, M. M., et al. (2011). “Disorders of consciousness: coma, vegetative and minimally conscious states,” in States of Consciousness, eds D. Cvetkovic and I. Cosic (Berlin; Heidelberg: Springer), 29–55. doi: 10.1007/978-3-642-18047-7_2

 Gschwind, M., and Seeck, M. (2016). Transcranial direct-current stimulation as treatment in epilepsy. Expert Rev. Neurother. 16, 1427–1441. doi: 10.1080/14737175.2016.1209410

 Gutchess, A. (2014). Plasticity of the aging brain: new directions in cognitive neuroscience. Science 346, 579–582. doi: 10.1126/science.1254604

 Hamilton, J. P., Siemer, M., and Gotlib, I. H. (2008). Amygdala volume in major depressive disorder: a meta-analysis of magnetic resonance imaging studies. Mol. Psychiatry 13, 993–1000. doi: 10.1038/mp.2008.57

 Hansen, N. (2012). Action mechanisms of transcranial direct current stimulation in Alzheimer's disease and memory loss. Front. Psychiatry. 3:48. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2012.00048

 Hasan, A., Wobrock, T., Rajji, T., Malchow, B., and Daskalakis, Z. J. (2013). Modulating neural plasticity with non-invasive brain stimulation in schizophrenia. Eur. Arch. Psychiatry Clin. Neurosci. 263, 621–631. doi: 10.1007/s00406-013-0446-8

 He, Q., Chen, M., Chen, C., Xue, G., Feng, T., and Bechara, A. (2016). Anodal Stimulation of the Left DLPFC increases IGT scores and decreases delay discounting rate in healthy males. Front. Psychol. 7:1421. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01421

 He, Q., Turel, O., and Bechara, A. (2017). Brain anatomy alterations associated with Social Networking Site (SNS) addiction. Sci. Rep. 7, 1–8. doi: 10.1038/srep45064

 Hsu, W.-Y., Ku, Y., Zanto, T. P., and Gazzaley, A. (2015). Effects of noninvasive brain stimulation on cognitive function in healthy aging and Alzheimer's disease: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Neurobiol. Aging. 36, 2348–2359. doi: 10.1016/j.neurobiolaging.2015.04.016

 Hui, K. K., Marina, O., Claunch, J. D., Nixon, E. E., Fang, J., Liu, J., et al. (2009). Acupuncture mobilizes the brain's default mode and its anti-correlated network in healthy subjects. Brain Res. 1287, 84–103. doi: 10.1016/j.brainres.2009.06.061

 Hummel, F. C., Voller, B., Celnik, P., Floel, A., Giraux, P., Gerloff, C., et al. (2006). Effects of brain polarization on reaction times and pinch force in chronic stroke. BMC Neurosci. 7:73. doi: 10.1186/1471-2202-7-73

 Hyman, S. E., and Malenka, R. C. (2001). Addiction and the brain: the neurobiology of compulsion and its persistence. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2, 695–703. doi: 10.1038/35094560

 Im, C.-H., Park, J.-H., Shim, M., Chang, W. H., and Kim, Y.-H. (2012). Evaluation of local electric fields generated by transcranial direct current stimulation with an extracephalic reference electrode based on realistic 3D body modeling. Phys. Med. Biol. 57:2137. doi: 10.1088/0031-9155/57/8/2137

 Iyer, M., Mattu, U., Grafman, J., Lomarev, M., Sato, S., and Wassermann, E. (2005). Safety and cognitive effect of frontal DC brain polarization in healthy individuals. Neurology 64, 872–875. doi: 10.1212/01.WNL.0000152986.07469.E9

 Jaberzadeh, S., Bastani, A., and Zoghi, M. (2014). Anodal transcranial pulsed current stimulation: a novel technique to enhance corticospinal excitability. Clin. Neurophysiol. 125, 344–351. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2013.08.025

 Janes, A. C., Nickerson, L. D., and Kaufman, M. J. (2012). Prefrontal and limbic resting state brain network functional connectivity differs between nicotine-dependent smokers and non-smoking controls. Drug Alcohol. Depend. 125, 252–259. doi: 10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2012.02.020

 Kadosh, R. C., Levy, N., O'Shea, J., Shea, N., and Savulescu, J. (2012). The neuroethics of non-invasive brain stimulation. Curr. Biol. 22, R108–R111. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2012.01.013

 Kalia, Y. N., and Guy, R. H. (1995). The electrical characteristics of human skin in vivo. Pharm. Res. 12, 1605–1613. doi: 10.1023/A:1016228730522

 Kekic, M., Boysen, E., Campbell, I. C., and Schmidt, U. (2016). A systematic review of the clinical efficacy of transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) in psychiatric disorders. J. Psychiatr. Res. 74, 70–86. doi: 10.1016/j.jpsychires.2015.12.018

 Kessler, S. K., Minhas, P., Woods, A. J., Rosen, A., Gorman, C., and Bikson, M. (2013). Dosage considerations for transcranial direct current stimulation in children: a computational modeling study. PLoS ONE 8:e76112. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0076112

 Kessler, S. K., Turkeltaub, P. E., Benson, J. G., and Hamilton, R. H. (2012). Differences in the experience of active and sham transcranial direct current stimulation. Brain Stimul. 5, 155–162. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2011.02.007

 Khedr, E. M., Gamal, N. F., El-Fetoh, N. A., Khalifa, H., Ahmed, E. M., Ali, A. M., et al. (2014). A double-blind randomized clinical trial on the efficacy of cortical direct current stimulation for the treatment of Alzheimer's disease. Front. Aging Neurosci. 6:275. doi: 10.3389/fnagi.2014.00275

 Koenigs, M., Ukueberuwa, D., Campion, P., Grafman, J., and Wassermann, E. (2009). Bilateral frontal transcranial direct current stimulation: failure to replicate classic findings in healthy subjects. Clin. Neurophysiol. 120, 80–84. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2008.10.010

 Konrad, K., Neufang, S., Hanisch, C., Fink, G. R., and Herpertz-Dahlmann, B. (2006). Dysfunctional attentional networks in children with attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder: evidence from an event-related functional magnetic resonance imaging study. Biol. Psychiatry. 59, 643–651. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsych.2005.08.013

 Kung, H. F. (2012). The β-amyloid hypothesis in Alzheimer's disease: seeing is believing. ACS Med. Chem. Lett. 3, 265–267. doi: 10.1021/ml300058m

 Kuo, H.-I., Bikson, M., Datta, A., Minhas, P., Paulus, W., Kuo, M.-F., et al. (2013). Comparing cortical plasticity induced by conventional and high-definition 4 × 1 ring tDCS: a neurophysiological study. Brain Stimul. 6, 644–648. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2012.09.010

 Kuo, M. F., Paulus, W., and Nitsche, M. A. (2014). Therapeutic effects of non-invasive brain stimulation with direct currents (tDCS) in neuropsychiatric diseases. Neuroimage. 85, 948–960. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.05.117

 Kwon, Y. H., Ko, M.-H., Ahn, S. H., Kim, Y.-H., Song, J. C., Lee, C.-H., et al. (2008). Primary motor cortex activation by transcranial direct current stimulation in the human brain. Neurosci. Lett. 435, 56–59. doi: 10.1016/j.neulet.2008.02.012

 Lang, N., Siebner, H. R., Ernst, D., Nitsche, M. A., Paulus, W., Lemon, R. N., et al. (2004). Preconditioning with transcranial direct current stimulation sensitizes the motor cortex to rapid-rate transcranial magnetic stimulation and controls the direction of after-effects. Biol. Psychiatry 56, 634–639. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsych.2004.07.017

 Lang, N., Siebner, H. R., Ward, N. S., Lee, L., Nitsche, M. A., Paulus, W., et al. (2005). How does transcranial DC stimulation of the primary motor cortex alter regional neuronal activity in the human brain? Eur. J. Neurosci. 22, 495–504. doi: 10.1111/j.1460-9568.2005.04233.x

 Lefaucheur, J. P., Antal, A., Ayache, S. S., Benninger, D. H., Brunelin, J., Cogiamanian, F., et al. (2017). Evidence-based guidelines on the therapeutic use of transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS). Clin. Neurophysiol. 128, 56–92. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2016.10.087

 Li, G., Liu, H. L., Cheung, R. T., Hung, Y. C., Wong, K. K., Shen, G. G., et al. (2003). An fMRI study comparing brain activation between word generation and electrical stimulation of language-implicated acupoints. Hum. Brain Mapp. 18, 233–238. doi: 10.1002/hbm.10098

 Lippold, O., and Redfearn, J. (1964). Mental changes resulting from the passage of small direct currents through the human brain. Br. J. Psychiatry 110, 768–772. doi: 10.1192/bjp.110.469.768

 Loo, C., Martin, D., Pigot, M., Arul-Anandam, P., Mitchell, P., and Sachdev, P. (2009). Transcranial direct current stimulation priming of therapeutic repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation: a pilot study. J. ECT 25, 256–260. doi: 10.1097/YCT.0b013e3181a2f87e

 Martin, D. M., Alonzo, A., Mitchell, P. B., Sachdev, P., Gálvez, V., and Loo, C. K. (2011). Fronto-extracephalic transcranial direct current stimulation as a treatment for major depression: an open-label pilot study. J. Affect. Disord. 134, 459–463. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2011.05.018

 Maslen, H., Earp, B. D., Kadosh, R. C., and Savulescu, J. (2015). Brain stimulation for treatment and enhancement in children: an ethical analysis. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 8:953. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.00953

 Mattai, A., Miller, R., Weisinger, B., Greenstein, D., Bakalar, J., Tossell, J., et al. (2011). Tolerability of transcranial direct current stimulation in childhood-onset schizophrenia. Brain Stimul. 4, 275–280. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2011.01.001

 McBride, D., Barrett, S. P., Kelly, J. T., Aw, A., and Dagher, A. (2006). Effects of expectancy and abstinence on the neural response to smoking cues in cigarette smokers: an fMRI study. Neuropsychopharmacology 31, 2728–2738. doi: 10.1038/sj.npp.1301075

 Meng, Z., Liu, C., Yu, C., and Ma, Y. (2014). Transcranial direct current stimulation of the frontal-parietal-temporal area attenuates smoking behavior. J. Psychiatr. Res. 54, 19–25. doi: 10.1016/j.jpsychires.2014.03.007

 Merrill, D. R., Bikson, M., and Jefferys, J. G. (2005). Electrical stimulation of excitable tissue: design of efficacious and safe protocols. J. Neurosci. Methods 141, 171–198. doi: 10.1016/j.jneumeth.2004.10.020

 Minhas, P., Bansal, V., Patel, J., Ho, J. S., Diaz, J., Datta, A., et al. (2010). Electrodes for high-definition transcutaneous DC stimulation for applications in drug delivery and electrotherapy, including tDCS. J. Neurosci. Methods 190, 188–197. doi: 10.1016/j.jneumeth.2010.05.007

 Miranda, P. C., Faria, P., and Hallett, M. (2009). What does the ratio of injected current to electrode area tell us about current density in the brain during tDCS? Clin. Neurophysiol. 120, 1183–1187. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2009.03.023

 Moliadze, V., Antal, A., and Paulus, W. (2010). Electrode-distance dependent after-effects of transcranial direct and random noise stimulation with extracephalic reference electrodes. Clin. Neurophysiol. 121, 2165–2171. doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2010.04.033

 Moloney, T. M., and Witney, A. G. (2013). Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) priming of 1Hz repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation (rTMS) modulates experimental pain thresholds. Neurosci. Lett. 534, 289–294. doi: 10.1016/j.neulet.2012.11.049

 Mondino, M., Bennabi, D., Poulet, E., Galvao, F., Brunelin, J., and Haffen, E. (2014). Can transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) alleviate symptoms and improve cognition in psychiatric disorders? World J. Biol. Psychiatry 15, 261–275. doi: 10.3109/15622975.2013.876514

 Mondino, M., Haesebaert, F., Poulet, E., Suaud-Chagny, M. F., and Brunelin, J. (2015). Fronto-temporal transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) reduces source-monitoring deficits and auditory hallucinations in patients with schizophrenia. Schizophr. Res. 161, 515–516. doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2014.10.054

 Mondino, M., Jardri, R., Suaud-Chagny, M. F., Saoud, M., Poulet, E., and Brunelin, J. (2016). Effects of fronto-temporal transcranial direct current stimulation on auditory verbal hallucinations and resting-state functional connectivity of the left temporoparietal junction in patients with schizophrenia. Schizophr. Bull. 42, 318–326. doi: 10.1093/schbul/sbv114

 Monti, A., Cogiamanian, F., Marceglia, S., Ferrucci, R., Mameli, F., Mrakic-Sposta, S., et al. (2008). Improved naming after transcranial direct current stimulation in aphasia. J. Neurol. Neurosurg. Psychiatry 79, 451–453. doi: 10.1136/jnnp.2007.135277

 Muszkat, D., Polanczyk, G. V., Dias, T. G., and Brunoni, A. R. (2016). Transcranial direct current stimulation in child and adolescent psychiatry. J. Child Adolesc. Psychopharmacol. 26, 590–597 doi: 10.1089/cap.2015.0172

 Nakamura-Palacios, E. M., Lopes, I. B., Souza, R. A., Klauss, J., Batista, E. K., Conti, C. L., et al. (2016). Ventral medial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC) as a target of the dorsolateral prefrontal modulation by transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) in drug addiction. J. Neural Transm. 123, 1179–1194. doi: 10.1007/s00702-016-1559-9

 Nardone, R., Bergmann, J., Christova, M., Caleri, F., Tezzon, F., Ladurner, G., et al. (2011). Effect of transcranial brain stimulation for the treatment of Alzheimer disease: a review. Int. J. Alzheimers. Dis. 2012:687909. doi: 10.1155/2012/687909

 Niendam, T. A., Laird, A. R., Ray, K. L., Dean, Y. M., Glahn, D. C., and Carter, C. S. (2012). Meta-analytic evidence for a superordinate cognitive control network subserving diverse executive functions. Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 12, 241–268. doi: 10.3758/s13415-011-0083-5

 Nitsche, M. A., Boggio, P. S., Fregni, F., and Pascual-Leone, A. (2009). Treatment of depression with transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS): a review. Exp. Neurol. 219, 14–19. doi: 10.1016/j.expneurol.2009.03.038

 Nitsche, M. A., Cohen, L. G., Wassermann, E. M., Priori, A., Lang, N., Antal, A., et al. (2008). Transcranial direct current stimulation: state of the art 2008. Brain Stimul. 1, 206–223. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2008.06.004

 Nitsche, M. A., Doemkes, S., Karakoese, T., Antal, A., Liebetanz, D., Lang, N., et al. (2007). Shaping the effects of transcranial direct current stimulation of the human motor cortex. J. Neurophysiol. 97, 3109–3117. doi: 10.1152/jn.01312.2006

 Nitsche, M. A., Liebetanz, D., Antal, A., Lang, N., Tergau, F., and Paulus, W. (2003b). Modulation of cortical excitability by weak direct current stimulation–technical, safety and functional aspects. Suppl. Clin. Neurophysiol. 56, 255–276. doi: 10.1016/S1567-424X(09)70230-2

 Nitsche, M. A., Liebetanz, D., Lang, N., Antal, A., Tergau, F., and Paulus, W. (2003c). Safety criteria for transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) in humans. Clin. Neurophysiol. 114, 2220–2222. doi: 10.1016/S1388-2457(03)00235-9

 Nitsche, M. A., and Paulus, W. (2001). Sustained excitability elevations induced by transcranial DC motor cortex stimulation in humans. Neurology 57, 1899–1901. doi: 10.1212/WNL.57.10.1899

 Nitsche, M. A., Fricke, K., Henschke, U., Schlitterlau, A., Liebetanz, D., Lang, N., et al. (2003a). Pharmacological modulation of cortical excitability shifts induced by transcranial direct current stimulation in humans. J. Physiol. 553, 293–301. doi: 10.1113/jphysiol.2003.049916

 Nitsche, M., and Paulus, W. (2000). Excitability changes induced in the human motor cortex by weak transcranial direct current stimulation. J. Physiol. 527, 633–639. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-7793.2000.t01-1-00633.x

 O'Brien, C. P. (2011). Evidence-based treatments of addiction. Focus 9, 107–117. doi: 10.1176/foc.9.1.foc107

 Palm, U., Keeser, D., Schiller, C., Fintescu, Z., Reisinger, E., Padberg, F., et al. (2008). Skin lesions after treatment with transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS). Brain Stimul. 1, 386–387. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2008.04.003

 Palm, U., Segmiller, F. M., Epple, A. N., Freisleder, F. J., Koutsouleris, N., Schulte-Korne, G., et al. (2016). Transcranial direct current stimulation in children and adolescents: a comprehensive review. J. Neural Transm. 123, 1219–1234. doi: 10.1007/s00702-016-1572-z

 Paulus, W. (2011). Transcranial electrical stimulation (tES–tDCS; tRNS, tACS) methods. Neuropsychol. Rehabil. 21, 602–617. doi: 10.1080/09602011.2011.557292

 Penolazzi, B., Bergamaschi, S., Pastore, M., Villani, D., Sartori, G., and Mondini, S. (2015). Transcranial direct current stimulation and cognitive training in the rehabilitation of Alzheimer disease: a case study. Neuropsychol. Rehabil. 25, 799–817. doi: 10.1080/09602011.2014.977301

 Piau, A., Nourhashémi, F., Hein, C., Caillaud, C., and Vellas, B. (2011). Progress in the development of new drugs in Alzheimer's disease. J. Nutr. Health Aging 15, 45–57. doi: 10.1007/s12603-011-0012-x

 Pinchuk, D., Vasserman, M., Sirbiladze, K., and Pinchuk, O. (2012). Changes of electrophysiological parameters and neuropsychological characteristics in children with psychic development disorders after transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS). Pol. Ann. Med. 19, 9–14. doi: 10.1016/j.poamed.2012.04.002

 Plazier, M., Joos, K., Vanneste, S., Ost, J., and De Ridder, D. (2012). Bifrontal and bioccipital transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) does not induce mood changes in healthy volunteers: a placebo controlled study. Brain Stimul. 5, 454–461. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2011.07.005

 Pondé, P. H., de Sena, E. P., Camprodon, J. A., de Araújo, A. N., Neto, M. F., DiBiasi, M., et al. (2017). Use of transcranial direct current stimulation for the treatment of auditory hallucinations of schizophrenia–a systematic review. Neuropsychiatr. Dis. Treat. 13:347. doi: 10.2147/NDT.S122016

 Poreisz, C., Boros, K., Antal, A., and Paulus, W. (2007). Safety aspects of transcranial direct current stimulation concerning healthy subjects and patients. Brain Res. Bull. 72, 208–214. doi: 10.1016/j.brainresbull.2007.01.004

 Prausnitz, M. R. (1996). The effects of electric current applied to skin: a review for transdermal drug delivery. Adv. Drug Deliv. Rev. 18, 395–425. doi: 10.1016/0169-409X(95)00081-H

 Prince, M. J. (2015). World Alzheimer Report 2015: The Global Impact of Dementia: an Analysis of Prevalence, Incidence, Cost and Trends. London: Alzheimer's Disease International.

 Priori, A., Hallett, M., and Rothwell, J. C. (2009). Repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation or transcranial direct current stimulation? Brain Stimul. 2, 241–245. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2009.02.004

 Priori, A., Mameli, F., Cogiamanian, F., Marceglia, S., Tiriticco, M., Mrakic-Sposta, S., et al. (2008). Lie-specific involvement of dorsolateral prefrontal cortex in deception. Cereb. Cortex. 18, 451–455. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhm088

 Rémy, F., Mirrashed, F., Campbell, B., and Richter, W. (2005). Verbal episodic memory impairment in Alzheimer's disease: a combined structural and functional MRI study. Neuroimage. 25, 253–266. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.10.045

 Rigonatti, S. P., Boggio, P. S., Myczkowski, M. L., Otta, E., Fiquer, J. T., Ribeiro, R. B., et al. (2008). Transcranial direct stimulation and fluoxetine for the treatment of depression. Eur. Psychiatry 23, 74–76. doi: 10.1016/j.eurpsy.2007.09.006

 Rubio, B., Boes, A. D., Laganiere, S., Rotenberg, A., Jeurissen, D., and Pascual-Leone, A. (2016). Noninvasive brain stimulation in pediatric attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) a review. J. Child Neurol. 31, 784–796. doi: 10.1177/0883073815615672

 Shahbabaie, A., Golesorkhi, M., Zamanian, B., Ebrahimpoor, M., Keshvari, F., Nejati, V., et al. (2014). State dependent effect of transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) on methamphetamine craving. Int. J. Neuropsychopharmacol. 17, 1591–1598. doi: 10.1017/S1461145714000686

 Siebner, H. R., Lang, N., Rizzo, V., Nitsche, M. A., Paulus, W., Lemon, R. N., et al. (2004). Preconditioning of low-frequency repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation with transcranial direct current stimulation: evidence for homeostatic plasticity in the human motor cortex. J. Neurosci. 24, 3379–3385. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5316-03.2004

 Soltaninejad, Z., Nejati, V., and Ekhtiari, H. (2015). Effect of anodal and cathodal transcranial direct current stimulation on DLPFC on modulation of inhibitory control in ADHD. J. Atten. disord. doi: 10.1177/1087054715618792

 Sotnikova, A., Soff, C., Tagliazucchi, E., Becker, K., and Siniatchkin, M. (2017). Transcranial direct current stimulation modulates neuronal networks in attention deficit hyperactivity disorder. Brain Topogr. doi: 10.1007/s10548-017-0552-4. [Epub ahead of print].

 Stagg, C. J., and Nitsche, M. A. (2011). Physiological basis of transcranial direct current stimulation. Neuroscientist 17, 37–53. doi: 10.1177/1073858410386614

 Suemoto, C. K., Apolinario, D., Nakamura-Palacios, E. M., Lopes, L., Leite, R. E. P., Sales, M. C., et al. (2014). Effects of a non-focal plasticity protocol on apathy in moderate Alzheimer's disease: a randomized, double-blind, sham-controlled trial. Brain Stimul. 7, 308–313. doi: 10.1016/j.brs.2013.10.003

 Thibaut, A., Bruno, M. A., Ledoux, D., Demertzi, A., and Laureys, S. (2014). tDCS in patients with disorders of consciousness Sham-controlled randomized double-blind study. Neurology 82, 1112–1118. doi: 10.1212/WNL.0000000000000260

 Tufail, Y., Yoshihiro, A., Pati, S., Li, M. M., and Tyler, W. J. (2011). Ultrasonic neuromodulation by brain stimulation with transcranial ultrasound. Nat. Protoc. 6, 1453–1470. doi: 10.1038/nprot.2011.371

 Turel, O., He, Q., Xue, G., Xiao, L., and Bechara, A. (2014). Examination of neural systems sub-serving Facebook “addiction”. Psychol. Reports 115, 675–695. doi: 10.2466/18.PR0.115c31z8

 Utz, K. S., Dimova, V., Oppenländer, K., and Kerkhoff, G. (2010). Electrified minds: transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) and galvanic vestibular stimulation (GVS) as methods of non-invasive brain stimulation in neuropsychology—a review of current data and future implications. Neuropsychologia 48, 2789–2810. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.06.002

 Villamar, M. F., Wivatvongvana, P., Patumanond, J., Bikson, M., Truong, D. Q., Datta, A., et al. (2013). Focal modulation of the primary motor cortex in fibromyalgia using 4 × 1-ring high-definition transcranial direct current stimulation (HD-tDCS): immediate and delayed analgesic effects of cathodal and anodal stimulation. J. Pain 14, 371–383. doi: 10.1016/j.jpain.2012.12.007

 Wagner, T., Fregni, F., Fecteau, S., Grodzinsky, A., Zahn, M., and Pascual-Leone, A. (2007). Transcranial direct current stimulation: a computer-based human model study. Neuroimage 35, 1113–1124. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2007.01.027

 Wang, Y., Shen, Y., Cao, X., Shan, C., Pan, J., He, H., et al. (2016). Transcranial direct current stimulation of the frontal-parietal-temporal area attenuates cue-induced craving for heroin. J. Psychiatr. Res. 79, 1–3. doi: 10.1016/j.jpsychires.2016.04.001

 Wenk, G. L. (2003). Neuropathologic changes in Alzheimer's disease. J. Clin. Psychiatry 64(suppl 9), 7–10.

 Wolkenstein, L., and Plewnia, C. (2013). Amelioration of cognitive control in depression by transcranial direct current stimulation. Biol. Psychiatry 73, 646–651. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsych.2012.10.010

 Yuan, K., Yu, D., Bi, Y., Li, Y., Guan, Y., Liu, J., et al. (2016). The implication of frontostriatal circuits in young smokers: a resting-state study. Hum. Brain Mapp. 37, 2013–2026. doi: 10.1002/hbm.23153

 Yuen, T. G., Agnew, W. F., Bullara, L. A., Jacques, S., and McCreery, D. B. (1981). Histological evaluation of neural damage from electrical stimulation: considerations for the selection of parameters for clinical application. Neurosurgery 9, 292–299. doi: 10.1227/00006123-198109000-00013

 Zaghi, S., Heine, N., and Fregni, F. (2009). Brain stimulation for the treatment of pain: a review of costs, clinical effects, and mechanisms of treatment for three different central neuromodulatory approaches. J. Pain Manag. 2, 339–352.

 Zheng, X., Alsop, D. C., and Schlaug, G. (2011). Effects of transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) on human regional cerebral blood flow. Neuroimage 58, 26–33. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2011.06.018

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

The reviewer CC declared their share affiliation and past co-authorship with the authors JL and GX, to the handling Editor, who ensured that the process met the standards of a fair and objective review. The reviewer JL declared their share affiliation with one of the authors YL to the handling Editor, who ensured that the process met the standards of a fair and objective review.

Copyright © 2017 Zhao, Qiao, Fan, Zhang, Turel, Li, Li, Xue, Chen and He. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fpsyg-08-00685-g001.gif





OPS/images/fpsyg-08-00685-t001.jpg
References Participants Age Anodal electrode Cathodal electrode Duration  Results
(years)
Position Area Intensity  Polarity Area
(em?) Position (em?)

MAJOR DEPRESSION DISORDER (MDD)

Contiand 13 cocaine addiots  23-37 Fa* 35 2mA F3* 35 20min Preffontal tDCS modulated the ACC response in

Nakamura-Palacios, crack-cocaine users.

2014

Wang et al,, 2016 20 male heroin 20-57 Bilateral 35 15mA  Occipital lobe 35 20min 1DCS over bilateral FPT area significantly reduced heroin

addicts FPT addicts’ craving score.

Falcone et al,, 2016 25 smokers 18-60 F3* 25 1mA Right 25 20min Active tDCS significantly increased latency to smoke and
supra-orbital decreased the total number of cigarettes smoked during
area the session.

Shahbabaie ot al, 2014 30 abstinent meth 2045 Far 3% 2mA Left supra-orbital 36 20min Active prefrontal tDCS acutely reduced craving at rest in

users area the abstinent methamphetamine users.

den Uyl etal., 2015 41 heavy drinkers 21.7£28 right 35 1mA Right 10 min DLPFC stimulation can reduce craving in heavy drinkers.

IFG/F3* ‘supra-orbital
area

da Sita et al., 2013 13 alcoholi subjects  29-59 3 35 2mA Right 95 20min5  ActivetDCS significantly modulated craving induced by
supra-deltoid sessions. alcohol related cues and improved mood scores.
area

Gorini et al,, 2014 18 dependent 29-53 F3YF4* 32 15mA R4S 32 20minper  DLPFG (eft and right) tDCS reduces risky behaviors at

cocaine users task the BART task; Right DLPFC anodal tDCS increased
safe behavior while left DLPFC anodal tDCS increased
risk-taking behavior at the GDT task.

Meng et al,, 2014 30 smokers 287£72  FPT B 1 Occipital 3 20min Low current bilateral cathodal stimuiation of the FPT area
lobe/FPT attenuates smoking cue-related attention and smoking

behavior.

Bennabi et al, 2015 28 treatment resistant 618+ 163 F3" 35 2mA P2 8 30min,10  Nodifference in mood improvement, responder rate, or

MDD patients sessions. changes in neuropsychological tests.
Blumberger et al., 2012 24 treatment resistant 1865 F3* 35 2mA Fa* 35 20 min, 15 No significant difference between active and sham tDCS.
MDD patients sessions.
Brunoni et al., 2011a 17MDD patients & 30-70 LeftDIPFC 35 2mA Right DLPFG 3  20min10  Depressive symptoms in both MDD and BDD groups
14 BDD patients. sessions diminished, and the beneficial effect persisted at one.
‘week and one month.
Brunoni et al, 2013 103 MDD patients 18-65 F3* 25 2mA Far 25 30min 10 Greater mood improvement after active tDCS +
sessions sertaline compared to all other groups. Active tDCS only
was significantly superior to placebo, but no difference
between active tDCS and sertraline taken solely.

Brunoni et al., 2014a 24 depressed 18-65 F3* 25 2mA Far 25 20min Asingle biateral DLPFC tDCS session could modify the

patients. negative attentional bias.

Brunoni et al., 2014b 37 MDD patients 46.1+£104 F3* 25 2mA 23 25 30min, 10 Greater mood improvement after active vs. sham tDCS

4154106 sessions only in older patients and those who presented better
g performance in the cognitive task.

Rigonatti et al., 2008 42 MDD patients 494474  LeftDLPFC 4 2mA Right #  20min 10 Theantidepressant effects of tDCS are similr to those of
supra-orbital sessions. 2.6-week course of fluoxetine at a relatively smal dose of
area 20 mg/day; however, the effect of tDCS appears to

become significant faster than that of fluoxetine.

Wolkenstein and 14 MDD patients 31898  F3 3B 1mA Right dettoid 3 20min Asingle session of anodal IDCS over left DLPFC

Plewnia, 2013 muscle improves deficient cognitive controlin MDD.

ALZHEIMER'S DISEASE (AD)

Boggio et al., 2009 15 AD patients. 775+ 69 ) and T4* 35 2mA Right dettoid 64 30min, 5 Repetitive tDCS over temporal cortex significantly

806495 muscle sessions improved visual memory in AD patients.

Boggio etal., 2012 10 AD patients 791%88  FUTT 35 2mA Right 3  30min3  Lowcurent tDCS of DLPFC and LTC significantly
supra-orbital sessions enhanced AD patients’ visual recognition memory
area performance.

Cotelli et al., 2014 36 AD patients. 766+ 4.6 Left DLPFC 25 2mA Right 60 25min, 10 No difference in cognitive performance improvement

747 £641 supra-orbital sessions (face-name association task) after active vs. sham tDCS
782452 area combined with memory training.

Fernucei et al,, 2008a 10 patients with 64-84 A 25 15mA  Right dettoid 2 15min 1DGS delivered over the TPA can specifically affect

probable AD muscle recognition memory performance in patients with AD.

Khedr et al., 2014 34 AD patients 69.7+48  Left DLPFC 24 2mA Right 100 25min, 10 Improvement in cognitive performance after either
supra-orbital sessions anodal or cathodal vs. sham tDCS intervention, with
area reduction of P300 latency.

Penolazzi et al., 2015 1 AD patients 60 F3* 35 2mA Right 100  20min, 10 The synergetic use of tDCS and CTs appeared to slow
supra-orbital sessions down the cognitive decline of AD patients.

Suemoto et al,, 2014 40 AD patients 80575 LoDIPFC 35  2mA 3 25min6  Nochangeinapathy scores, global cognition, and

sessions neuropsychiatric symptoms after active vs. sham 1DCS.

PSYCHIATRIC DISORDERS (ADHD, SCHIZOPHRENIA, DOC) |

Bandeira et al., 2016 9 children with ADHD 11.1+28 F3* 35 2mA Right 35 30min, 5 Improvement in selective attention and inhibitory control
supra-orbital sessions after 5 daly repeated active tDCS intervention.
area

Cosmo et al., 2015 60 ADHD children 318+116 F3° 35 1mA F4* 35 20 min No significant differences between active vs. sham tDCS
in the go/no-go task after a single 1mA 20 min tDCS

%27+104 intervention..
Soltaninejad et al., 2015 23 children with 1517 F3* 35 1.5mA FP2* 35 15 min 1DCS over the left DLPFC of adolescents with ADHD
'ADHD symptoms ‘symptoms can improve inhibitory control.

Sotnikova et al., 2017 16 ADHD children 143£13 F3* 13 1mA Cz* 35 20 min After active vs sham TDCS, there was a signifcant effect
on working memory; tDCS caused greater activation of
the left DLPFC, the left premotor cortex, left SMA, and
precuneus. Functional connectivity of working memory
and executive control netwoks significantly increased.

Bruneiin et al, 2012 30 schizophrenia 404499  LofDLPFC 35  2mA Left TPy 35 20min 10 AVH were robustly reduced after active vs sham tDCS,

patients sessions which lasted for 3 months; The benicial effect on
35.4%7.0 negtive symptoms was also observed.

Mondino et al., 2015 28 schizoptenia 365£96 LeDIPFC 35  2mA Left TPy 3 20min, 10 Compared to sham DCS, active tDCS significantly

patients sessions, recluced covert/overt speech misattributions and AVH
302490 frequency.
Mondino et al, 2016 28 schizophrenia 967£97  LeRDLPFC 85  2mA Left TPy 35 20min 10 Relative to sham tDCS, active tDCS signifcantl reduced
patients sessions, AVH as wellas the negative symptoms. The reduction of
AVH severity was correlated with the reduction of the
373+97 rs-FC between the left TPJ and the left anterior insula.

Angelakis et al., 2014 10 DOC patients 19-62 F3%/C3" 25 1mA2 FP2* 35 1mA: 20 MCS but VS patients showed ciinical improvement

mA min, 5 immediately atter treatment.
sessions; 2
mA: 20 min,
5 sessions

Bai et al, 2017 16 DOC patients 17-68 Fa* 25 2mA FP2" 25 20min 1DCS can effectively modulate the cortical excitabilty of
DOC patients, and the changes in excitabilty in temporal
and spatial domains are different between patients with
MCS and those with VS.

Estraneo et al, 2017 7VS patients & 6 18-83 F3* 35 2mA FP2" 3 20min5  Nosigniicant short-term diinical and EEG effects were

MCS patients sessions found in patients with prolonged DOC after 5 daily
repeated tDCS intervention.

Thibaut et al., 2014 25 VS patients &30 4217 F3* 35 2mA FP2* 35 20 min tDCS over left DLPF cortex may transiently improve

MCS patients signs of consciousness in MCS but VS patients following
4319 severe brain damage.

CHILDREN WITH PSYCHIC DEVELOPMENT DISORDERS

Auwichayapat et al., 22 focal epleptic 615 Epieptogenic 35 2mA Contralateral 3 20min Decreased frequency of seizures; tDCS was safe, at

2013 children focus. shoulder least in the short term, for children with epiepsy.

Kesser et al,, 2013 2 healthy children 812 C3F3Y... 25 0512 CAFAY.. % Resuits do not show that applying 2 mA of current is

mA unsafe in children.

Mattai et al., 2011 12 COS children 10-17 bilateral 25 2mA bilateral STG 25 20 min, 10 /A 20-min duration tDCS of 2 mA of bilateral anodal and

DLPFC sessions bilateral cathodal DC polarization to the DLPFC and STG
was well tolerated in the COS population with no serious
adverse events.

Pinchuk et al., 2012 128 DCand 48 mid ~ 8-12 FP2YMFC  25/6.25 0.06- Ipsitateral 625  18-45min,  Practically no adverse effects; Improved mental functions

MRC 012 mastoid 59 in patients.
mA sessions

*According to 10-20 EEG system. #, not mentioned: DLPFC, dorsolateral prefrontal cortex; M1, primary motor cortex; FPT, frontal-paristal-temporal association area; TPA, temporoparistal area; ADHD, attention defcit/hyperactivity
disorder; DOC, disorder of consciousness; VS, vegetative state; MCS, minimall conscious state; AVH, auditory verbal hallucinations; COS, chikiren with chidhood-onset schizophrenia; LDC, Leaming disorder chidren; MRC, mild

mental retardation.
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