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ABSTRACT

Background: Transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) techniques have
developed in recent years in research and clinical treatment. The identification of
targets for TMS treatment is increasingly individualized based on morphology or
function; however, whether individualized TMS targets could increase the
treatment effectiveness of psychiatric disorders remains controversial.

Methods: A meta-analysis was conducted to explore whether individualized TMS
targets are better than standard targets. A total of 3340 studies were identified in
a systematic search, and twelve were included in the quantitative review. Among
them, eight used a structure-based individualized target selection method, nine
were on depression, and four compared unilateral and bilateral stimulant targets.
Results: Meta-analyses showed that: (1) individualized TMS targets increased
the effectiveness in treating psychiatric disorders; (2) structural-based TMS
targets brought additional treatment effectiveness, and PET-based structural
selection methods proved to be valid; (3) there was no significant increase in the
treatment effects of individualized targets in EEG-based and task-fMRI-based
methods; (4) updated stimulant sequences did not increase the individualized
target treatment effect; (5) individualized TMS targets showed increased
treatment effectiveness in depression but not in schizophrenia; and (6) bilateral
stimuli did not show additional effectiveness compared with unilateral stimuli.
Conclusions: The current findings revealed that individualized TMS targets
show additional treatment effectiveness compared to standard targets in treating
psychiatric disorders, and structure-based selection methods are effective in
identifying TMS targets. The current conclusions provide directions for future
TMS research and provide valuable references for clinicians treating psychiatric
disorders.

Keywords: Noninvasive brain stimulation; Individualized targets; Structural-

based methods; Meta-analysis
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Introduction

Noninvasive brain stimulation (NIBS) techniques, such as repetitive transcranial
magnetic stimulation (rTMS) or transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS),
have developed in recent years beyond mere clinical application. In rTMS,
magnetic fields induce focal electrical currents indirectly and enable focal
stimulation of the target area, whereas tDCS involves the alteration of neuronal
membrane polarization without triggering action potentials 2. Although most of
these techniques were originally designed for the treatment of neuropsychiatric
disorders, they are becoming important approaches in studying the causal
relationships between brain functions and behaviors, *# and they have also
achieved promising results in treating psychiatric disorders >¢, contributing to a
deeper understanding of relevant disorders.

Studies have revealed that most psychiatric disorders are accompanied by brain
dysfunction and changes in neurotransmitters 7® representing an opportunity
for devising possible strategies for treating these disorders with NIBS
techniques. The effects of rTMS on mood are related to its ability to modulate
brain functions, such as cortical excitability ° or blood flow. High-frequency rTMS
(>5 Hz) has been shown to increase brain activity both locally and in distant
regions, while low-frequency TMS (<1 Hz) can decrease brain activities '°. Using
various protocols, researchers have achieved valuable progress; for example,
Amiaz et al. used high-frequency rTMS to target the left dorsolateral prefrontal
cortex (DLPFC) to attenuate nicotine cravings through activation effects 1. A
systematic review suggested that rTMS is a well-tolerated treatment in patients
with borderline personality disorder '2. Transcranial infrared laser stimulation
(TILS) to the DLPFC, which is implicated in emotion regulation, resulted in a
context-specific benefit as a monotherapy for reducing fear 3. Transcranial
alternating current stimulation (tACS) is useful in reducing left frontal alpha

oscillations, implying a future treatment strategy for major depressive disorder
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Choosing stimulation targets is a key step in NIBS studies. Traditionally,
researchers targeted one ‘standard’ brain region in all subjects. For example, as
studies found that high-frequency rTMS was effective over the left DLPFC >, most
studies targeted stimulating the left DLPFC (particularly BA 46 or an area
encompassing left BA 9 and BA 46) either using a ‘standard’ procedure that
targets an area 5 cm anterior to the hand motor cortical representation %17 or
using neuronavigation devices '®. These protocols proved to be more efficacious

than sham rTMS in treating psychiatric disorders.

However, the ‘standard’ choice of the target region remains speculative '°, and
the clinical effects have been only moderate, even when using neuronavigation
devices 8. First, choosing stimulation targets based on preset cortical brain
regions (e.g., the DLPFC) could result in unpredictable and potentially
detrimental downstream effects 2°. Second, the preset target regions have often
been challenged by studies; for example, although BA 9 and BA 46 are connected
to regions implicated in the regulation of mood, such as the anterior cingulate
and the caudate 2!, it is not clear whether other prefrontal clusters should be
targeted. One study suggested that the application of high-frequency rTMS over
hypometabolic prefrontal areas would yield better clinical effects 2. The
standard method to preset a target for all subjects does not consider individual

variability.

To overcome these shortcomings, the identification of targets for NIBS treatment
is increasingly individualized and based on individual morphology or
connectivity. Currently, brain connectivity can be measured at multiple levels, for
example, structural connectivity, functional connectivity, and effective
connectivity. Structural connectivity refers to the structural integrity of tracts

connecting different brain areas; functional connectivity refers to the
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correlations between region- or source-specific time series; and effective
connectivity is the causal influence that neural populations exert over each other.
This connectivity could be inferred from functional imaging data; for example,
EEG and fMRI are powerful tools to noninvasively probe brain circuits in
humans, allowing for the assessment of several cortical properties, such as
excitability and connectivity. Individualized NIBS targets have been used in

studies, including PET-guided 23, EEG-based * or fMRI-based 2° TMS targets.

However, the individualized NIBS targets seem more precise than group-
standard targets. Nevertheless, this method has also been challenged by
researchers. First, since TMS are not precise and some of the targets are in a
rather broad area, a very small target seems unnecessary. Second, we cannot
control the subsequent conduct directions after stimulation, and the effect
generated in one target could easily be conducted to neighboring brain regions.
Third, it has been posited that TMS can impact brain activity in regions that are
distant from the stimulation site, and the stimulant, directly or indirectly,
propagates to other regions 2°. Fourth, Ahdab et al. compared the locations of the
DLPFC by the 5-cm method of coil positioning and using a neuro-navigation
system integrating individual MR], revealing that the “individualized” procedure
failed to accurately locate DLPFC targets, and the navigation methods are costly

and time-consuming compared with the estimation method #7.

Experimental studies of this issue have also brought controversies. For example,
some studies have supported that individualized target are better for treatment
effectiveness in psychiatric disorders 232%; in contrast, others have argued that no
better effect was observed between individualized targets and standard targets
29-31 Thus, a meta-analysis is necessary to elucidate the effects of standard brain
regions and individualized brain regions and to establish efficacy and a way to

select the best cortical targets for stimulation protocols.
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The primary focus of the current study was to conduct a systematic review and
meta-analysis to compare the treatment effectiveness of individualized NIBS
targets and standard targets in psychiatric disorders. Second, we also wanted to
examine the different methods in finding individualized targets to determine
which ones are valid and which are not proven, including EEG-based, task-fMRI-
based, and structure-based individualized targets. Third, for different psychiatric
disorders, individualized NIBS might generate different effects. Fourth, some
research has used unilateral individualized NIBS targets, and some has used
bilateral targets. We wanted to determine their effectiveness in increasing the

treatment effect.

Methods

Protocol and registration

This review adhered to the guidelines of the Preferred Reporting Item for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) 3233, The protocol was
registered in the database of the International Prospective Register of Systematic

Reviews (PROSPERO, 272000).

Search strategy

A comprehensive electronic literature search was performed in PubMed,
Web of Science, PsycINFO, ProQuest and Embase. The publication date was up to
October 2021. The key words used for the search were “depression” OR
“schizophrenia” OR “bipolar disorder” OR “substance OR (substance use OR
nicotine OR drug OR food OR alcohol)” AND (transcranial OR transcranial
magnetic stimulation OR TMS OR TBS) AND (navigated OR navigation OR guided
OR individualized OR individual OR personalized).

Two reviewers (YZ and ZZ) independently assessed the titles and abstracts
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of the initial research results by inclusion criteria and exclusion criteria (see
Table 1). Full texts were examined if the abstract information was unclear. Full-
texts of potentially eligible studies were then screened. Discrepancies between
the two investigators were resolved by consensus. Reference lists of full-text
potentially eligible studies and reviews were also checked for missing studies.

For missing data, investigators sent emails to authors asking for data.

Insert Table 1 here

Selection criteria

The inclusion and exclusion criteria were used to select eligible articles for
meta-analysis and systematic reviews, as listed in Table 1. Specifically, the
included articles had to satisfy seven criteria: (1) Participants: The participants
were psychiatric patients (e.g., depression or schizophrenia); healthy
participants or animal experiments were excluded; (2) Intervention:
Experiments in searching individualized TMS and clinical research of
individualized TMS were included, while methodology of TMS or mechanism
studies of TMS were excluded; (3) Comparisons: The scores both before and after
measurements were manipulated, but studies were excluded if they lacked
baseline measurement and/or control conditions; (4) Outcomes: The scale scores
of mental-related scales (e.g., Hamilton depression rating, HAMD) were reported,
whereas other types of scores, such as neuroimaging results (e.g., functional
magnetic resonance imaging, fMRI) or scores unrelated to mental symptoms
(e.g., suicide-related scales), were excluded; (5) Study design: The study design
included a standard-control group, crossover group, parallel group and open-
label group. The standard control group was defined as the method for locating
the target. Concretely, the method of standard grouping for depression refers to
use the F5 or F3 as the reference coordinate or a location 5-cm in front of the

scalp, for which we called it the standard method as well 3433; (6) Data reporting:
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The type of data reported was available to compute effect size using Hedge’s g
(e.g., mean (M), standard deviation (SD)), but studies were excluded if the data
were unavailable or incalculable; (7) Publication type: Peer-reviewed and

English-written articles were included.

Outcome measurement

Most of the participants in our meta-analysis were depression or
schizophrenia patients. The majority of depression experiments used
depression-related scales to measure the degree of depression. Most
experiments used scales including the HAMD 3637, Beck Depression Inventory
(BDI) 3839 and Montgomery-Asberg Depression Scale (MADRS) 0. To analyze the
results conveniently and uniformly, the result type of the HAMD was chosen as
the primary type, and other scales’ scores were translated into the type of HAMD
41-44 Thus, we selected HAMD scores as the primary outcome, the BDI scores and
MADRS scores were chosen as the secondary outcomes.

Most schizophrenia-related papers used the Auditory Hallucinations Rating
Scale (AHRS) or the Positive and Negative Syndrome Scale (PANSS) #54,
Therefore the AHRS scores were selected as the primary scores, and PANSS
scores served as the secondary scores when no AHRS scores were assessed. The

detailed selecting procedure can be seen in Figure 1.

Insert Figure 1 here

Data extraction

Two investigators independently extracted data from the included articles.
Sample sizes, change scores, t values, p values, and M and SD of pre- and
postresults were extracted to generate the effect size. Data on the number of
participants, mean age of participants, and individualized methods were

extracted as well.
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Meta-analysis
All statistical analyses were performed using Comprehensive Meta-analysis

Software (version 2).

Assessment of risk of bias

We assessed the quality of selected studies using the Cochrane Risk of Bias
Tool (CRBT) 7. In this review, six types of bias were assessed: selection bias,
performance bias, detection bias, attrition bias, reporting bias and other bias.
Specifically, selection bias included random sequence generation and allocation
concealment. Performance bias included the blinding of participants and
personnel, and detection bias included the blinding of outcome assessments.
Attrition bias and reporting bias were caused by incomplete outcome data and

selective reporting, respectively.

Effect size calculation

The effect size was calculated in three forms. First, M and SD in pre- and
postscores and sample sizes of two groups were generated. Second, M and SD of
change scores and sample sizes of two groups were manipulated. Finally, the
mean of pre- and postscores, p values for score changes, and sample sizes were
computed. Then, the effect size was calculated with Hedges’s g statistic ¢ and
significant differences in pooled effect sizes were assessed by 95% confidence
intervals (CIs). Since many types of psychiatric disorders were included, Hedges’s

g statistic served as a primary indicator to make comparisons.

Main effect analysis and subgroup analysis
In the main effect analysis, the main effect of individualized TMS and
standard TMS was analyzed. In addition, in the subgroup analysis, comparisons

between different types of individualized TMS and standard TMS were
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performed, and different types of diseases were analyzed.

Heterogeneity test and meta-regression

In systematic reviews and meta-analyses, the conclusions are unclear
regarding whether the results varied across studies. Thus, the test of
heterogeneity is necessary, which reflects the degree of consistency across
studies #°. In accordance with other meta-analysis reviews in psychiatric
disorders #+°9, the Cochrane Q test and I? statistic were used to evaluate
significant differences in heterogeneity tests among studies. For the Q test °1,
p<0.05 was considered to indicate significant heterogeneity. The detailed
inconsistency levels among studies were assessed by the I2 statistic >2°3, and an 2
index of 0.25, 0.50, and 0.75 indicated small, moderate, and high levels of
heterogeneity, respectively. We anticipated the heterogeneity of these studies;
therefore, a random-effects model was employed.

Meta regression is another method to search for the original possibilities of
heterogeneity °*. In this meta-analysis, the number of participants and the mean
age of patients were believed to affect the results. Thus, these two variables were

entered into the software to calculate the meta regression >>°6.

Publication bias and sensitivity analysis

Publication bias can lead to adverse effects influencing the conclusions of a
meta-analysis. Thus, a number of methods have been generated to quantify and
analyze publication bias. The funnel plot is an intuitive method to inspect for
publication bias 7. It provides a graph of effect size against sample size, which is
computed as standard error by Hedges's g statistic >¢. The distribution position
relies on the sample size of the studies. Small-sample size studies will be
scattered at the bottom of the funnel plot, while large-sample size studies will be
distributed at the top. In addition, a meta-analysis with less publication bias

represents a symmetrical scatter in the funnel plot. However, the funnel plot
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cannot provide specific results, and it is difficult to judge the degree of
publication bias. Therefore, Egger’s test and the classic fail-safe N test were used
to determine the statistical significance of publication bias. Egger’s test uses a
linear regression to examine publication bias >°. Then, the classic fail-safe N index
further investigates how many missing studies or studies with opposite
conclusions are added to the analysis, leading to nonsignificant results in the
pooled studies ¢0°1. Moreover, sensitivity analysis is another method to test
publication bias, and the one study removal method is commonly used 2. The
method is removing one study at a time to evaluate whether a single study will

influence the results of the meta-analysis.

Results

Using the selection criteria, all included 12 studies were using TMS. Thus, we
narrowed the results from NIBS to TMS.
Selected studies and characteristics

Online databases identified 17742 records in total (see Figure 1). After
duplicated studies were removed, a total of 3340 articles remained. Initial
screening of titles and abstracts was performed according to the inclusion and
exclusion criteria. In this step, most of the excluded articles were methodology
studies. After the screening step was finished, 340 articles remained. In the
following manner, reviewers read these articles carefully to further select eligible
studies. Thus, a total of 327 articles were excluded for using healthy controls,
secondary analysis of data, no standard-control group and unavailable data.
Finally, only 12 articles were included in the meta-analysis and systematic
review. Demographic information and other characteristics of the articles are
shown in Table 2.

A range of individualized TMS method were investigated combined with

other equipment, like EEG (n=1), PET (n=3) or MRI (n=5). The types of
psychiatric disorders were basically depression (n=9) and schizophrenia (n=3).
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The TMS treatment target of DLPFC was basically selected in depression while
the temporal region was elected as the TMS treatment target of schizophrenia.
The total pulses of TMS almost no less than 16000 pluses. The HAMD scales and
AHRS scales were the primary outcome measures to evaluate the symptoms of
depression and schizophrenia, which in accordance with previous studies®3.64.

Besides, the quality of these articles was assessed by CRBT (See Figure 2). In
specific, low risks of selection bias indicated that randomized allocation in
different group while high risks of selection bias included pseudorandom
allocation or participants knew that what kinds of treatment they received. The
low risks of performance bias were usually double-blind design or experimenters
would not affect the results. During low risks of detection bias, it suggested that
researchers used proper methods or scales to measure the symptoms of
disorders without controversy. As for attrition bias and reporting bias, low risks
of the two items indicated that researchers did not report the results by selecting
elaborately leading to the results perfect. Most of the selected studies had low or
median risk, indicating that the selected articles were basically low risk.
Results of publication bias and sensitivity analysis

Funnel plot inspection showed a basically symmetric arrangement mainly
located at the middle or top, suggesting that no significant publication bias was
found. Egger’s test (£11=1.609, p=0.13, two-tailed) confirmed the results. In
addition, the classic fail-safe N index indicated 29 missing studies that would
bring p>0.05 for the meta-analysis (Figure 2).

Subsequently, the results of removing one study suggested that whichever
study was removed, the results remained significant. In particular, no study
significantly affected the meta-analysis results between individualized TMS and

standard TMS.

Insert Figure 2 here
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Meta-analysis of individualized TMS stimulant targets and standard targets

A random-effect meta-analysis of the extracted 12 articles encompassed 489
individuals with psychiatric disorders, with 240 patients with psychiatric
disorders receiving individualized TMS treatments and another 249 patients
with psychiatric disorders cured with standard TMS treatments. The results
showed that the individualized TMS treatments were notably better than the
standard treatments (Hedges’s g=0.300; 95% CI=[0.128, 0.473]; p=0.001) (see
Figure 3).

Insert Figure 3 here

Subgroup analysis of the effectiveness using structural-based methods in
selecting individualized TMS targets

The random-effect meta-analysis method was employed in the subgroup
analysis as well. Our results found that the types of individualized TMS were
divided into six forms: electroencephalography (EEG)-guided, positron emission
tomography (PET)-guided, structure magnetic resonance imaging (sMRI)-guided,
task fMRI-guided, bilateral or contralateral guidance and sequence
individualized. Specifically, the method of EEG-guided stimulation uses EEG for
precisely location ¢°. PET-guided and sMRI-guided methods are also called
structure-guided methods using neuroimaging by PET or MRI ¢6.67. Task-fMRI
guidance asked participants to finish some tasks during fMRI so that the target
could be precisely located according to their brain responses while finishing
tasks ©8. Since standard TMS in major depression disorder usually chooses the
DLPFC as the stimulation target to treat depression, the left temporal regions of
schizophrenia were basically selected as standard targets. The bilateral- or

contralateral-guided method used two TMS machines to stimulate the
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participants or one machine to stimulate the contralateral regions of
participants. 3546, Sequence-individualized methods modify the sequences of
TMS to treat psychiatric disorders 349,

As shown in Figure 4A, the results of structure-guided individualized TMS
targets yielded an additional treatment effect compared to standard targets
(Hedges’s g=0.344; 95% CI=[0.100, 0.588]; p=0.006). Further analyses showed
that the PET-guided TMS targets significantly increased the efficacy (Hedges's
g=0.482; 95% CI=[0.041, 0.923]; p=0.032) (Figure 4B), and structural MRI-
guided individualized targets were marginally significant compared with
standard targets (Hedges’s g=0.283; 95% CI= [-0.010, 0.577]; p=0.058) (Figure
4(C).

Insert Figure 4 Here

Subgroup analysis of the effectiveness using unilateral and bilateral
individualized TMS targets

Regarding the lateral issue, the results of the bilateral-or-contralateral-
stimulant method did not show additional effectiveness compared with standard

target therapy (Hedges’s g=0.155; 95% ClI=[-0.123, 0.434]; p=0.274) (Figure 5A).

Subgroup analysis of the effectiveness of stimulant sequences using
individualized TMS targets

The upgraded stimulant sequence for individualized TMS targets did not
generate additional treatment efficacy compared with standard ones (Hedges’s

g=0.313; 95% ClI= [-0.095, 0.722]; p=0.132) (Figure 5B)

Subgroup analysis of the effectiveness using task-fMRI and EEG in selecting
individualized TMS targets

The the task-fMRI-based target (Hedges’s g=0.325; 95%CI= [-0.220, 0.870];
p=0.242) (Figure 5C) and EEG-guided TMS target (Hedges’s g=0.414; 95%ClI= [-

14
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0.174, 1.001]; p=0.167) (Figure 5D) did not generate additional treatment

efficacy in treating psychiatric disorders compared to standard targets.

Insert Figure 5 Here

Subgroup analysis of the effectiveness in different psychiatric disorders
using individualized TMS targets

We also performed a subgroup analysis of different psychiatric disorders.
The results showed that the individualized TMS methods increased the
treatment effectiveness in depression patients (Hedges’s g=0.310; 95% CI=
[0.119,0.501]; p=0.001) (Figure 6A) but not in schizophrenia patients (Hedges's
g=0.256; 95% CI=[-0.146, 0.658]; p=0.211) (Figure 6B).

Insert Figure 6 Here

Results of heterogeneity test and meta-regression

During the heterogeneity testing of all articles, nonsignificant heterogeneity
among studies was illuminated in the meta-analysis (Q11=7.098, [2=0.000,
p=0.791). Subsequently, the mean age of participants (Figure 7A), the total pulses
(Figure 7B), and the number of participants (Figure 7C) and were used as the
variables in the meta-regression test. The sample sizes of the studies were
significantly negatively correlated with effect sizes (intercept=0.546, p=0.029),
but the mean age of the participants showed no significance (intercept=0.566,

p=0.286).

Insert Figure 7 Here

Discussion
The present study explored the effectiveness of individualized TMS stimulant

15
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targets compared to ‘standard’ targets. The results showed that the
individualized targets increased the treatment effectiveness compared with
standard targets in treating psychiatric disorders. Further analyses of subgroups

were also performed.

Individualized TMS targets increased stimulant effectiveness compared
with standard targets

The meta-analyses found that individualized TMS targets were more effective
than standard targets in treating psychiatric disorders. Studies have posited that
TMS can impact brain activity in regions that are distant from the stimulation site
and modulate functional connectivity between pairs of brain regions that are not
directly stimulated 2°. The focuses in the psychiatric groups are usually deep in
the brain but not in the cerebral cortex; thus, stimulation using traditional
‘standard’ TMS targets might be less effective in reaching the focus of the
disordered deep brain, hindering the treatment effectiveness of TMS. In contrast,
connectivity-based stimulant targets provide the possibility that transfer the
cortex-based stimulation to the deep brain targets 7%, generating a better
treatment effect than standard targets. However, all of these explanations are
speculative, and more studies are needed to clarify the potential mechanism

underlying this process.

Not all studies agreed with the meta-analysis results that individualized TMS
targets are better than standard targets. They argued that no difference was
observed between the 5-cm method of coil positioning and individualized target
by MRI-based targeting to find the DLPFC ?7. Potential reasons might include the
target brain regions, such as the DLPFC, being affected in psychiatric disorders or
covering a relatively large area and there being no certainty regarding which part
of it is likely to be critically involved in this disorder. In addition, there are many

ways to select individualized TMS targets, such as EEG-based and task-based
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targets, which might be reasons for the negative results of these studies.

Structural-based individualized TMS targets increased treatment
effectiveness

We further divided the data into groups according to the methods for selecting
targets that they used. First, the structure-based individualized TMS target
showed significant efficacy in increasing the effectiveness in treating psychiatric
disorders compared with standard targets. This outcome occurred perhaps
because the structural-based selection methods have the advantage that they
could provide a precise target compared to standard 5-cm methods. This
thinking is in line with the explanations that the targeted brain regions are
relatively large, and a simple 5-cm method only provided estimated targets of the
brain region; however, since the brain monography features vary across subjects,
the 5-cm methods can only find the approximate location but not a precise
location. Structure-based targets could overcome these shortcomings and
provide a rather precise location for stimuli, which might be why the
individualized TMS target increased the effectiveness of treatment in psychiatric

disorders.

There are two types of structural-based targets: PET-based and MRI-based. We
performed further analyses to find their effectiveness separately. The results
showed that PET-based selection methods showed significant additional effects
and that MRI-based methods were marginally significant. PET offers an option to
identify the cerebral cortical area of metabolic derangement for stimulation and
is a scientific way to administer TMS at the site. It is a potential tool for
investigating regional cerebral blood flow in a range of psychiatric disorders 7!
and hence can be used to localize the site of stimulation for TMS. Conversely, the
MRI-based target selection method could only provide a precise target on

monography, which might be why it is not accurate as PET-based results.
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Individualized TMS targets increased the treatment effectiveness in
depression but not in schizophrenia

Of the twelve publications, nine of them were on depression, and three were on
schizophrenia. Thus, we divided the studies into subgroups according to the
types of psychiatric disorders. The results showed that the individualized TMS
targets increased treatment effectiveness in depression patients but not in
schizophrenia patients. Patients with baseline hypometabolism in the prefrontal
cortex have been reported to show a better response to high-frequency rTMS
stimulation 72. High-frequency rTMS could play a role in increasing regional
cerebral blood flow, which is associated with improvement in depressive
symptoms. The individualized targets provided a precise target for high-
frequency rTMS to increase the regional cerebral blood flow and thus improved
the treatment effectiveness.

For schizophrenia patients, all of the studies used individualized TMS targets to
treat verbal or auditory hallucinations; however, no additional effectiveness was
observed in these studies. One reason for the negative finding is that
hallucinations, unlike depression, do not have a direct connection with regional
cerebral blood flow, and the precise location might not generate an additional
treatment effect. Another reason might be that the scale used to measure
hallucinations was not sufficiently sensitive to capture the individual nature of

the changes experienced by each subject 73.

Bilateral TMS target stimuli did not show additional effectiveness compared
with unilateral TMS target stimuli.

Among these studies, four studies compared bilateral stimulant sites and
unilateral stimuli in treating psychiatric disorders. The meta-analysis of these
studies showed that there is a consistent pattern of improved response in

unilateral, compared to bilateral, treatment (both superior to sham); however,
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there is no difference between these two methods. Although studies have shown
a robust, superior response in bilateral treatment compared to sham treatment
7475, in direct comparisons, the meta-results showed that bilateral stimuli
present a similar response (even inferior) compared to unilateral treatment. This
outcome suggests that bilateral brain stimulation is not a factor influencing the
TMS outcome, and finding a scientific way to localize a precise target is more

important than trying bilateral targets in TMS treatment.

No additional effect was observed in EEG-based, task-fMRI-based TMS
individualized target methods or in updated stimulant sequences

In addition to the structure-based targets, no additional effectiveness in
treatment was observed in EEG-guided targets and task-fMRI-based targets. The
same feature of these studies is that they were all functionally based selection
methods. Studies have shown that functional-based brain locations vary across
different studies and different measures in one subject 7¢77. That is, functionally
based individualizing methods (functional connectivity, effective connectivity;
brain regions responsible for specific tasks) involved in the first measure might
not be observed in another measure, making it difficult to find a solid target to
stimulate. Future studies should find ways to render the methods replicable in
different measures, which could explain the nonsignificant effect of an increase in
the treatment of psychiatric disorders. Another reason for the insignificant effect
of the individualized targets is the limited number of studies using functional

methods, and more studies are needed to draw scientific conclusions.

In addition to these endeavors to find precise stimulant targets to improve the
effectiveness of treatment, one study attempted to use prolonged intermittent
theta burst stimulation with a triple dose of the standard protocol to improve the
effectiveness of treatment 2°. That study found that left prefrontal prolonged

intermittent theta burst stimulation monotherapy is effective for the treatment of
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recurrent depression; however, the MRI-guided method of coil targeting is not
better than the standard method. The results suggest that the anti-psychiatric
disorder mechanisms are still not exhaustively understood, and they might

involve mechanisms not associated with the locus of stimulation.

Risk of bias and publication bias

Risk of bias can affect the results of a meta-analysis. Our data indicated that these
included studies tended to be adequate in the generation of random sequences,
double blinded studies and reports of outcome data. Studies have found that age
could predict low-frequency transcranial magnetic stimulation efficacy 787°. In
the current study, we performed regression analyses and found that age was not
a factor that affected the final conclusion. Our study proved that the sample size
could affect the final results, suggesting that future studies should attempt to
include larger sample sizes. In summary, there was no clear evidence of
publication bias in the current dataset. The current conclusions are solid and

have a good representation for current studies.

Limitations and future directions

Several limitations should be mentioned. First, we were intended to explore all
kinds of individualized NIBS target in treating psychiatric disorders, however,
after selecting procedure, only TMS studies were finally included in current study
(Few studies trying individualized stimulant targets using other stimulate
techniques). Thus, we narrowed the conclusions to TMS; Second, functional-
based targets should be promising locations in TMS treatment. However, there
have been only a limited number of publications on EEG-based, task-fMRI-based
TMS targets. Third, the development of new TMS interventions should consider
the propagation of stimulation effects beyond the immediate stimulation vicinity.
The idea of the ability of pulse propagation being limited to “one synapsis away”

has been progressively dismissed in favor of more extended network
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propagation. Fourth, all of the studies included only short-term effects, and
future studies should test the effects of individualized targets with larger sample

sizes and longer-term follow-ups.

Conclusions

Based on these analyses, we can draw the following conclusions. First, the
current study found that individualized TMS targets increased effectiveness in
treating psychiatric disorders, suggesting an important method for clinical
treatment. Second, structural-based TMS target selections yielded additional
treatment effectiveness, and PET-based structural selection showed significant
results. Third, there was no significant increase in the treatment efficacy of
individualized targets in EEG-based and task-fMRI-based methods or updated
stimulant sequences. Fourth, individualized TMS targets showed additional
effectiveness in depression but not in schizophrenia. Fifth, bilateral stimulant
targets did not generate additional treatment effectiveness compared with

unilateral targets.
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Figure Legends

Figure 1 The flow diagram of the meta-analysis

Figure 2 Risk of bias evaluation of selected studies

The results assessed by Cochrane Risk of Bias Tool. It concluded six parts,
which are selection bias, performance bias, detection bias, attrition bias,
reporting bias and other bias. The results suggested that almost more than fifty

percentage in each kind of bias was low.
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Figure 3 Main effect results between individualized targets and standard
ones
The size of squares was proportional to study weights. The rhombus marker

indicated that pooled effect size.

Figure 4 Effect results of the structure-guided subgroup

The subgroup of the structure-guided individualized method (A). Structural
MRI (sMRI)-guided individualized method (B), and PET guided individualized
method (C). The size of squares was proportional to study weights. The rhombus

marker indicated that pooled effect size.

Figure 5 Subgroup analysis of individualized methods

Subgroup results of individualized TMS by its types. Bilateral-or-unilateral
guided individualized methods (A); The sequence-guided individualized methods
(B); The task fMRI-guided individualized method (C); The EEG-guided
individualized method (D). The size of squares was proportional to study

weights. The rhombus marker indicated that pooled effect size.

Figure 6 Subgroup analysis of patient types in individualized methods
Subgroup results of individualized methods through patient types. It

included depression (A) and schizophrenia (B) patients. The size of squares was

proportional to study weights. The rhombus marker indicated that pooled effect

size.

Figure 7 Results of meta regression among three variables
The figure (A) is the results of meta regression of average age of overall

participants. The linearity in the figure indicated that negative correlation
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showed between average age and meta results. The circles indicated average age
in each included article.

The figure (B) suggested that the results of total TMS pulses. The linearity in
the figure indicated that positive correlation showed between total TMS pulses
and meta results. The circles indicated total TMS pulses in each included article.

The figure (C) is the results of number of participants. The linearity in the
figure indicated that negative correlation showed between number of
participants and meta results. The circles indicated number of participants in

each included article.
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Study _____________ Hedges g (95%CI) __[ndvidualsed<Standard _indvidualised>Standard Weight, % ___p value
Blumberger et al., 2016  0.056 (-0.378 to 0.490) —_— 15.770 0.801
Li etal, 2019 0.286 (-0.180 t0 0.752) _— 13.700 0.229
Fitzgerald et ., 2009 0.428 (-0.119t0 0.976) —_ 9.900 0.125
Fitzgerald et ., 2012 0.383 (-0.191 to 0.956) _— 9.020 0.191
Frank et al., 2002 0.405 (-0.444 to 1.254) = 4120 0.350
Jha etal., 2016 0.731(-0.178 to 1.640) L 3.600 0.115
Leoie etal., 2014 0.023 (-0.663 to 0.709) = 6.310 0.948
Looetal, 2010 0.035 (-0.604 to 0.674) _— 7.280 0.915
Monika et al., 2013 0.896 (0.111 to 1.682) = 4820 0.025
Paille et al., 2010 0.061 (-0.596 t0 0.719) _— 6.870 0.855
Price etal,, 2010 0.414 (-0.174 t0 1.001) -_ 8.610 0.167
Zhangetal, 2020 | 0.325(:0.220t0 0.870)___ - 10.000 0242
Pooled effect size  0.287 (0.115 to 0.460) -~ 0.001
Q,,=6.573;1?=0.000,p>0.05 ' ' ’ )
1 0 1 2
Hedges g (95%Cl)
Structure-guided
Study Hedges g (95%Cl) Individualised < Standard  Individualised > Standard Weight, % p value
Blumberger etal., 2016 0.056 (-0.378 to 0.490) —— 31.640 0.801
Fitzgerald et ., 2009 0.428 (-0.119 10 0.976) —— 19.880 0.125
Fitzgerald et ., 2012 0.383 (-0.191 to 0.956) —_—a— 17.810 0.191
Jha etal., 2016 0.731(-0.178 to 1.640) L) 7.220 0.115
Monika et al., 2013 0.896 (0.111 to 1.682) L 9.670 0.025
Paille etal., 2010 0.061 (-0.596 to 0.719) i 13.790 0.855
Pooled effect size  0.344 (0.100 to 0.588) - 0.006
Q,=5.469;1°=8.572,p>0.05 I T T 1
(A) -1 0 1 2
Hedges g (95%Cl)
sMRI-guided
Study  Hedgesg(95%Cl)  dveualsed<Sundad e Se Weight, % __p value
Blumberger et al., 2016  0.056 (-0.378 to 0.490) —_— 45640 0.801
Fitzgerald et ., 2009 0.428 (-0.119 0 0.976) —_— 28.670 0.125
Fizgeraldet , 2012 0383(0.191100956) T 2569 o191
Pooled effect size  0.283 (-0.010 to 0.577) == 0.058
Q,=1.988;12=0.000,p>0.05 f ! ! !
2 p> A 0 1 2
(8) Hedges g (95%Cl)
PET-guided
Study __Hedgesg(95%Cl) ™ pmbiouivisl Moot S Weight, % _p value
Jhaetal, 2016 0.731(-0.178 to 1.640) i 23.540 0.115
Monika et al., 2013 0.896 (0.111 to 1.682) i 31.510 0.025
Paille et al., 2010 0.061 (-0.596 t0 0.719) i 44.940 0.855
Pooled effect size 0.482 (0.041 to 0.923) e 0.032
Q,=2.929;1?=31.714,p>0.05 f T T 1
-1 0 1 2
(C) Hedges g (95%Cl)
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Blumberger etal., 2016  0.056 (-0.378 to 0.490) —_—— 41.240
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Leoie etal,, 2014 0.023 (-0.663 to 0.709)
Looetal, 2010 0.035 (-0.604 to 0.674)

Monika et al., 2013

0.896 (0.111 to 1.682)

Pooled effect size 0.256 (-0.146 to 0.658)

Q,=3.456;1°=42.132,p>0.05

(B)

I
-1

0
Hedges g (95%Cl)

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.14.21265029; this version posted October 17, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

34


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.14.21265029

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.14.21265029; this version posted October 17, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Regression of average age on Hedges's g
1.00
0.90 ]
0.80
0.70
0.60

0.50
0.40 ¢ ] °

Hedges's g

0.30
0.20
0.10

0.00 L
2855 3211 3568 3924 4280 4636 4992 5348 57.04 60.61  64.17

(A) Average age

Regression of pulses on Hedges's g
0.80
0.72 L4
0.64
0.56
0.48
0.40 e
0.32 _—/—’._0’_/’/
0.24
0.16

0.08
° °
°
0.00 LJ

7880.00 11384.00 14888.00 18392.00 21896.00 25400.00 28904.00 32408.00 35912.00 39416.00 42920.00
(B) Total pulses

Hedges's g

Regression of participants on Hedges's g
1.00
0.90 °
0.80
0.70
0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30
0.20
0.10

0.00
14.00  21.20 28.40 3560  42.80 50.00 57.20 6440 7160  78.80 86.00

(©) Participant number

Hedges's g

35


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.14.21265029

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.14.21265029; this version posted October 17, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

perpetuity.

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Table 1 The inclusion and exclusion criteria in current study

Inclusion Exclusion
Participants Depression disorder Healthy participants
Schizophrenia Non-human participants
Bipolar disorder Surgery related disorder (e.g., brain
Substance addicts surgery)
Other psychiatric disorder Alzheimer disorder or epilepsy
Intervention Clinical experiments Experimental research for methods
Comparisons Before and after intervention No baseline measurement
No control condition
Outcomes Depression related scales scores Other kinds of measurement without
Schizophrenia related scales scales’ scores (e.g., fMRI)
scores scales unrelated with mental symptoms
(e.g., suicide related scores)
Study design Standard-control Healthy-control participants

Data report

Publication type

Crossover studies

Open-label studies

Parallel studies

Data with Mean and/or SD

Data with change scores

Data with t or p values

Data with effect size values (e.g.,
Hedegs’ g)

Written in English
Peer-reviewed paper

Unpublished data
Data without N
Data without baseline scores

Non-English paper
Review

comments

case studies

grey literature
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Table 2 The characteristics of included studies

Sample size

Gender ratio

Mean age + SD

Study (individualiz (individualized (individualized /control) Patients type Measurements
ed /control) /control)

3lumberger et al,,
20162 40/40 17M:23F/10M:30F  46.4+12.5/46.5+14.1 depression HAMD Bilateral
A etal, 201917 35/35 12M:23F/11M:24F  47.1%14.2/47.1+13.8 depression HAMD DLPFC
Fitzgerald et al.,
2009131 24/27 13M:11F/9M:18F  38.0£12.2/43.9+12.4 depression MADRS+BDI DLPFC
‘itzgerald et al,,
201214 22/24 8M:14F/9M:15F 40.45+15.5/43.4+12.7 depression HAMD+MADRS+BDI  Bilateral
‘rank etal, 20020 10/10 4M:6F/3M:7F 62.1+4.6/60.3+4.1 depression HAMD+MADRS DLPFC
haetal, 20160 7/13 NA 41.07+12.29/29.86£9.29  depression MADRS+BDI DLPFC
-eonie etal, 2014 15/16 8M:7F/9M:7F 33.949.2/37.2+14.9 schizophrenia AHRS+PANSS Tempor
00 etal, 201011 Bilateral
’ v 18/18 12M:6F/12M:6F 33.8412.2/33.8£12.2 schizophrenia AHRS+MADRS temporc
Vonika etal, 201361 14 /19 7M:3F/7M:3F 34.448.7/34.4£8.7 schizophrenia AHRS+PANSS Tempor
aille et al, 20100 16/18 6M:10F/7M:11F 46.9+7.26/48.19+7.77 depression HAMD+MADRS DLPFC
’rice etal, 2010011 21/23 10M:11F/14M:9F  40.2+12.9/46.313.0 depression HAMD+BDI DLPFC
Zhangetal, 20210'21  p4/27 11M:13F/10M:17F  31.71#12.92/31.33%¥12.77  depression HAMD Visual ce

HAMD: Hamilton Rating Scale for Depression;

MADRS: Montgomery-Asberg Depression Rating Scale;

BDI: Beck Depression Inventory;

AHRS: Auditory Hallucination Rating Scale;

PANSS: Positive and Negative Syndrome Scale;

DLPFC: Dorsolateral prefrontal cortex;
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