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Abstract 
 
Background: Advances in the development of neurotechnologies have the potential to revolutionize 
treatment of brain-based conditions. However, a critical concern revolves around the willingness of the 
public to embrace these technologies, especially considering the tumultuous histories of certain 
neurosurgical interventions. Therefore, examining public attitudes is paramount to uncovering potential 
barriers to adoption ensuring ethically sound innovation. 

Methods: In the present study, we investigate public attitudes towards the use of four neurotechnologies 
(within-subjects conditions): deep brain stimulation (DBS), transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS), 
pills, and MRI-guided focused ultrasound (MRgFUS) as potential treatments to a person experiencing 
either mood, memory, or motor symptoms (between-subjects conditions). US-based participants 
(N=1052; stratified to be nationally representative based on sex, race, age) were asked about their 
perceptions of risk, benefit, invasiveness, acceptability, perceived change to the person, and personal 
interest in using these neurotechnologies for symptom alleviation. 

Results: Descriptive results indicate variability between technologies that the U.S. public is willing to 
consider if experiencing severe mood, memory, or motor symptoms. The main effect of neurotechnology 
revealed DBS was viewed as the most invasive and risky treatment and was perceived to lead to the 
greatest change to who someone is as a person. DBS was also viewed as least likely to be personally used 
and least acceptable for use by others. When examining the main effects of symptomatology, we found 
that all forms of neuromodulation were perceived as significantly more beneficial, acceptable, and likely 
to be used by participants for motor symptoms, followed by memory symptoms, and lastly mood 
symptoms. Neuromodulation (averaging across neurotechnologies) was perceived as significantly riskier, 
more invasive, and leading to a greater change to person for mood versus motor symptoms; however, 
memory and motor symptoms were perceived similarly with respect to risk, invasiveness, and change to 
person.  

Conclusion: These results suggest that the public views neuromodulatory approaches that require surgery 
(i.e., DBS and MRgFUS) as riskier, more invasive, and less acceptable than those that do not. Further, 
findings suggest individuals may be more reluctant to alter or treat psychological symptoms with 
neuromodulation compared to physical symptoms.  
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Introduction 

Recent decades have seen the emergence of medical neurotechnologies aimed at offering 

treatments for a wide spectrum of brain-based conditions that affect people’s mood, memory, or 

motor functions across a variety of methods including ablation, electromagnetic stimulation, and 

pharmacological neuromodulation.1 Given the growing commercial interests in neural implants 

(e.g., Neuralink), and increasingly promising research on these medical treatments—with the 

market projections estimating the industry growing to 17 billion annually—it is important to 

understand the perspectives of the potential end-users (i.e., members of the public).2–6 The 

public’s attitudes may vary drastically given the perceived novelty of these technologies, and 

may also be influenced by how these technologies are portrayed in the media.7,8 Furthermore, 

given that the early history of some of these neurotechnologies is clouded by ethical controversy  

and outright abuses of vulnerable patient populations (e.g., the use of subcortical “septal” 

stimulation in a homosexual patient with comorbid schizophrenia by Dr. Robert Heath as an 

early form of conversion therapy), it is unclear if there is significant public interest in engaging 

with these treatments regardless of how effective the treatments have become.9–13 It is therefore 

vital that the next generation of technological innovations for treating brain-based conditions 

incorporate the views of the public/end-users they aim to help to avoid repeating any past 

transgressions and ensure ethically sound innovation.  

Neurotechnologies vary widely with respect to their mode of treatment delivery; deep 

brain stimulation (DBS) requires one or more electrodes be implanted into specific brain regions 

for electrical stimulation, transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) induces intracranial effects 

from the application of a magnetic field on a patient's scalp, magnetic resonance imaging guided 

focused ultrasound (MRgFUS) lesions subcortical targets without the use of an open surgical 
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approach (also referred to as “incision-less surgery”), and pharmacological regimens (i.e., pills), 

require ingesting medications orally to diffusely target an array of mechanisms in the brain.2,14 

Public perceptions of these technologies may vary given the differences in treatment delivery 

methods, which may in turn influence how receptive members of the public are to a specific 

technology. 

When it comes to medical neurotechnologies, there has been a particular focus in the 

academic literature on DBS, which may be in part due to the neuroethical debate around 

whether, and to what degree, DBS may impact a patient’s personality and related 

characteristics.15–21 There have been numerous evaluations of psychosocial impacts of DBS 

devices for psychiatric and movement disorders over the past 10-15 years.16–49 There have also 

been some qualitative studies of TMS treatments during this time;50–53 however, only recently 

has there been a focused examination of MRgFUS.54 Previous investigations of 

neurotechnologies have tended to fall into silos with respect to the disorders or symptomatology 

being studied, namely those researchers focused on motor (i.e., “doing”) 

symptoms23,27,31,33,34,43,45,49,55–58 or those involving mood/psychiatric (i.e., “feeling”), 

14,26,40,46,52,54,59–63 or memory/cognition (i.e., “thinking”).35,64–66 However, research 

simultaneously examining varying forms of neuromodulation as well as how the type of disorder 

being treated may influence views on the technologies is lacking. Finally, much of the previous 

work has been limited to examining the perspectives of patients and clinicians, and the studies 

that did explore the public’s attitudes around some of these neuromodulatory interventions were 

conducted using either surveys or assessments of social media.29,41,53,59,67–69  

We aim to address several of the meaningful gaps in the literature identified above. First, 

our study employs an experimental approach to comparatively examine the public attitudes 
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towards neurotechnologies, which expands on previous work that was limited to observational 

work, (i.e., surveys or media analyses). We also include a range of both neurotechnologies (i.e., 

DBS, MRgFUS, TMS, and pills) and symptomatology (i.e., mood, memory, and motor) to 

address the need for work that spans the siloed research on this topic. Findings from this study 

provide critical insight into the complex public attitudes related to risks, benefits, invasiveness, 

acceptability, perceived changes to the patient, and the likelihood of personal use across a range 

of neurotechnologies. These findings can help identify barriers to uptake of these technologies, 

aid clinicians in addressing public perceptions surrounding these technologies, and inform the 

responsible development and use of these and future neurotechnologies.  

 

Methods  

Overview. We used an experimental design to examine public attitudes towards the use 

of four neurotechnologies: DBS, TMS, Pills, and MRgFUS. These technologies were presented 

to participants as potential treatments being offered to a person described as experiencing 

symptoms severely affecting one of three brain functions: mood, memory, or motor.  

Participants. Participants were recruited from Prolific, an online sampling firm, using 

the platform’s nationally representative stratified sampling option using self-reported age, 

gender, and race demographics. All participants provided informed consent prior to participating 

in the experiment. All research activities were approved by the Harvard Medical School 

Institutional Review Board [IRB22-0986].  

 Procedure. All participants rated each neurotechnology (4 within-subjects conditions: 

DBS, TMS, Pills, MRgFUS) based on a target person experiencing one of three symptoms (3 

between-subjects conditions: Mood, Memory, Motor).  
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Description of Symptoms: Participants were presented with the following descriptions of the 

target’s symptoms: “A person has been experiencing the following:” 

Mood symptoms (e.g., feeling sad, irritable, empty), a loss of pleasure or interest in 

activities, for most of the day, every day. They experience poor concentration, feelings of 

excessive low self-worth, hopelessness about the future, disrupted sleep, changes in 

appetite, and feeling tired. 

Memory symptoms (e.g., unable to recall memories, difficulty retaining new 

information), memory loss for most of the day, every day. They experience difficulty 

learning and recalling new information such as recent events, conversations, or people, 

and recalling important memories and personal information about themselves.  

Motor symptoms (e.g., slowed movement, muscle weakness), a loss of muscle control, 

for most of the day, every day. They experience tremors while their muscles are at rest, 

stiffness, trouble swallowing, unstable posture, difficulties with walking, and reduced 

control over their facial muscles. 

Description of Neurotechnologies: Following the description of the target person’s symptoms, 

participants were presented with the following descriptions of the neurotechnologies: “Given the 

severity of their condition, they are presented with the following neurotechnology to help 

reduce symptoms:” 

Deep Brain Stimulation (DBS) which involves surgically implanting electrodes into the 

brain to deliver electrical stimulation to a specific region of the brain. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 10, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.09.24308176doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.09.24308176


 

 

 

 

Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation (TMS) which involves placing a magnet against an 

area (outside) of the head to deliver magnetic stimulation to a specific region of the brain. 

Pills which involve ingesting medication (taken by mouth) in the form of a pill to deliver 

chemicals to the brain. 

MRI-guided focused ultrasound (MRgFUS) which involves placing a cap on the 

outside of the head that delivers focused sound waves to create a precise lesion in a 

specific region of the brain. 

Dependent measures. Following the between-subjects assignment to one of the three 

symptom conditions (Mood, Memory, or Motor symptoms), all participants were asked to 

respond to questions about the six dependent variables for each of the four (within-subjects) 

neurotechnologies: “Given this person's (Mood / Memory / Motor) symptoms, to what extent do 

you think using (DBS / TMS / Pills / MRgFUS) would be (beneficial / risky / invasive / 

acceptable)?” on 5-point Likert Scales (range: 1= Not at all, 5= Extremely). Upon answering the 

four dependent variables mentioned above, participants answered two more questions for each of 

the neurotechnologies: “Given this person's (Mood / Memory / Motor) symptoms, to what extent 

do you think using (DBS / TMS / Pills / MRgFUS) would change who they are as a person?” on 

5-point Likert Scales (1 = Not at all, 5= A great deal) and finally, “Now, suppose YOU were 

experiencing these (Mood / Memory / Motor) symptoms, would you consider (DBS / TMS / Pills 

/ MRgFUS)?” on 5-point Likert Scales (range: 1= I definitely would not, 5= I definitely would). 

The above-mentioned measures represent an initial subset of questions presented to participants. 

Additional questions about these Neurotechnologies were asked at the end of the survey for a 

separate manuscript. 
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Analyses 

We ran a mixed-effects ANOVA on each of the six dependent variables: Benefit, Acceptability, 

Personal Use, Risk, Invasiveness, and Change to Person. Mauchly's test of sphericity indicated 

that the assumption of sphericity was violated (p < .001) for each outcome variable, therefore we 

applied Huynh-Feldt sphericity corrections for each analysis. Significant main effects were 

followed up with Bonferroni-corrected post hoc comparisons.  

 

Results 

Participants. Of the 1,145 participants who began the study by signing the consent form, 

61 participants were removed because they failed either the initial bot check or the attention 

check. Of the remaining participants, 1,052 completed all the main dependent measures. 

Participants were almost evenly split with respect to gender (n females = 514; n males = 507), 

were predominantly White (75%), with an average age of 45.5 years (see Table 1 for detailed 

demographic information).   
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Table 1. Sample Demographics  

Sample size (N) 1084  

Age    
      Mean (SD)  45.5 (SD=16.1)  
Gender     
      Female  514 (49.1%)  
      Male  507 (48.5%)  
      Trans female/Trans woman 3 (0.28) 
      Trans male/Trans man 7 (0.7%) 
      Genderqueer/Gender non-conforming 12 (1.1%) 
      *Other   25 (2.4%)  
Race     
      American Indian, Native American, Alaska Native  11 (1%)  
      Asian  65 (6%)  
      Black or African American  135 (12.5%)  
      Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander  3 (0.3%)  
      †Other  8 (0.7%)  
      White  825 (76.1%)  
Ethnicity    
      Not Hispanic or Latino 992 (91.5%)  
      Hispanic or Latino  57 (5.3%)  
Education level    
      Bachelor's or higher  551 (52.6%)  
Household income    
      $0–$49,999  444 (42.4%)  
      ≥ $50,000–109,999  399 (36.8%)  
      ≥ $110,000  205 (18.9%) 
*Other gender in sample 1 included the following self-reported identities: Non-Binary, trans nonbinary 
genderfluid, transmasculine.  †Other race/ethnicity included the following self-reported races (counts): 
Middle Eastern (2), Mediterranean (1), Jewish (2), Indigenous American (1), Hebrew (1)French / Indian / 
Black / White (1). Note: Participants could select multiple races, therefore, percentages sum above 100%. 
Missing values across demographics ranged from 35-38.   
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Figure 1. Descriptive results of participant likelihood of using neurotechnologies (averaged over 

symptoms) 

 

Figure 1. Note: Participants rated their likelihood of using each of the four neurotechnologies on the x-
axis on a 5-point Likert scale. The y-axis represents the percentage of participants who selected each 
answer for each neurotechnology. These results represent participants’ reported likelihood of using each 
technology averaged over the three potential symptoms (mood, memory, and motor). Significant variation
in reported likelihood to use these neurotechnologies is observed based on symptoms, which is further 
examined in Figure 3. 
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Figure 2. Main Effect of Neurotechnology  

 

Benefit, Acceptability, and Personal Use. Analyses revealed a significant main effect of 

Neurotechnology on Benefit (F(2.92, 1049) = 83.24, p < .001, ηp² = .07), Acceptability (F(2.88, 

1049) = 318.53, p < .001, ηp² = .23), and Personal Use (F(2.90, 1049) = 336.53, p < .001, ηp² = 

.24). See Figure 2 for plots. Post hoc tests revealed that Pills were rated as most beneficial 

(Mean= 3.33, SD= 0.92), followed by DBS (Mean= 3.03, SD= 0.96), and then TMS (Mean= 

2.88, SD= 1.01) and MRgFUS (Mean= 2.88, SD= 1.06). All post hoc comparisons for perceived 

Benefit were significant (p < .001) except for TMS and MRgFUS (p = 1.00). Post hoc tests 

revealed that, for Acceptability and Personal Use, Pills were rated as most acceptable (Mean= 

3.75, SD= 1.01) and most likely to be used by participants (Mean= 3.65, SD= 1.11), followed by 

TMS (Acceptability: Mean= 3.22, SD= 1.07; Personal Use: Mean= 3.08, SD= 1.23), then 

MRgFUS (Acceptability: Mean= 2.84, SD= 1.13; Personal Use: Mean= 2.71, SD= 1.24), and 

finally DBS (Acceptability: Mean= 2.72, SD= 1.03; Personal Use: Mean= 2.47, SD= 1.18). All 

post hoc comparisons were significant (p < .005). 

d 

y 
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Risk, Invasiveness, and Change to Person. The results of the ANOVAs revealed a 

significant main effect of Neurotechnology on Risk (F(2.91, 1049) = 570.80, p < .001, ηp² = 

.35), Invasiveness (F(2.92, 1049) = 1027.31, p < .001, ηp² = .50), and Change to Person (F(2.93, 

1049) = 164.62, p < .001, ηp² = .14). See Figure 3 for plots. Post hoc tests revealed that for Risk 

and Change to Person, participants perceived DBS as the riskiest (Mean= 3.83, SD= 1.04) and 

leading to the greatest change to the person (Mean= 2.69, SD= 1.13), followed by MRgFUS 

(Risk: Mean= 3.39, SD= 1.19; Change to Person: Mean= 2.52, SD= 1.12), Pills (Risk: Mean= 

2.54, SD= 0.89; Change to Person: Mean= 2.26, SD= 1.04), and TMS (Risk: Mean= 2.40, SD= 

1.09; Change to Person: Mean= 2.02, SD= 1.04). All post hoc comparisons were significant (p < 

.002). Post hoc tests for Invasiveness revealed that participants perceived DBS as the most 

invasive (Mean= 4.16, SD= 1.04), followed by MRgFUS (Mean= 3.18, SD= 1.31), TMS (Mean=

2.13, SD= 1.15), and lastly Pills (Mean= 1.94, SD= 1.00). All post hoc comparisons between the 

four Neurotechnologies were significant (p < .001). 

Figure 3. 
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Main Effect of Symptoms 

Benefit, Acceptability, and Personal Use. The results of the ANOVAs revealed a 

significant main effect of Symptoms on Benefit (F(2, 1049) = 47.34, p < .001, ηp² = .08), 

Acceptability (F(2, 1049) = 55.54, p < .001, ηp² = .10), and  Personal Use (F(2, 1049) = 86.09, p 

< .001, ηp² = .14). Post hoc tests revealed that the average effect of Neurotechnology was rated 

as most beneficial for Motor symptoms (Mean= 3.30, SD= 0.93), followed by Memory 

symptoms (Mean= 2.99, SD= 0.96), and finally Mood symptoms (Mean= 2.80, SD= 1.05). 

Similarly, Neurotechnology was rated as most acceptable for Motor symptoms (Mean= 3.42, 

SD= 1.05), followed by Memory symptoms (Mean= 3.13, SD= 1.08), and Mood symptoms 

(Mean= 2.85, SD= 1.19). For Personal Use, Neurotechnology was also rated as most likely to be 

used for Motor symptoms (Mean= 3.37, SD= 1.16), followed by Memory symptoms (Mean= 

3.00, SD= 1.20), and Mood symptoms (Mean= 2.56, SD= 1.32). All post hoc comparisons 

between the three symptoms were significant (p < .001). 

Risk, Invasiveness, and Change to Person. The results of the ANOVAs revealed a 

significant main effect of Symptoms on Risk (F(2, 1049) = 3.53, p = .03, ηp² = .01), 

Invasiveness (F(2, 1049) = 7.04, p < .001, ηp² = .01), and Change to Person (F(2, 1049) = 6.31, p 

= .002, ηp² = .01). Post hoc tests revealed that the average effect of Neurotechnology was rated 

as significantly riskier (p = .03, Mean= 3.11, SD= 1.27), more invasive (p < .002, Mean= 2.96, 

SD= 1.50), and leading to a greater change to person (p = .001, Mean= 2.48, SD= 1.13) for 

Mood symptoms compared to Motor symptoms (Risk: Mean= 2.98, SD= 1.19; Invasiveness: 

Mean= 2.78, SD= 1.43; Change to Person: Mean= 2.25, SD= 1.15). Post hoc differences between 

Mood and Memory symptoms were significant for Invasiveness (p = .009, Mood: Mean= 2.96, 
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SD= 1.50; Memory: Mean= 2.81, SD= 1.39), but not for Risk (p = 0.27, Mood: Mean= 3.11, 

SD= 1.27; Memory: Mean= 3.02, SD= 1.18), or Change to Person (p = .45, Mood: Mean= 2.48, 

SD= 1.13; Memory: Mean= 2.39, SD= 1.04). There were no significant post hoc differences 

between Motor and Memory symptoms for Risk (p = 1.00), Invasiveness (p = 1.00), or Change 

to Person (p = .11). 

Interaction effects of Neurotechnology and Symptom  

The results of the ANOVAs showed significant interaction effects for Benefit (F(5.85, 

1049) = 20.92, p < .001, ηp² = .04), Acceptability (F(5.76, 1049) = 16.82, p = .001, ηp² = .03), 

Personal Use (F(5.80, 1049) = 16.30, p = .001, ηp² = .03), Risk (F(5.82, 1049) = 3.11, p = .005, 

ηp² = .01), Invasiveness (F(5.84, 1049) = 2.12, p = .05, ηp² = .004), and Change to Person 

(F(5.86, 1049) = 3.42, p = .003, ηp² = .01). To further investigate the interaction effects, we 

conducted a series of post hoc tests with Bonferroni corrections (correcting for 66 total 

estimates). Due to space limitations, we report the results that speak to the primary findings in 

the manuscript, and the full list of results for each post hoc test can be found in supplemental 

materials. 

Benefit, Acceptability, and Personal Use. As depicted in Figure 2, perceived benefit results for 

Symptoms across technologies were similar except for Pills being perceived as significantly 

more beneficial for Mood compared to Memory symptoms p < .001, but not significantly 

different for Motor symptoms p = 1.00. Pills were perceived as significantly more beneficial in 

treating Mood symptoms compared to any of the other three neurotechnologies. The pattern of 

results for symptoms across technologies were similar except for Pills, for which there were no 

significant differences across symptoms (p = 1.00), because Pills were perceived as particularly 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 10, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.09.24308176doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.09.24308176


 

 

 

 

more acceptable to treat Mood symptoms compared to the other Neurotechnologies. As depicted 

in Figure 2, the pattern of results for Symptoms across technologies were similar except for Pills 

being perceived as significantly more likely to be used for Motor symptoms compared to Mood 

(p = .010) and Memory (p < .001). Pills were rated as being significantly more likely to be 

personally used to treat mood symptoms compared to the other neurotechnologies. 

Risk, Invasiveness, Change to Person. As depicted in Figure 3, the pattern of risk perceptions 

for symptoms across technologies were similar, with Mood > Memory > Motor except for Pills 

where there were no significant differences across symptoms (p = 1.00). The pattern of results 

for perceived Invasiveness for Symptoms across technologies were similar to Risk perceptions, 

except for Pills where there were no significant differences across symptoms (p = 1.00). 

Perceptions of Change to Person for Symptoms across technologies were similar for Risk and 

Invasiveness, except that there were no significant differences across symptoms for DBS and 

TMS (p = 1.00), but Motor compared to Mood symptoms were perceived as resulting in less 

change to the person for Pills (p < .001) and MRgFUS (p = .006). 

Discussion 

This study examined participants’ perceptions of several forms of neuromodulation 

across three symptom profiles (i.e., mood, memory, motor). Our findings contribute to the 

handful of prior analyses of public opinion surrounding the use of neurotechnologies to treat 

brain-based conditions.29,41,53,59,67,69,70 Descriptive results indicate variability around the 

technologies that the U.S. public is willing to consider if experiencing severe mood, motor, or 

memory symptoms. Specifically, 21% of respondents would “probably” use or “definitely” use 

DBS (26% uncertain), 29% for MRgFUS (28% uncertain), 41% for TMS (28% uncertain), and 
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61% for pills (25% uncertain). These findings suggest potential openness to adopting 

neurotechnological interventions among the general population. Although there were broad 

patterns that emerged (e.g., DBS and MRgFUS were seen as more invasive, risky, and causing 

more change to person than Pills or TMS), there were notable nuances in participants’ views on 

these neurotechnologies and their utility for different types of conditions.  

DBS is an established intervention for treatment of severe movement disorders and has 

shown promise for some treatment-refractory psychiatric conditions.71 However, despite DBS 

being perceived as more beneficial than MRgFUS and TMS, it was also rated as less acceptable 

and less likely to be used. DBS was also viewed by participants as the riskiest and most invasive 

neurotechnology. This suggests that despite its efficacy and potential benefit, the public still has 

concerns about this treatment approach. This is consistent with some previous work showing the 

public holds generally positive, but cautious, views of DBS.29,59,69   

When considered alongside MRgFUS, which produces a permanent lesion, DBS offers 

greater flexibility as a treatment option—with titratable stimulation parameters and the ability to 

be removed in the event of complications or lack of efficacy.72 Therefore, from a clinical 

perspective, it may be surprising that participants rated DBS as more invasive and riskier than 

MRgFUS. However, participants’ responses may be influenced by the implantation process, as 

DBS requires an “open surgical approach” for placement of the device, as well as the ongoing 

presence of the device in the individual’s body.  

Participants also viewed DBS as being significantly more likely to change someone as a 

person than the other technologies, which aligns with the ongoing debate within the neuroethics 

literature.15,16,18–20,30,46,47 Concerns have been raised that media coverage of this debate may 

contribute to the public’s views of acceptability toward DBS, specifically.73 
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Participants’ views on pills stand in contrast to those of DBS, with this form of 

neuromodulation being rated as the most beneficial, acceptable, and likely to be used. This trend 

may be, at least in part, related to how common oral medications are in the U.S., particularly 

those used to modulate mood (e.g., antidepressants, anxiolytics).74–76 Pills were also perceived as 

the least invasive neurotechnology, despite qualitative findings noting the potential for 

medications to be perceived as invasive given their systemic effects on the body.77 It is notable 

that while pills were viewed as the least invasive, they were also viewed as riskier and as leading 

to greater change to person than TMS. Yet participants still felt that pills were more acceptable 

and were more open to using them than TMS. This aligns with previous work demonstrating that 

people hold generally positive views of TMS but may only be willing to consider it as a 

treatment option if medication are not effective.59 

Across all four neurotechnologies, participants felt these treatments were most beneficial, 

acceptable, and were more likely to use them personally in the context of motor symptoms, 

followed by memory and mood symptoms. This is consistent with a previous media analysis 

examining DBS, which found that the use of DBS for movement disorders was viewed as a more 

effective treatment for movement disorders than psychiatric disorders (64% versus 9%).41 We 

found that the use of these technologies to treat mood symptoms was viewed to carry the greatest 

levels of risk, invasiveness, and change to person. This distinction between acceptability of 

neuromodulation for brain-based conditions that manifest through physical symptoms versus 

psychological symptoms will be critical to understand in greater detail, including the range of 

reasons for which respondents hold these judgments. The reasons underlying these judgments 

may have important implications for potential adoption of these technologies in psychiatry and 

reduction of stigma for individuals who are already engaging with these interventions. Finally, 
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the pattern of results on perceived acceptability most closely resembled the pattern of results for 

personal use, which suggests that perceived norms may play a role in the potential uptake of 

these technologies. 

Limitations  

To examine the potential impact of different symptomatology on the public’s views of 

these neurotechnologies, we were limited to selecting technologies for which there are 

applications across all of the symptom domains (i.e., mood, motor, memory). Based on previous 

work, we acknowledge that there are some neuromodulation approaches (e.g., electroconvulsive 

therapy (ECT)) that may have elicited different responses given the stigma and long history of 

this technology in psychiatry and recognize the absence of this technology from the experiment 

is a notable limitation.78 In addition, we did not examine neuromodulation via digital tools, nor 

strategies that do not rely on technology, such as cognitive behavioral therapy. In the current 

study, we also opted for respondents to subjectively interpret the outcomes of interest (e.g., 

invasiveness, change to person). Given a lack of consensus on the definition of these constructs 

and the different types of invasiveness observed in the context of neuromodulation, we opted not 

to provide specific definitions.77 Future projects interested in additional nuances within these 

constructs could use these results as an intuitive baseline and examine how providing specific 

definitions might influence opinions. Finally, we note that participants were questioned about 

their interest in using these technologies in the absence of any information about the costs 

associated with each intervention. Given the substantial financial costs associated with many of 

these treatments, this is an important potential barrier to access and uptake that should be 

considered in future work.79–81  
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Conclusion 

As rates of brain-based conditions continue to rise, members of the public may one day stand to 

benefit from some form of neuromodulation included in the present study. Our results suggest 

that despite viewing interventions as effective and potentially beneficial, the public views some 

forms of neuromodulation as invasive, risky, and able to change who they are as a person, which 

may deter individuals from engaging with them.  These findings provide novel insights into the 

public’s complex views on neuromodulation, which can be used to facilitate conversations about 

barriers to uptake, ethical safeguards on novel applications of neuromodulation, and alignment of 

technology development and use with the values of end-users. This engagement will serve, we 

hope, to maximize the available benefits of current and future neurotechnologies while 

minimizing the risks through careful collective deliberation. 
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