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TV, DRI HE B R0 2 7 P AT, e ) % 1 34 e ) 1%
Ot PRI, 38 3 a-tDCS FA5 175 DX I 4 = e 0~ BR 1) B2
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HWFFEINN , a-tDCS 7] UL i £ 1) 55 D ek 42 07
FLALH T B8 A2 38 3k 7 | 6 BH AR B I (4 b 28 TE R A, oAb, A
M7 B2 N-H 3E-D- K 24 2 iR (N-methyl-D-aspartate, NMDA )
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Ll “electric stimulation therapy” or “electric stimulation”
or “electrodes” “transcranial direct current stimulation” or
“transcranial DC stimulation” or “transcranial electric stimu-
lation” or “tDCS” or “a-tDCS” or “c-tDCS” or “s-tDCS” or “elec-
trode$” or“anod$”or“cathod$” Fl“cerebrovascular disorders”or
“brain ischemia”or“intracranial arterial disease”or“intracrani-
al embolism and thrombosis” or “intracranial hemorrhage” or
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AT, WALTE G AR 5L 2% (standardized mean dif-
ference, SMD) &% H: 95% ' {5 [X [f] (confidence interval, CI)
SRTEAL A A0 8 1 K/ (summary  effect size, SES). [
I 3E ek PR PORIFAL S BT KN 45 P=0.1,P<50% , 3R]
AT ] S BT /0N SR FH 1 SR T 5 #5 P < 0.1, T > 50%
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SR A F R RAT « 5 5 R A XU DCS 7 R T4, 455
K c-tDCSHE R T F4H ™', 1455 T8 5 TS RETE A 26 4k
P AL 145 SCERAT A A A BRI , {H R T 2 5 Sk
SVEFH IR IG A ICERAFH B , e, 12 55 STk 9h
AT o, B — i SCHRYA T 2R FH a-tDC'S iz #0139 5
FEAR AT TTF- B0, HEZH R 2 #AB S A RIS, 2
i SCHRIBYT 4R FH a-tDCS R Y50 T BB, %J i
2R R ISR AN BN, LA 7R 7 4 R A a-tDCS,
X BEZE R ORI . A A SCHR AR S 5% o 2 5 R P 3848
144 53.5 % % 66.4 4, AL IR0 A BN ZE rf k2R B[R] SF-34 0
283 R E 834, M FETRE S 1.0mA % 2.0mA , JIlV

FUR 25em2 % 35em?2 , B34 s kA 262 20 X (pri-
mary motor area)., VL1,

Y4 ABFSE 1 PEDro 1553 M 7 43 28 9 43, Hov 3 5 Sk o+
NIREAIEA T T 43 BLBSGHT , Bk 4 i SCHRD R X6 9 51
FIEAN , HASCHR 0 a Fie 500 T H k. WAk 2.
22 ARV R KRG
2.2.1  a-tDCSKHRMITR I PRETAL AT STt
HiE T a-tDCS Xt R AT S (W52, 5 SR SX 25 R FIN J31
ST TR . A IR0 R, 5o b 2 & P54
o5k (P=0% ) , 2R 2 SO A7 . Geit b o, a-
tDCS X A8 M F=4% 1 I | 2 P52 ) : SMD=0.12, 95% CI.: -
0.30—0.54, WL 1.

222 a-tDCSKFBMITHI TP HOTAL : AT 4 iz
HIE T a-tDCS X F U TF-45 77 (4 52 i, S HURIF 2 24 5% FH I g
T AT o A RN BB, S P 43 BT 2 B A A O
G5 TC S BT (P=0%) , R @ s A . G452 1
7, a-tDCS X A =44 g JE i 25 14 5% Wi - SMD=0.10, 95%
CI:-0.39—0.60. W.[&2,

22.3  a-tDCS XM TR 3% B (Y7 20 F A - A 5 TR
T T a-tDCS X (BT 2 76 BE BURE IR o 2 T 520k A
FIARBIIR (box and block test, BBT), 1 JHF5¢ % 91l
MRS (9-hole peg test, OHPT) , 1 HF 4R F -4 hin s 7
& (finger acceleration measurement, FA), 1 Tifff 53>k F
Purdue FH5 iz 837 (Purdue pegboard test, PPT)KTFAE
BT RIE R AIERUN R, S M R A T 45
FS T AT LA RZ (P=49% ) , R FH UG RN AR Geit 25t
7R, a-tDCS AT AE—E R b o B 1) 22 7 & - SMD=
0.56,95% CI:0.11-1.0, WK 3,

2.2.4  a-tDCS Xt T ADL B J1 995 S04 - 347 4 WiHF
SEHIE T a-tDCS X ST ADL RE J1 540 . 4 s SCHkE =
5% F] Jebsen-Taylor F-HJAEIR T (Jebsen-Taylor hand func-
tion test, JTT) . R0 5 IF, S5 51k Z A 26 W 4% F 55 435
RICSFE (P=0%) , K B E RN AT . Gt 25 R IR, a-

E1 a-tDCSXtBMFENTHIT

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference

Experimental Control
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight
Cha 2014 218 45 10 203 64 10 22.6%
Fusco 2013 13 48 312 35 3 6.8%
Fusco 2014 141 128 8 137 131 8 18.3%
Stagg 2012 166 168 13 147 14 13 29.6%
Viana 2014 14 9 10 138 63 10 228%
Total (95% CI) 44 44 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Chi*=0.18, di=4 (P = 1.00); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z =0.55 (P = 0.58)

1002  www.rehabi.com.cn

IV, Fixed, 95% Cl IV, Fixed. 95%Cl
0.26 [-0.62, 1.14] ——
0.20[-1.42, 1.81] —————
0.03 [-0.95, 1.01] —
0.12 [-0.65, 0.89]
0.02 [-0.85, 0.90]
0.12[0.30, 0.54]

2 4 0 1 2

Favours [control] Favours [experimental]



PHAEES4E

20164F, 55314, 45 91b)

F1 WMNTERIFE
W g, sHE Vo AR THOAR  EE R S R
ZCOI;Z 10/10 0 58.8+10.65 14.2+4.1m  BHHLHRIRLE Ea%ﬁ;j}iﬁﬁlﬁ%ﬁ fé%in}lnﬁl géﬁﬂ ﬁ%% BBT, &7
Hummel 0 i85 443030.0m  POPLSCLEU E:atDCS lzf):lnA EBfl M1 ITT
2005 B0 CfiBflig 20min C:AEMINE X
Hummel BaHLAS SR B E:a-tDCS 25em’ E:f 1l M1
2006 11101 STOHI60 4182604 i C: LomA o LI s
Fregni  Co 5370166 27.10244m OIS E:a-DCS 13?)Cnran U M1 JTT
2005 BRI B CoAERI 20min C:ARAE | X
Mahmoud 1o gogiia g3esdsm  POPLCLB E:atDCS ff):lnA EBfl M1 ITT
2011 (EEIN g CoAiBlig 20min C:AEMINE X
Kim 000 0 62851316 64:3.17w OILSCLEE E:a-tDCS 12?)2:11; E:Lll M1 BBT, FA
2009 fBalEgoxt e Cfisflig 2 0min C:AEMINE X ’
Viana ‘ EatDCSHERBS: oo™ BB M1
2014 101001 555112 33.5£19.3m REALXS R CE IS L BLS: 21.(;m CAE IR IE 1871
Boggio 4 6086132 34.542774m POILELiRE E:a-DCS 13?)Cnran U M1 JTT
2007 BRI B CoABCRI 20min C:ARAE | X
Yeung o0 0 go6e57  g3a3ny  PAVLSCLIN Ea-tDCS ff):lnA E:R 0 M1 PPT
2014 B0 CAiBlig 20min C:AEMINE [ X |
SBZE 313 ) ge4siad 402:l6om PODLCLK E:a-DCS 13%?21; E:f8 0 M1 .
2012 ABTEOGT R CABff 20min CAMIHE | X

BRG] C: X IR 4] ; BBT: Box and Block Test; 9HPT: 9-hole Peg Test; FA: Finger Acceleration Measurement; PPT: Purdue Pegboard
Test;JTT: Jebsen-Taylor Hand Function Test; VR: Virtual Reality

R2 MAHRBPEDroFZH

Bt Cha Hummel  Fusco  Hummel Fregni Mahmoud Kim Viana Boggio Yeung Fusco Stagg
2014 2005 2013 2006 2005 2011 2009 2014 2007 2014 2014 2012
1 YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
5 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0
8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
9 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Ry 7 8 7 8 8 8 7 9 8 9 8 7
Ji H M M M M M M H M H M M

TE: 1, FFEbRE, AA BTS2, BINLEC3, B4, JERNTOUMILLS, Bl Bikse, 16T AR H L7, WG A GUEILS, Hid85%
MR S LA TR TR;9, TRYT R ZMHT;10, ZHISETT LG 1L, A TR A3
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tDCS XJ £l F ADL &8 Jj Jo & 3 1 %2 i : MD=-2.03, 95%
Cl:-5.67-1.62. WK 4,
23 AR

B 2% 3 SCHRAROE T R 7432 T 10010 AR A 9
SN LA IR R i 52 BT, JOAE AN RN A

24 BT

—J5 1, AR BIRFE bR A /NS 5 75— 7 1, S
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2 a-tDCS3HBMFENTHA T

Experimental Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean 8D Total Mean 8D Total Weight IV, Fixed. 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Fusco 2013 43 14 3 31151 92% 0.33 [-1.30,1.96] .
Fusco 2014 385 215 8 411 264 8 255% -0.09 }1.07,0.89] —
Hummel 2006 1248 759 11 1112 626 10 333% 0.19 [-0.67,1.05] —
Yeung 2014 54 18 10 52 18 10 319% 0.11-0.77,0.98)

Total (95% Cl) 32 31 100.0% 0.10[0.39,0.60]

Heterogeneity: Chi* = 0.26, df=3 (P = 0.97); F = 0%
Test for overall effect: 2 = 0.41 (P = 0.68)

240 12
Favours [control] Favours [experimental]

El3 a—tDCS 3t E2MF R & BT

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI [V, Fixed. 95% CI
Cha 2014 493 155 10 266 88 10 178% 1.73[0.66, 2.79] -
Fusco 2013 212 029 ) 44 283 64% 0.79[-0.99, 2.56] N
Kim 2009 4219 2103 10 3773 2233 10 259% 0.20[-0.68, 1.08] R
Kim 2009 017 006 10 041 009 10 239% 0.75[-0.16, 1.67] T
Yeung 2014 53 36 10 58 42 10 260%  -0.12[1.00,0.76] =
Total (95% Cl) 43 43 100.0% 0.56[0.11,1.00] &>
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 7.85, df =4 (P =0.10); = 49% 4 2 : 2 4

Test for overall effect: 2= 2.44 (P = 0.01)

Favours [control] Favours [experimental]

El4 a—tDCS 3t 2 M F ADL 757

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Fixed 95%Cl [V, Fixed, 95% CI
Boggio 2007 404 124 4 517 19 4 21% -8.30[-30.53,13.93] i
Fregni 2005 5933 1654 6 6557 1994 6 3.1% -6.24[-26.97,14.49] i
Hummel 2005 3972 521 6 4327 536 6 368%  -3.55[9.56,246] &
Mahmoud 2011 946 652 10 999 422 10 574% -053[5.34,4.20]
Total (95% CI) 26 26 1000% -2.03[567,1.62)

ity: = = = E=0% ‘ i } i
Heterogeneity: Chit = 1.08, df=3 (P =0.78); F=0% 50 _2‘5 0 2'5 5‘0

Test for overall effect: 2 =1.09 (P =0.28)
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AT SE F BRI T a-tDCS XA R F5 h fe
IR 1l RGN R TR HAF 5 AN ANRE R A S AT 5
I 2T AARBEGTE . K PEDro #4535 FIr A5 40 A 53
TSR PP , 45 T I Ag g0 A o hy v S ol P 45 TR
it PRINCCH TP B 5 RN B, AR 45 TR 5 53 11
ST S, 43 SR FH I AR AR TR 5 AL A0 A AR
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Favowrs [control] Favours [experimental]

PTG 1 HE T a-tDCS XA RS TR 1 R TR
01 BT RE BT ADL BE TR, LA KSR Y7 A5
NEIRE . 458K, a-tDCS X T i T8 11 (SMD=0.12,
95% CI: -0.30—0.54) . & F 44 Jj (SMD=0.10, 95% CI: -
0.39—0.60) Lk} f&F ADL fig J1 (MD=-2.03,95% CI:-5.67—
1.62) P38 TG B 35 M S (A BB — R FiR s R T
R % (SMD=0.56,95% CI:0.11—1.0) . [Ri,a-tDCS 1E3H
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tDCS X 1z J57 2 A 1 I8 19 B B AR ML) 3 i AN [ 1Y)
PP A e e R LA A e . FE PRI T, i e
SR L T I 3 V0 P R 38, DT 5 | B AR B 3 174
PR TCHAL AR AL — 5 TH, XA AR A AN g
$E15 NMDA Z AR5, i BERE N2 il 5 45 KF, S —
18], XA PR BB AT LA DR AR i GABA ZE BCRY l  7K T- e
I, T8/ GABA FA Pk Al 2816 3, A T8 3 R
GABA W JE (W BRI R 2 > DL BGE s B 251 I HL
GABA F#AR M2 B2 B, FoAT) I R W42 3] 11 27 2T AR il ek
Ko XT GABA (4 L AT il M F AT DA 355 e Pk el 1) % A 1
AR R ERY, TS S 98 Sl AR 119 4 I 72 14 52 (long-
term potentiation, LTP){EFIMY & 2L . LTP Jid o S5 i 4
TN RS FES 5 flh (1) A R A U S B S AR R 20, 4 T 5200 52 A3 g Ao 22
Do 2% b PR AR o A I i A 28 AR K TR T (brain-derived
neurotrophic factor, BDNF) A] fig it 215 $| a-tDCS H /5 1
LTP iR, B 24A 3 I A B A B R 1 2 A FE AT g
2 a-tDCS T B X 5 [ Dy R A8 AL s e St [

B a-tDCS X T8 T ST BT, A 458 5 Fusco %51
Y285 SRAHAL, Y98 & a-tDCS X+ [ F A9 1 FE 1A
S A AR T, AR T A 45 R 40 Hummel 0 IF 55 25
SRAS . HIFE IR AT RE R i & R WIS B A AR
[/ 73, Hummel S FH A28 550 MRIBECHESR: A | i Fusco 3
A R HARI AL T . VERIBIT I — T H 2 250, tDCS
T E AL ERR 5 5 SITAUR VI G . A T e iR, B
I A1 22 R FH 28 F it 8575 S A B AR A LR 7 A 328 3hids &
WL DL e MRIA P28 A AR . X a-tDCS X T8 T
G FE BT R, AR EE T Kim O 85 LA (B S
Yeung % HHR . FLIRE W BEZ T 3 R 0 B AR AN
TS, MR 1.0mA . Kim R 2 25em® i ik A
T Yeung SR & 35em’ I HLAR -, DL 28 Ji5 35 1 H i oo
55 F R0 B UG AT ReJeik s R R R Ak, DA ek s Rk
A XM EIAE . 214 a-tDCS %) F 8 F ADL f75L, J2:
PIITT AP brdEr) . ITTE S RIS AN TE T R
[R5 5 IR T IR SE 5 ADL fig ) %5
YIRS o T ITT 7 2258 22 b s s 8 & A 2
LR 7 A G RE T, TN X T 3 i
I, BRIV IS A3 19 2 v R BB IS 38 BN R K -9 D it H R
{BAA —/NER A BEAS SE ML ITT AU SEIIR PRt 2
Jii B2 S D BEVR 52 7 B 5 LA B A2 1) RE X fR B I R T
AR AR B B 2 P RS S A e ke 3 .

221 F AR R — R IC B R BORRR , 245
1B, W AR T 5 AR - 1B . Brunoni % F 55 3R
W DCS freH UL AAS B SR A9 (39.3% vs 32.9%) , il

I (22.2% vs 18.3% ), k¥ (14.8% vs 16.2% ) , K& 1k
(8.7% vs 10%) LK i (10.4% vs 13.4% ) , Hote B2 (i) ]
Yokid o IF HL, R AR AR U0 2 ANt B2 2 (8] JC & 25k 2%
o — R, B L 0.05mA/em’, - L5 0.06C/cm’
AL B . A AR BB B SxTem’, FINEARRL:
30min LA P, HL IR 1.0—2.0mA 2 A X4 4y . SR, 6 F
tDCS 4 4 Pt 7% 32 B 56 4 W o A4 o W0
tDCS A2 PR U H ISR , BRI, T A1 2 0 22 v o o
P BT B 7 1 B R o R TR UE

4 NG5

ARWFFEAFAE— 2 1= BRE : ORVMEA REEAIAR BAHE
WA 3t e 19 1°F 5 A SCIRAR I SCRE I T g . @R F 51
156 R I THR TCTLARAS T B B | DR el SR A A T BE A7 A i
ffro @ESRMARIBIGE 2 Jy i T i sl b 45 s (I EE L (2
PR T 05 A3 4 T B B o) St tDC'S 1 I6 7 ISR U %
AL AR R BT B XU o FH TN A SCEREEAS S50, il
SEFATTIRANTBEAIC

AT S 3 1 % B AW 28 10 LIS H R T A 4 v AR
SN 32 3h 2 g 1 B B TT AT T meta 43T, 45 R LR a-
tDCS X i 2 i £ 3 8 T R0 B IR S A TR E T .
SRADCS 5 [ B R ST AT PR AR LB B 5 e b 806 3
PIABRALAT 5 (FUZ ] T8 5 3 L2 ma (1 BLARHL R AT FRERA
PRVE o AN, BRI IR A A S EOCH 4 25k A R AR
TR, BV R ST i A< R BB ST L B R D B AR
Pk i A e R O 3 TR, T 2 A DR R o A
FERIAIT SR G FREeRgRtIa] 000 It — 40 Te iRy T
PRI L, (T G- A IR AR 55

SE 3k
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