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Figure S1. Pain intensity Meta-analysis in sham group. (A) After versus baseline and follow-up versus baseline; (B) Subgroup analysis considering type of stimulation; (C) Subgroup analysis considering current intensity.
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Figure S2. Duration of each migraine episode Meta-analysis in sham group. (A) After versus baseline and follow-up versus baseline; (B) Subgroup analysis considering type of stimulation; (C) Subgroup analysis considering current intensity.
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Group by Study name Statistics for each study

Stage

Difference Lower Upper
Total inmeans limit limit  p-Value

after Andrade et al." 4 050 -1.52 052 034 ——
after Rocha et al.l?! 5 -1.00 -310 1.10 035 -
after -0.60 -1.51 0.32 0.20 et
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Group by Study name Statistics for each study Difference in means and 95% Cl

Group-stimulation .
Difference  Lower Upper

Total in means limit limit p-Value
anodal Andrade et al."" 4 050 152 052 0.34
anodal Auvichayapat et al.””! 17 053 127 0.21 0.16
anodal -0.52 -1.12 0.08 0.09
cathodal Rocha et al.®! 5 -1.00  -3.10 1.10 0.35
cathodal Antal et al. ! 13 013  -0.28 0.54 0.53
cathodal 0.06 -0.49 0.60 0.84
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Group by Study name Statistics for each study Difference in means and 95% Cl
Current intensity .
Difference  Lower Upper

Total in means limit limit p-Value
1mA Auvichayapat et al.”’! 17 -053 127 0.21 0.16
1mA Antal et al."¥! 13 0.13 -0.28 0.54 0.53
1mA -0.13 -0.76 0.50 0.70
2mA Andrade et al.™ 4 -050 152 052 0.34 —a—
2mA Rocha et al.”! 5 -1.00 -3.10 1.10 0.35 —
2mA -0.60 -1.51 0.32 0.20 Q
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Group by Study name Statistics for each study
Stage B
Difference Lower  Upper
Total in means limit limit p-Value
after Rocha et al.?! 5 250 873 373 0.43
after -2.50 -8.73 3.73 0.43
follow-up Rocha et al.”! 5 -2.80 -8.80 3.20 0.36
follow-up Antal et al.”¥! 13 -0.50 -1.77 0.77 0.44
follow-up -0.60 -1.84 0.65 0.35
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Group by Study name Statistics for each study
Group-stimulation
Difference  Lower Upper
Total in means limit limit p-Value
cathodal Rocha et al.®! 5 -250 873 373 0.43
cathodal Antal et al*! 13 -050 177 077 0.44
cathodal -0.58 -1.83 0.67 0.36
-12.00 -6.00 0.00 6.00 12.00
Group by Study name Statistics for each study
Current intensity
Difference Lower Upper
Total in means limit limit p-Value
1 mA Antaletal™ 13 -0.50 177 0.77 0.44
1mA -0.50 -1.77 0.77 0.44
2mA Rochaetal” 5 -2.50 873 3.73 0.43
2mA -2.50 -8.73 3.73 0.43
-12.00 -6.00 0.00 6.00 12.00





