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1. Error in Figure

In the original article [1], there was a mistake in original Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram
of literature search and study selection as published. There are incorrect n values in original
Figure 1. The corrected Figure 1 appears below.
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In the original article, there was a mistake in orignal Figure 4. Results of the meta-
analyses for tDCS studies as published. In orignal Figure 4A, the last line of 95%CI, “[—0.69,
0.17]” should be “[—0.69, 0.19]”. The corrected Figure 4 appears below.

Study name Statiscies for each study Hedges'g and 95% CI
SMD 95%ClI Weight p-Value
Dam 2021 b 0.88 |-0.11, 1.87] 2% 0.083 —
1le 2019 -0.49 [-0.78, —0.20] 3% 0.001 L
He 2018 a -0.41 [-1.01, 0.19] ™ 0.177 .
He 2018 b —0.69 [-1.33, —0.05] 7% 0.034 = ;
Feeser 2014 1.59 [ 224, 094 2% 0.000 ——
Clarke 2021 0.59 [ 012, 1.06 3% 0.013 e
Chrysikou 2019 b 0. [-0.77, 098 2% 0.810 —_
Fink 2019 a —0.02 [-0.53, 050 10% 0.951 ——
Fink 2019 b 0.11 |-0.40, 0.63] 10% 0.666 —a—
Clarke 2020 0.34 |—0.03, 0.70] 3% 0.072 f——
Marques 2018 a —0.64 [-1.16, —0.12] 13% 0.015 ——
Marques 2018 b 0.57 [-1.08, 0.05] 13% 0.030 ——
Marques 2018 ¢ —2.64 [-3.33, -1.95 9% 0.000 —a—
Marques 2018 d —0.56 [-1.08, -0.05 13% 0.033 —l—
Doerig 2021 -0.62 [-1.19, —0.05 3% 0.032 —
Random effects analysis -0.25 [-0.69, 0.19] 100% 0.267 ~al
[ T T 1 f T 1
—4 =3 -2 =l 0 1 2
(A) Forest plot of the effect of ¢tDCS on the downregulation of negative emotions
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(B) Forest plot of the effect of tDCS on the maintenance of negative emotions

Figure 4. Results of the meta-analyses for tDCS studies. (a—d) Different effect sizes from the same study
[50,54,55,71,72,73,74,75,76,77].

2. Text Correction

There was an error in the original article. In Paragraph 1, Section 3.3.2. rTMS and
Section 4. Discussion, “g = —0.42” should be corrected to “g = —0.43”. The corrected text is
as below:

In Paragraph 1, Section 3.3.2. rTMS:

We separately analyzed the data of four studies in the downregulating condition and
the maintaining condition, including 185 healthy participants. Of these, 109 only received
active stimulation, and 76 only received sham stimulation. The results of the analysis
in downregulating condition showed no significant heterogeneity (Q = 8.79, p = 0.118,
I2 = 43.15%) and that self-reported emotion significantly differed between active and
sham stimulation groups (g = —0.43, Clgse, = [—0.85, —0.00], Z-value = —1.98, p = 0.048,
Figure 3A). The results of the analysis in maintaining condition also showed no significant
heterogeneity (Q = 5.97, p = 0.113, I? = 35.05%), but we found no significant difference
between active and sham stimulation (g = —0.24, Clgse, = [—0.73, 0.25], Z-value = —0.96,
p = 0.335, Figure 3B).

In Paragraph 1, Section 4. Discussion:

This meta-analysis investigated the effects of NIBS on the downregulation of negative
emotions and the maintenance of negative emotions in single-session designs with healthy
or clinical populations. Overall, we documented a small and significant excitatory effect
of NIBS on the downregulation of negative emotions (g = —0.29), and a significant effect
on the maintenance of negative emotions (g = —0.19). Further analyses showed that
rTMS had a medium and significant effect on the downregulation of negative emotions



Brain Sci. 2022, 12,1107 30f3

in healthy populations (g = —0.43), but had no significant effect on the maintenance of
negative emotions, while tDCS also had no significant effect on the downregulation and
maintenance of negative emotions in healthy populations.

The authors state that the scientific conclusions are unaffected. This correction was
approved by the Academic Editor. The original publication has also been updated.
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