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Databases: 
1. PubMed: 73 results 
1: ((((("Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation"[Mesh]) OR (Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation[Title/Abstract])) OR (tDCS[Title/Abstract])) OR (Transcranial Electrical Stimulation[Title/Abstract])) OR (Cathodal Stimulation[Title/Abstract])) OR (anodal Stimulation[Title/Abstract]) 
#2: ((((("Fibromyalgia"[Mesh]) OR (Fibromyalg*[Title/Abstract])) OR (Muscular Rheumatism[Title/Abstract])) OR (Fibrosit*[Title/Abstract])) OR (Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome[Title/Abstract])) OR (Fibromyosit*[Title/Abstract])
#3: (((((("Fibromyalgia"[Mesh]) OR (Fibromyalg*[Title/Abstract])) OR (Muscular Rheumatism[Title/Abstract])) OR (Fibrosit*[Title/Abstract])) OR (Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome[Title/Abstract])) OR (Fibromyosit*[Title/Abstract])) AND (((((("Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation"[Mesh]) OR (Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation[Title/Abstract])) OR (tDCS[Title/Abstract])) OR (Transcranial Electrical Stimulation[Title/Abstract])) OR (Cathodal Stimulation[Title/Abstract])) OR (anodal Stimulation[Title/Abstract]))
Final: #1 AND #2 AND #3


2. Scopus: 132 results 
(TITLE-ABS-KEY(Fibromyalg*) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY(Muscular Rheumatism Fibromyositis) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY(Fibrosit*) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY(Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY(Fibromyosit*)) AND (TITLE-ABS-KEY(transcranial direct current) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY(tDCS) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY(Transcranial Electrical Stimulation) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY(Cathodal Stimulation) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY(anodal Stimulation)) 


3. Web of sciences: 94 results 
#1: TS=( Fibromyalg* OR Muscular Rheumatism OR Fibrosit* OR Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome OR Fibromyosit*)
#2: TS=( transcranial direct current stimulation OR tDCS OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR Cathodal Stimulation OR anodal Stimulation)
Final: #1 AND #2 


4. Embase: 97 results 
#1: Fibromyalg*:ab,ti OR 'Muscular Rheumatism':ab,ti OR Fibrosit*:ab,ti OR 'Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome':ab,ti OR Fibromyosit*:ab,ti
#2: 'transcranial direct current stimulation':ab,ti OR tDCS:ab,ti OR 'Transcranial Electrical Stimulation':ab,ti OR 'Cathodal Stimulation':ab,ti OR 'anodal Stimulation':ab,ti
Final: #1 AND #2 


5. PsycInfo: 25 results 
#1: TI Fibromyalg* OR TI Muscular Rheumatism OR TI Fibrosit* OR TI Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome OR TI Fibromyosit* OR AB Fibromyalg* OR AB Muscular Rheumatism OR AB Fibrosit* OR AB Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome OR AB Fibromyosit*
#2: TI transcranial direct current stimulation OR TI tDCS OR TI Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR TI Cathodal Stimulation OR TI anodal Stimulation OR AB transcranial direct current stimulation OR AB tDCS OR AB Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR AB Cathodal Stimulation OR AB anodal Stimulation
Final: #1 AND #2 

6. CINAHL complete: 24 results 
#1: TI Fibromyalg* OR TI Muscular Rheumatism OR TI Fibrosit* OR TI Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome OR TI Fibromyosit* OR AB Fibromyalg* OR AB Muscular Rheumatism OR AB Fibrosit* OR AB Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome OR AB Fibromyosit*
#2: TI transcranial direct current stimulation OR TI tDCS OR TI Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR TI Cathodal Stimulation OR TI anodal Stimulation OR AB transcranial direct current stimulation OR AB tDCS OR AB Transcranial Electrical Stimulation OR AB Cathodal Stimulation OR AB anodal Stimulation
Final: #1 AND #2 


7. Cochrane: 26 results
#1: Fibromyalg* in Title Abstract Keyword OR Fibrosit* in Title Abstract Keyword OR Muscular Rheumatism in Title Abstract Keyword AND Diffuse Myofascial Pain Syndrome in Title Abstract Keyword AND Fibromyosit* in Title Abstract Keyword
#2: transcranial direct current stimulation in Title Abstract Keyword OR tDCS in Title Abstract Keyword OR Transcranial Electrical Stimulation in Title Abstract Keyword OR Cathodal Stimulation in Title Abstract Keyword OR anodal Stimulation
Final: #1 AND #2
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