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Infographic

Health economic evaluation in noninvasive 
brain stimulation: an infographic

ABSTRACT | BACKGROUND: The use of non-invasive brain stimulation (NIBS) techniques to treat various health conditions is now 
well established in many countries. Essential considerations for adopting any new health technology – including safety, efficacy, and 
effectiveness – have been extensively studied and supported by published research and expert consensus. However, while NIBS 
has overcome many safety and efficacy barriers for numerous conditions, evidence regarding its cost-effectiveness remains limited. 
OBJECTIVES: This infographic presents the principal types of full economic evaluations applicable to NIBS interventions. METHODS: 
Its design aligns with methodological standards for health economic studies and incorporates guidelines from key policy institutions, 
including the Brazilian Ministry of Health. RESULTS: The evaluation of costs and benefits associated with NIBS plays a crucial role in 
health technology assessments and decisions regarding its integration into healthcare systems. From a patient’s perspective, cost-
effective innovations expand treatment options, particularly for chronic or refractory conditions, while improving access through 
reimbursement and insurance coverage. From a health economic viewpoint, these evaluations are vital to ensure efficient resource 
allocation and prevent investment in clinically or economically unjustified treatments. Full economic evaluations can be categorized 
into cost-minimization analysis (CMA), cost-effectiveness analysis (CEA), cost-utility analysis (CUA), and cost-benefit analysis (CBA). 
CONCLUSION: Economic evaluation is a cornerstone of health technology assessment (HTA), providing critical evidence to guide 
decisions about adopting new technologies in public healthcare. For noninvasive brain stimulation (NIBS) – including repetitive 
Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation (rTMS) and Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation (tDCS) – current evidence reveals a significant 
gap in cost-effectiveness analyses. Future studies should adhere to methodological guidelines and regional priorities to strengthen 
the evidence base, ultimately supporting the integration of these interventions into public health systems.
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Infographic legend

HTA: Health technology assessment; CUA: Cost-utility 
analysis; CEA: Cost-effectiveness analysis; CBA: Cost-
benefit analysis; CMA: Cost-minimization analysis; 
QALY: Quality-adjusted life years.
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