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Geometry-adapted hexahedral meshes improve
accuracy of finite element method based EEG
source analysis
Carsten H. Wolters, Alfred Anwander, Guntram Berti and Ulrich Hartmann

Abstract
Mesh generation in finite element (FE) method based EEG source analysis generally influences
greatly the accuracy of the results. It is thus important to determine a meshing strategy well adopted
to achieve both acceptable accuracy for potential distributions and reasonable computation times and
memory usage.
In this paper, we propose to achieve this goal by smoothing regular hexahedral finite elements at
material interfaces using a node-shift approach. We first present the underlying theory for two different
techniques for modeling a current dipole in FE volume conductors, a subtraction and a direct potential
method. We then evaluate regular and smoothed elements in a four-layer sphere model for both potential
approaches and compare their accuracy. We finally compute and visualize potential distributions for a
tangentially and a radially oriented source in the somatosensory cortex in regular and geometry-adapted
three-compartment hexahedra FE volume conductor models of the human head using both the subtraction
and the direct potential method. On the average, node-shifting reduces both topography and magnitude
errors by more than a factor of 2 for tangential and 1.5 for radial sources for both potential approaches.
Nevertheless, node-shifting has to be carried out with caution for sources located within or close to
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irregular hexahedra, because especially for the subtraction method extreme deformations might lead to
larger overall errors. With regard to realistic volume conductor modeling, node-shifted hexahedra should
thus be used for the skin and skull compartments while we would not recommend deforming elements
at the grey and white matter surfaces.

Index Terms
EEG, source reconstruction, realistic head modeling, finite element method, regular hexahedra, geometryadapted hexahedra, subtraction potential approach, direct potential approach, dipole.

I. I NTRODUCTION
The localization of current sources in the human brain from surface electroencephalography (EEG)
measurements (the inverse problem) requires a model for the forward problem, i.e., the determination of
surface potentials from current sources in the volume. Because of its ability to treat volume conductors
of arbitrary complexity and model inhomogeneous and anisotropic tissue conductivity, the finite element
method (FEM) has become popular to solve the forward problem [1], [2], [4], [5], [14], [19], [25]–[27].
An essential prerequisite for FE modeling is the generation of a mesh which represents the geometric and
electric properties of the volume conductor. So far, surface-based tetrahedral tesselations were mainly
used [1], [2], [4], [5], [14], [25], [27]. Only few studies examined regular hexahedral elements exploiting
the spatial discretization inherent in medical tomographic data [19], [23], whose excellent performance
has been shown in a recent accuracy study [19], and found to perform better than the surface-based
tetrahedra [23]. Adaptive methods [2], [4] disallow use of lead field bases [7], [8], [21], [24] (see below)
and loose efficiency when solving the inverse problem. The problematic stair-like approximation of curved
boundaries with regular hexahedra has been addressed by [6] in a biomechanical context, where it was
shown that a node-shifting approach can significantly reduce errors in von Mises stress at the surface, in
spite of detrimental effects of deformed elements.
In this paper, we first present the underlying theory for two different techniques for modeling a current
dipole in FE volume conductors, a subtraction and a direct potential method. We then test the hypothesis
that node-shift hexahedra surface smoothing reduces EEG forward modeling errors. We evaluate the new
mesh-generation approach in a four-layer sphere model for both the subtraction and the direct potential
method, using statistical metrics for a comparison of the numerical results with an analytical solution at
surface measurement points. We then present electric potential visualization results for a tangentially and
a radially oriented source in the somatosensory cortex in regular and geometry-adapted three-compartment
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hexahedra FE volume conductor models of the human head using both the subtraction and the direct
potential method. We finally discuss our results and conclude in the last chapter.
II. M ETHODS
A. The FEM-based EEG forward problem
In the quasistatic approximation of Maxwell’s equations, the distribution of electric potentials Φ in
the head domain Ω of conductivity σ , resulting from a primary current jp is governed by the Poisson
equation with homogeneous Neumann boundary conditions on the head surface Γ = ∂Ω [18]
∇ · (σ∇Φ) = ∇ · jp = J p in Ω,

hσ∇Φ, ni = 0 on Γ

(1)

with n the unit surface normal, and a reference electrode with given potential, i.e., Φ(xref ) = 0.
The primary currents are generally modeled by a mathematical dipole at position x0 ∈ R3 with the
moment M0 ∈ R3 [18],
jp (x) = M0 δ(x − x0 ) .

(2)

1) The subtraction approach: For the subtraction method [1], [2], [4], [14], [19], [23], the total potential
Φ is split into two parts,
Φ = Φ∞ + Φcorr ,

(3)

where the singularity potential Φ∞ is defined as the solution for a dipole in an unbounded homogeneous
conductor with constant conductivity σ ∞ (the conductivity at the source position). The solution of
Poisson’s equation for the singularity potential
∆Φ∞ =

∇ · jp
σ∞

(4)

can be formed analytically by use of (2) [18]:
Φ∞ (x) =

1 hM0 , (x − x0 )i
.
4πσ ∞
|x − x0 |3

Subtracting (4) from (1) yields a Poisson equation for the correction potential
−∇ · (σ∇Φcorr ) = ∇ · ((σ − σ ∞ )∇Φ∞ ) in Ω,

(5)

with inhomogeneous Neumann boundary conditions at the surface:
hσ∇Φcorr , ni = −hσ∇Φ∞ , ni on Γ.

(6)

The advantage of (5) is that the right-hand side is free of any source singularity, because in a subdomain
around the dipole, the conductivity σ − σ ∞ is zero. For the numerical approximation of the correction
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potential, we use the FE method with piecewise bilinear basis functions ϕi at nodes ξi , i.e., ϕi (x) = 1
for x = ξi and ϕj (x) = 0 for all j 6= i. When projecting both the singularity and the correction potential
N
P
∞
∞
corr (x) ≈ Φcorr (x) =
into the FE space, i.e., Φ∞ (x) ≈ Φ∞
ϕi (x)u∞
i with ui = Φ (ξi ) and Φ
h (x) =
h
i=1
PN
corr
j=1 ϕj (x)uj , and applying variational and FE techniques to (5),(6), we finally arrive at a linear
system
Kucorr = J corr ,

(7)

with the stiffness matrix
[i,j]

Z
hσ∇ϕi , ∇ϕj i,

(8)

J corr = −K corr u∞ − Su∞

(9)

K

=
Ω

the right-hand side vector

with matrices
(K corr )[i,j] =
S [i,j]

Z

h(σ − σ ∞ ) ∇ϕi , ∇ϕj i,

ZΩ
=
hσ ∞ ∇ϕj , niϕi
Γ

∞
∞
and with u∞ = (u∞
1 , . . . , uN ) being the coefficient vector for Φh . We then seek for the coefficient vector
corr
ucorr = (ucorr
1 , . . . , uN ) and, using (3), the total potential can be computed. In a small subdomain around

the dipole position, the linear approximation of the singularity potential Φ∞ through Φ∞
h is quite rough,
but σ − σ ∞ is zero so that, under the condition that the source is not too close to a next conductivity
jump, (5) and (6) are appropriately modeled with the presented linear FE approach.
2) Direct potential approach: Even if the mathematical dipole (2), consisting of an infinitesimal separation between the two poles, an infinite current sink and source and a finite dipole moment, is widely used in
source analysis, a smoother model based on finite monopolar source and sink distributions and separations
might be even more realistic [5], [19], [21], [26], [27]. However, from a more practical point of view,
dipole vectors contain more information (strength and orientation) and ease the interpretation of inversely
calculated source configurations. Therefore, it has been proposed to approximate the mathematical dipole
with a smoother blurred dipole using a collection of monopolar sources and sinks on all neighboring FE
mesh nodes in order to optimally match a given dipole moment vector [5]. In the following, we present
the theory for the direct potential approach using the blurred dipole model. We will closely follow the
ideas of [5], where the blurred dipole model was used in tetrahedra volume conductors, but our matrixbased reformulation easifies understanding and implementation and allows a direct comparison with the
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subtraction approach especially with regard to the computational effort in both tetrahedra and regular
and node-shifted hexahedra FE volume conductors. Starting from the basic relation for a dipole moment
Tl ∈ R3 at position xl ∈ R3 (xl being an arbitrary position in the grey matter compartment, i.e., not
R
necessarily an FE node), Tl = Ω (x − xl )Jp (x)dx (see, e.g., [16, formula (2.92)]), and assuming discrete
P
[c]
sources on only C neighboring FE mesh nodes, it is Tl = C
c=1 ∆xcl j l with ∆xcl denoting the vector
r

from FE node c to source position xl . When using higher moments T̄ l ∈ Rn0 +1 with n0 = 1, 2 and the
Cartesian direction r (r = x, y, z ), it is
r [n]

T̄ l

r [n]

= T̄ l

(j l ) =

C
X

(∆x̄rcl )n j [c]
l

∀n ∈ 0, . . . , n0

(10)

c=1

(for a motivation of higher moments see [5]). The bar indicates a scaling with a reference length aref , so
that
!

∆x̄rcl = ∆xrcl /aref < 1

(11)
r [n]

is dimensionless and the physical dimension of the resultant scaled nth order moment, T̄ l

, is that

of a current (i.e., A, Ampère). aref has to be chosen so that ∆x̄rcl is smaller 1. This is expressed by the
exclamation mark in (11). The equation is well known from mechanical engineering, where small forces
in combination with long lever arms have the same effect on the system as large forces in combination
r

with short lever arms. If we now define the matrix X̄lr ∈ R(n0 +1)×C , the moment vector M̄ l ∈ Rn0 +1 ,
computed from the given dipole moment vector Ml , and the diagonal source weighting matrix W̄lr ∈
RC×C by
X̄lr

[n,c]
r [n]

M̄ l

= (∆x̄rcl )n

n
1
r
= Ml
(1 − (−1)n )
2aref

W̄lr = DIAG ((∆x̄r1l )s , . . . , (∆x̄rCl )s )

(12)

with s = 0 or s = 1, then we compute the monopole load vector j l of the blurred dipole on the C
neighboring FE nodes from the given dipole moment vector Ml at position xl by means of minimizing
the following functional
r

r

Fλ (j l ) = kM̄ l − T̄ l (j l )k22 + λkW̄lr j l k22
r

= ||M̄ l − X̄lr j l ||22 + λkW̄lr j l k22
!

= min.

The first part of the functional Fλ ensures a minimal difference between the moments of the blurred
r

r

dipole T̄ l and the target ones M̄ l , while the second part, a Tikhonov-Phillips regularizer with λ the
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dipole regularization parameter, smoothes the monopole distribution in a weighted sense and enables a
unique minimum for Fλ . The solution of the minimization problem is given by

r
(X̄lr )tr X̄lr + λ(W̄lr )tr W̄lr j l = (X̄lr )tr M̄ l ,

(see, e.g., [13, Theorem 4.2.1]) so that the final solution for the monopole source vector j l of the blurred
dipole is given by
jl =

3
X


!−1
(X̄lr )tr X̄lr + λ(W̄lr )tr W̄lr

r=1

3
X


r

(X̄lr )tr M̄ l .

(13)

r=1

The highest order is generally chosen as n0 = 1 or n0 = 2, where the latter effects a spatial concentration
of loads in the dipole axis. Furthermore, s = 1 stresses the spatial concentration of loads around the
dipole.
In the direct potential approach in combination with the blurred dipole, the total potential Φ(x) ≈
PN
Φh (x) =
j=1 ϕj (x)uj is projected into the FE space and, using variational and FE techniques for
equation (1), a linear system
Ku = J blur

(14)

is derived with the same stiffness matrix as in (8). The right-hand side vector J blur ∈ RN has only C
non-zero entries at the neighboring FE nodes to the considered dipole location. It is determined by


[i]  j [c] if ∃c ∈ {1, . . . , C} : i = GLOB(c)
l
J blur
=
(15)
 0
otherwise,
for a source at location xl , where the function

GLOB

determines the global index i to each of the local

indices c.
3) Efficient solution methods: We employ an algebraic multigrid preconditioned conjugate gradient
(AMG-CG) method for solving the linear systems (7) and (14). We solve up to a relative error of 10−8
in the controllable KN −1 K -energy norm (with N −1 being one V-cycle of the AMG) [22].
As shown above, the linear systems (7) and (14) have the same stiffness matrix (8), but the right-hand
side vector is dense for the subtraction approach (9) and sparse with C entries (the number of neighboring
FE nodes) for the blurred dipole approach (15). This has implications for the computational effort when
using the lead field basis approach [24] (additionally, see [7], [8], [21]), which limits the total number
of FE linear equation systems to be solved for any inverse method to the number of sensors nb sens.
After computing the nb sens vectors of the lead field basis, each forward problem can be solved by
a single multiplication of the right hand side J with the basis [24], resulting in a computational effort
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of 2 ∗ nb sens ∗ P operations, where P = N for the subtraction approach and P = C for the blurred
dipole direct potential approach. Note that the lead field basis can not be used when the mesh is adapted
according to varying source positions within the inverse problem. We therefore attempt to avoid local
mesh refinement techniques as used in [2], [4].
B. FE volume conductor models
In source reconstruction, head modeling is generally based on segmented magnetic resonance (MR)
data, where curved tissue boundaries have a stair-step representation. We segmented a three tissue realistically-shaped head model with compartments skin, skull and brain and an isotropic voxel size of 1mm3
from a T1- and Proton-Density-weighted MR dataset of a healthy 32 year old male subject. The bi-modal
MR approach allowed an improved modeling of the skull-shape as described in detail in [23]. We chose
conductivities of 0.33 S/m, 0.0042 S/m, and 0.33 S/m for the three compartments [5].
For node-shift hexahedra evaluation purposes, we furthermore discretized a four-compartment sphere
model in a 3D data volume with 1mm3 voxel resolution. The layers represent the compartments skin,
skull, cerebrospinal fluid and brain with outer surfaces of radii 92mm, 86mm, 80mm and 78mm, resp..
We chose conductivities of 0.33 S/m, 0.0042 S/m, 1.0 S/m and 0.33 S/m for the four compartments [2],
[19].
C. Generation of hexahedral FE meshes
Voxels from a segmented MR volume can be used directly as hexahedral elements, possibly reducing
resolution by prior subsampling of the volume as we do below for our volume conductor models.
Please put Figure 1 here.
In order to increase conformance to the real geometry and to mitigate the stair-case effects of a voxel
mesh, a technique was proposed in [6] to shift nodes on material interfaces in order to obtain smoother
and more accurate boundaries. Nodes on a two-material interface are moved into the direction of the
centroid of the set of incident voxels with minority material, i.e., the material occuring three times or
less in the 8 surrounding voxels. If the centroid of these minority voxels relative to a node is (x, y, z),
it is shifted by
(∆x, ∆y, ∆z) = (ns ∗ x, ns ∗ y, ns ∗ z)

(16)

with the user-defined node-shift factor ns ∈ [0, 0.5) (cf. Fig. 1). The choice ns ∈ [0, 0.5) ensures that
interior angles at element vertices remain convex and the Jacobian determinant remains positive [6].
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D. Error measures in sphere models
In [15], series expansion formulas were derived for a mathematical dipole in a multilayer sphere model,
denoted now as the analytical solution. We compare analytic and numeric solutions using two error criteria
that are commonly evaluated in source analysis [2], [14], [19], the relative difference measure (RDM)
v
u s 
2
uX [i]
[i]
t
RDM =
φana /||φana ||2 − φnum /||φnum ||2 ,
i=1

and the magnification factor (MAG)
MAG = ||φnum ||2 /||φana ||2 ,
where || · ||2 denotes the Euclidian norm and φana , φnum ∈ Rnb sens the analytic or numeric solution
vectors at measurement electrodes. The RDM is a measure for the topography error and the MAG
indicates changes in the potential amplitude.
We furthermore define the node-shift improvement factor for the RDM (MAG) as the ratio of the RDM
(MAG-1) in the regular (ns = 0) versus the RDM (MAG-1) in a node-shifted (ns > 0) hexahedra model.
E. Parameter choice for the blurred dipole in the direct potential approach
We choose the parameters of the blurred dipole as follows: The maximal dipole order n0 (10) and the
scaling reference length aref (11) are set to n0 = 2 and aref = 20.0mm, resp.. Since the chosen mesh size
(see below) is a large factor smaller than the reference length, the second order term (∆x̄rcl )2 is small
and the model focuses on fulfilling the dipole moments of the zeros and first order. The exponent of the
source weighting matrix in (12) is fixed to s = 1 and the regularization parameter in (13) is chosen as
λ = 10−6 . The settings effect a spatial concentration of the monopole loads in the dipole axis around

the dipole location and gave best results in former evaluations of the presented blurred dipole model in
tetrahedra [5], [23] and also regular hexahedra volume conductors [23].
III. R ESULTS
As a programming platform for the presented subtraction and direct potential approach, we used our
software environment IP-NeuroFEM [20].
A. Evaluation of the hexahedra node-shift in sphere models
Hexahedral models of the 4-layer sphere were subsampled to 2mm (426K nodes) and 3mm (130K
nodes) voxels and node-shift factors ns (16) of 0 (regular), 0.2, 0.4 and 0.49 were used for our evaluation.
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To achieve independence of the specific choice of the sensor configuration, we distribute nb sens = 134
electrodes in a most-regular way over the outer sphere surface. Comparisons between the numeric and
the analytic solutions at the electrode positions are carried out for dipoles located on one axis at depths
(eccentricities) of 0% to 97% (in 1mm steps) of the inner layer (78mm radius) using both radial and
tangential orientations. We limit the eccentricity to 97%, because it can be expected that the dipole
location is at least 2mm below the surface of the innermost sphere in the middle of the grey matter
compartment. We use dipole strengths of 1nAm.
1) Subtraction potential approach:
Please put Figure 2 here.
Fig. 2 plots RDM and MAG for the regular (ns = 0) and the node-shifted (ns = 0.49) 2mm and 3mm
hexahedra models for all realistic source eccentricities. In the 2mm model, we observe a maximal RDM
of 0.105 and a maximal MAG of 9.2% over all depths and for both source orientations. For the 3mm
model, RDM accuracies below 0.14 are only achieved for eccentricities up to 91% and therefore for the
vast majority of realistic source positions, but the results for higher eccentricities are above this threshold
and the MAG is equipped with an error of up to 16.1%.
Please put Table I here.
In Table I, minimal, maximal and average RDM and MAG node-shift improvement factors are shown
for the 2 mm model. For the 3mm model, the results are very similar (only shown for ns = 0.49 in
Fig. 2). The average improvement factors for both mesh resolutions increase continuously with increasing
node-shift values and, for the maximal examined deformation, they are higher than 2.28 for tangential
and 1.6 for radial sources. However, as it can be observed in both Fig. 2 and Table I, the node-shift
might cause a deterioration of the overall error for sources located within a deformed element or in its
direct neighbor element.
2) Direct potential approach:
Please put Figure 3 here.
In Fig. 3, RDM and MAG are plotted for regular (ns = 0) and node-shifted (ns = 0.49) 2mm and 3mm
hexahedra models for all realistic source eccentricities. Again, the error curves are rising with increasing
source eccentricity. When compared to the numerical performance of the subtraction approach, the direct
approach is less sensitive with smaller errors for sources close to conductivity discontinuities. However,
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due to variations of the dipole approximation of the blurred dipole model depending on the location
within an element, error curve oscillations can be observed.
Please put Table II here.
The node-shift improvement factors for the 2mm model are shown in Table II. All factors are above 1.0,
so that a general improvement through node-shifting can be concluded. We achieve very similar results for
the 3mm model, the only significant difference to the 2mm results is that the MAG improvement factors
for the two most eccentric radial sources is slightly below one (see Fig. 3). The average improvement
factors for both mesh resolutions increase continuously with increasing node-shift values and, for the
maximal deformation, they are higher than 2.05 for tangential and 1.56 for radial sources.
B. Application of node-shift hexahedra meshing to realistic volume conductor modeling
The three-compartment realistic volume conductor model was meshed using 2mm regular and nodeshift (ns = 0.49) hexahedra. This resulted in hexahedra FE models with 386K nodes and 366K elements.
The dipole strengths are 100nAm.
Please put Figure 4 here.
Please put Figure 5 here.
The potential distribution in the regular and node-shifted hexahedra models were then computed and
visualized using both the subtraction (Fig. 4) and the direct potential approach using the blurred dipole
(Fig. 5) for a radially and a tangentially oriented source in somatosensory cortex. As it can be observed
in the figures, with regard to the mesh properties, the three surfaces skin, outer and inner skull are
represented in a much smoother way in the node-shifted mesh compared to the stair-step approximation
in the regular hexahedra model. While the surfaces of outer and inner skull are directly visible in the nodeshift hexahedra model, they otherwise can only be estimated indirectly from the bends in the isopotential
lines at both skull surfaces. The consequence with regard to the field patterns is, that the smoothness
property of the mesh is taken over to the isopotential-lines, which at both skull surfaces appear smoother
in the node-shifted meshes.
IV. D ISCUSSION AND C ONCLUSION
The focus of our study is the validation of a node-shift hexahedral meshing approach for a subtraction
and a direct potential approach in FE-based EEG source analysis, a method which was shown to perform
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well in a biomechanical FE application [6]. The node-shifted hexahedra better describe the smooth tissue
boundaries, but, following convergence proofs in FE numerical analysis, they might also cause larger
numerical errors.
We chose a four compartment sphere model with the classic conductivity values of 0.33 S/m, 0.0042
S/m, 1.0 S/m and 0.33 S/m (see, e.g., [2], [19]), i.e., a ratio of 1:80 between the skull and the brain
compartment. Recent works suggest that the skull conductivity should be only 15 [17] to 25 [10] times
lower than the brain conductivity. However, in [11], we presented a low resolution conductivity estimation
algorithm that we recently applied to the estimation of the brain:skull conductivity, where we found the
classic ratio of 1:80 [12]. In any case, when applying the nodeshift hexahedral meshing approach to a
four layer sphere model with a skull to brain ratio of 1:15, the results are very similar to the results
shown in this paper, the overall numerical errors of both presented numerical approaches are only lower.
From the evaluation in this paper we can conclude that, with average node-shift improvement factors
around 2 for a 2mm hexahedra resolution, both topography and magnitude errors at surface measurement
locations are strongly reduced by the node-shift approach, if the source is not located within a deformed
element or its direct neighbor. For a 2mm mesh resolution, the node-shift always improved the results
for the direct potential method, while for sources within the deformed element or its direct neighbor,
results of the subtraction approach were slightly spoiled for radial sources. With regard to realistic head
modeling, we conclude that the boundaries of the skin, outer and inner skull should be smoothed using
the hexahedra node-shift, while we would not recommend deforming elements at the grey and white
matter surfaces.
For the used zero-mean EEG data, the RDM can be related to the Correlation Coefficient (CC) through
p
2(1 − CC) [19] and a CC above 0.99 (i.e., RDM below 0.14) was associated with a
RDM =
localization error of no more than 1mm [9], [19]. We can therefore conclude that, for the presented
sphere model and for both the direct and the subtraction approach, regular and especially node-shifted
2mm hexahedra models achieve satisfying numerical accuracy. No mesh adaptation is needed in contrast
to tetrahedral local mesh-refinement strategies [2], [4], where elements are refined depending on the
varying source position within the inverse problem. We can therefore exploit lead field bases [24],
the computationally very efficient solution strategies for the EEG and magnetoencephalography (MEG)
inverse problem as described in Section II-A. With increasing eccentricity, the errors begin to rise,
a behavior, which has also been observed in [1], [2], [4], [5], [14], [19]. The decrease in numerical
accuracy with increasing eccentricity is stronger for the presented subtraction approach compared to the
presented direct method. For the direct potential approach, due to the mesh-dependent implementation
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of the blurred dipole, we observe oscillations in the error curves. This can be explained by the choice
of the C neighboring nodes to the source position xl in formula (10). In our implementation, the C FE
nodes are chosen like follows: First, the closest FE node xp to xl is determined. For the modeling of
the blurred dipole, we then compute monopole sources on those C FE nodes, which have a common
edge with xp . As Fig. 3 shows, the best approximation to the mathematical dipole can thus be achieved
if the distance |xl − xp | is zero (the source is positioned at a FE-node), while the approximation is
worst if xl approaches the center of an element. With regard to continuous dipole fits during an inverse
EEG analysis, this might be a disadvantage of the presented direct approach compared to the presented
subtraction method, where error curves and thus inverse cost functions are smooth.
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[9] J. H AUEISEN , A. B ÖTTNER , H. N OWAK , H. B RAUER AND C. W EILLER, The Influence of Conductivity Changes in
boundary element compartments on the forward and inverse problem in EEG and MEG, Biomedizinische Technik, 44 (6),
1999, pp. 150–157.
[10] Y. L AI , W. VAN D RONGELEN , L. D ING , K.E. H ECOX , V.L. T OWLE , D.M. F RIM AND B. H E, Estimation of in vivo
human brain-to-skull conductivity ratio from simultaneous extra- and intra-cranial electrical potential recordings, Clin.
Neurophysiol., 116, 2005, pp. 456–465.
[11] S. L EW, C. W OLTERS , A. A NWANDER , S. M AKEIG AND R.S. M AC L EOD, Low resolution conductivity estimation to
improve source localization, In: Cheyne, D., Ross, B., Stroink, G., and Weinberg, H.(eds.), 15th Int. Conf. on Biomagnetism,
Vancouver, BC Canada, Aug.20-26, 2006.
[12] S. L EW, C. W OLTERS , A. A NWANDER , S. M AKEIG AND R.S. M AC L EOD, Low resolution conductivity estimation to
improve source localization, IEEE Trans Biomed Eng, in preparation, 2006.
[13] A.K. L OUIS, Inverse und schlecht gestellte Probleme, Teubner-Verlag, 1989.
[14] G. M ARIN , C. G UERIN , S. BAILLET, L. G ARNERO AND G. M EUNIER, Influence of skull anisotropy for the forward and
inverse problem in EEG: simulation studies using the FEM on realistic head models, Human Brain Mapping, 6, 1998,
pp. 250–269.
[15] J.C. DE M UNCK AND M. P ETERS, A fast method to compute the potential in the multi sphere model, IEEE Trans Biomed
Eng, 40 (11), 1993, pp. 1166–1174.
[16] W. N OLTING, Grundkurs: Theoretische Physik, Elektrodynamik, Ulmen: Zimmermann-Neufang, 1992.
[17] T. F. O OSTENDORP, J. D ELBEKE , AND D. F. S TEGEMAN, The conductivity of the human skull: Results of in vivo and in
vitro measurements, IEEE Trans. Biomed. Eng., 47, 2000, pp. 1487-1492.
[18] J. S ARVAS, Basic Mathematical and Electromagnetic Concepts of the Biomagnetic Inverse Problem, Phys.Med.Biol., 32
(1), 1987, pp. 11–22.
[19] P.H. S CHIMPF, C.R. R AMON AND J. H AUEISEN, Dipole Models for the EEG and MEG, IEEE Trans Biomed Eng, 49 (5),
2002, pp. 409–418.
[20] S IM B IO , 2000-2003 SimBio: A Generic Environment for Bio-Numerical Simulation, IST-Program of the European
Commission, Project No.10378, http://www.simbio.de.
[21] D. W EINSTEIN , L. Z HUKOV AND C. J OHNSON, Lead-field bases for Electroencephalography source imaging, Annals of
Biomed.Eng., 28 (9), 2000, pp. 1059–1066.
[22] C.H. W OLTERS , M. K UHN , A. A NWANDER AND S. R EITZINGER, A parallel algebraic multigrid solver for finite element
method based source localization in the human brain, Comp.Vis.Sci., 5 (3), 2002, pp. 165–177.
[23] C.H. W OLTERS, Influence of Tissue Conductivity Inhomogeneity and Anisotropy on EEG/MEG based Source Localization
in the Human Brain, Leipzig, Univ., Diss.,http://dol.uni-leipzig.de, 2003.
[24] C.H. W OLTERS , L. G RASEDYCK AND W. H ACKBUSCH, Efficient Computation of Lead Field Bases and Influence Matrix
for the FEM-based EEG and MEG Inverse Problem, Inverse Problems, 20 (4), 2004, pp. 1099–1116.
[25] C.H. W OLTERS , A. A NWANDER , D.W EINSTEIN , M.KOCH , X.T RICOCHE AND R.M AC L EOD, Influence of Tissue
Conductivity Anisotropy on EEG/MEG Field and Return Current Computation in a Realistic Head Model: A Simulation
and Visualization Study using High-Resolution Finite Element Modeling., NeuroImage, 30 (3), 2006, pp. 813–826.
[26] YAN , Y, AND N UNEZ , P.L., AND H ART, R.T., Finite-element model of the human head: Scalp potentials due to dipole
sources, Med.Biol.Eng.Comput.,29, 1991, 475-481.
[27] Y. Z HANG , L. D ING , W. VAN D RONGELEN , K. H ECOX , D. F RIM AND B. H E A Cortical Potential Imaging Study from

November 3, 2006

DRAFT

IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON BIOMEDICAL ENGINEERING, NOVEMBER 2006

14

Simultaneous Extra- and Intra-cranial Electrical Recordings by Means of the Finite Element Method, NeuroImage, 31,
2006, pp. 1513–1524.

November 3, 2006

DRAFT

IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON BIOMEDICAL ENGINEERING, NOVEMBER 2006

15

Table I: Subtraction approach: RDM and MAG node-shift improvement factors for 2mm hexahedra
models.

Table II: Direct approach: RDM and MAG node-shift improvement factors for 2mm hexahedra models.
Figure 1: Concept of the hexahedral node-shift approach for the smoothing of interface boundaries in
a 2D scenario: On the left side of the figure, the procedure is illustrated for only two boundary nodes
from which one is moved outside and the other one is moved inside towards the centroids of their
minority elements. The final result of the node-shift, a smoothed boundary representation using deformed
hexahedra, is shown on the right side.
Figure 2: Subtraction potential approach: Comparison of the numerical accuracy for regular (ns = 0)
and node-shifted (ns = 0.49) 2mm and 3mm hexahedra models for radially and tangentially oriented
sources.
Figure 3: Direct potential approach: Comparison of the numerical accuracy for regular (ns = 0) and nodeshifted (ns = 0.49) 2mm and 3mm hexahedra models for radially and tangentially oriented sources.
Figure 4: Subtraction potential approach in 3-compartment realistic volume conductor of the human head:
Visualization of the total potential for a tangentially and a radially oriented dipole in the somatosensory
cortex in a regular (upper block) and a node-shifted (ns = 0.49) hexahedra FE model (lower block).
The sagittal cutplane was chosen in a distance of 9mm from the source position. 15 isopotential lines
are shown from the minimal to the maximal potential value in the given plane (upper row) and for an
interval of -20µV to 20µV (lower row).
Figure 5: Direct potential approach using the blurred dipole in a 3-compartment realistic volume conductor
of the human head: Visualization of the potential distribution for a tangentially and a radially oriented
dipole in the somatosensory cortex in a regular (upper block) and a node-shifted (ns = 0.49) hexahedra
FE model (lower block). The sagittal cutplane was chosen in a distance of 9mm from the source position.
15 isopotential lines are shown from the minimal to the maximal potential value in the given plane (upper
row) and for an interval of -20µV to 20µV (lower row). Visualization was carried out using BioPSE [3].
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tangential
Min
ns

Max

16

radial

Average

Min

Max

Average

RDM improvement factors

0.20

1.26

1.52

1.49

1.03

1.51

1.41

0.40

1.38

2.29

2.12

1.00

2.19

1.90

0.49

1.38

2.74

2.48

0.97

2.44

2.05

ns

MAG improvement factors

0.20

1.40

1.62

1.43

1.00

1.41

1.35

0.40

1.96

3.17

2.10

0.96

1.98

1.80

0.49

2.21

4.91

2.49

0.93

2.24

2.00

TABLE I
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tangential
Min
ns

Max

17

radial

Average

Min

Max

Average

RDM improvement factors

0.20

1.24

1.65

1.41

1.31

1.41

1.37

0.40

1.43

2.57

1.88

1.62

1.83

1.73

0.49

1.49

3.04

2.10

1.67

1.95

1.83

ns

MAG improvement factors

0.20

1.39

1.56

1.41

1.14

1.40

1.34

0.40

1.91

2.68

2.00

1.18

1.93

1.74

0.49

2.14

3.55

2.30

1.17

2.17

1.90

TABLE II

Fig. 1.
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Blurred dipole model
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Regular 2mm hexahedra model
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Fig. 4.
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Regular 2mm hexahedra model
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Node-shifted (ns = 0.49) 2mm hexahedra model
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Fig. 5.
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