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Abstract: Transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) is a promising, non-invasive approach in the
diagnosis and treatment of several neurological conditions. However, the specific results in the
cortex of the magnitude and spatial distribution of the secondary electrical field (E-field) resulting
from TMS at different stimulation sites/orientations and varied TMS parameters are not clearly
understood. The objective of this study is to identify the impact of TMS stimulation site and coil
orientation on the induced E-field, including spatial distribution and the volume of activation in
the cortex across brain areas, and hence demonstrate the need for customized optimization, using a
three-dimensional finite element model (FEM). A considerable difference was noted in E-field values
and distribution at different brain areas. We observed that the volume of activated cortex varied
from 3000 to 7000 mm3 between the selected nine clinically relevant coil locations. Coil orientation
also changed the induced E-field by a maximum of 10%, and we noted the least optimal values at
the standard coil orientation pointing to the nose. The volume of gray matter activated varied by
10% on average between stimulation sites in homologous brain areas in the two hemispheres of
the brain. This FEM simulation model clearly demonstrates the importance of TMS parameters for
optimal results in clinically relevant brain areas. The results show that TMS parameters cannot be
interchangeably used between individuals, hemispheres, and brain areas. The focality of the TMS
induced E-field along with its optimal magnitude should be considered as critical TMS parameters
that should be individually optimized.

Keywords: focality; TMS; transcranial magnetic stimulation; FEM; TMS optimization; coil orientation;
volume of activation

1. Introduction

Transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) is used to study brain function by applying localized
magnetic fields in a noninvasive manner. The diagnostic and therapeutic applications of TMS have
expanded over the last decade, in part due to its non-invasive nature and excellent safety record [1].
Currently, TMS has been approved by the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) for use in
presurgical mapping of eloquent cortex and for treating major depression, chronic pain, migraine,
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and obsessive compulsive disorder [2,3]. The behavioral effects of TMS are thought to be broadly
mediated via the secondary electrical field (E-field) induced in the underlying cortex by the primary
current flowing in the TMS coil. However, the exact mechanisms of interaction of TMS with the
neuronal elements are yet to be fully characterized.

An important prerequisite for examining the interactions between TMS and cortex is to know the
magnitude and the spatial distribution of the induced E-field at the site of stimulation. The E-field
magnitude and its distribution are influenced by TMS parameters such as the type of coil, its orientation,
rate, and intensity and individual parameters such as the columnar organization and the cortical folding
pattern at the site of stimulation and interactions between the two types of parameters. These factors
have to be taken into consideration to accurately estimate the magnitude and the spatial distribution of
the induced E-field [4–7]. Computational models provide an excellent platform to calculate the E-field
magnitude and distribution based on different choices of TMS parameters while also taking into account
their interaction with individual cortical anatomy [6,8–12]. Over the last two decades, computation
modeling studies have attempted to examine the effects of coil type [13], orientation [14–18], and the
rate and intensity [8,19–21] and site of stimulation [16,22,23] on the induced E-field in the underlying
neuronal tissues using different finite element method (FEM) platforms. To the best of our knowledge,
no prior studies evaluate the volume of activated cortex in correlation to different TMS parameters and
determine any relationship between the volume of activation and optimal TMS induced E-field.

Among the different computational models available, a 3D FEM based pipeline for individualized
head modeling, tissue segmentation, and E-field modeling called SimNIBS (www.simnibs.org) has
gained popularity because of its comprehensive approach and ease of use. Additionally, the maximal
E-field estimated by SimNIBS in specific areas of the motor cortex based on coil orientation was validated
with experimental measurements [19]. The SimNIBS-predicted orientation/location combinations
were found to more effectively stimulate the cortical site and produce motor evoked potentials
when compared to other orientation/location combinations estimated by other models [24]. Recently,
Aberra and colleagues integrated the neuronal components into a 3D FEM model in SimNIBS to
elucidate the nature of TMS interaction with different neural elements and the influence of TMS
parameters on the neural response [8]. These previous researchers demonstrate that SimNIBS is a
powerful tool to accurately model the E-fields generated by TMS and is well suited to examine the
effects of different TMS parameters in a comprehensive and systematic way.

In the present study, we wanted to identify which of the TMS parameters can be generalized
across brain areas and individuals and which parameters need to be optimized on an individual
basis. To answer this question, we examined two TMS parameters (intensity and orientation) and
one individual-based parameter (site of stimulation) on the magnitude and spatial distribution of
the E-field using a standardized normal brain template, the Montreal Neurological Institute (MNI)
atlas. We selected clinically relevant cortical locations in both hemispheres covering the primary motor,
somatosensory, auditory, and visual cortices, inferior frontal gyrus, dorsolateral prefrontal frontal
cortex, and auditory association areas. First, we examined whether the E-field strength and distribution
in the underlying cortex and the volume of activated cortex differed between homologous positions in
the two hemispheres and in the same hemisphere at different locations. We then examined, for a given
location, the impact of different intensities and coil orientations on the strength, distribution of the
E-field, and volume of activation. We tested the hypothesis that the underlying cortical geometry would
influence the induced E-fields generated by a given intensity and orientation. Therefore, we expected
to find both the strength and extent of the E-field induced in homotopic areas with similar cortical
geometry to be similar for a given TMS intensity and orientation whereas the induced E-fields for a
given intensity and coil orientation would be more variable across different brain regions in the same
hemisphere that have different cortical geometry. Based on the results of the induced E-fields and
volume of activated cortex, we wanted to determine if any relationship exists between the two data
sets for different coil locations and orientations.

www.simnibs.org
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2. Methods

2.1. E-Field Modeling

The E-field induced by TMS was computed in a realistic, 3D volume conductor model of the
human brain using the open-source simulation package SimNIBS v3.1.2 [25]. The finite element
head model used in this study is included in the SimNIBS example dataset and reconstructed by
applying the headreco pipeline [26] to the 1 mm MNI T1 template. The five tissue types included in
the model are white matter (WM), gray matter (GM), cerebrospinal fluid (CSF), bone, and scalp [27].
Isotropic tissue conductivities of 0.126 Siemens/meter (S/m) for WM, 0.275 S/m for GM, 1.654 S/m
for CSF, 0.010 S/m for bone, and 0.465 S/m for scalp were assigned based on previous studies [28].
The built-in SimNIBS model of the Magstim 70 mm figure-of-8 coil generating a monophasic pulse
was chosen as the TMS coil for all simulations [29,30]. The quasistatic FEM [16,31] is used in SimNIBS,
where a linear system of equations of the form Mu = b are solved to compute the induced E-field.
M is a large, sparse stiffness matrix, u is an array of nodal electric potentials, and b includes boundary
conditions and source parameters as described by Saturnino et al. [32]. As modeled in SimNIBS,
the E-field input is in the form of dI/dt in units of A/µs. TMS simulation begins by calculating the
change in magnetic vector potential, i.e., dA/dt, in the elements of the volume conductor mesh for
the given coil type, position, and E-field input. Finally, FEM calculation of the maximum E-field at
the cortical surface is expressed as the norm or the magnitude of the E-field in units of volts/meter
(V/m) [32]. SimNIBS only visualizes the magnitude, i.e., vector length of the E-field, and the vector is
not further decomposed into normal and tangential components [32]. The model also outputs volume
of gray matter that is exposed to an E-field greater or equal to 50% and 75% of the peak value as an
index of focality of TMS. In this manuscript, we reported E-field greater or equal to 75% of the peak
value, which is a reasonable representation of the volume of cortex effectively stimulated/activated by
TMS [32]. It is expected that the targeted cortex should be exposed to at least 75% of the maximum
E-field in order for TMS to be effective especially in the context of therapeutic applications of TMS.
For example, in depression treatment where TMS is applied at 120% of the motor threshold, 75% of the
maximum E-field falls below the threshold, and therefore, realistically, cortex exposed to subthreshold
E-field magnitudes do not receive the therapeutic dose of E-field.

2.2. Model Verification

We verified the Magstim 70 mm figure-of-8 coil E-field model used in SimNIBS against the
measured values. The Magstim coil E-field was measured using a custom-designed 3D eddy current
probe connected to a digital oscilloscope [10]. The probe was moved from the coil surface (0 mm) to
100 mm from the coil in air, in the absence of a physical head and E-field measurements were made
at the site of maximal E-field, referred to as the hot spot [10]. The maximum E-fields measured at
different distances were expressed as a percent of E-field at the surface of the coil. In the SimNIBS
simulation model, the same E-field decay was simulated by moving the TMS coil from the scalp
(mimicking measurement at the coil surface, 0 mm distance) to 100 mm away from the scalp (analogous
to measurement at 100 mm from the coil surface in air) in 5 mm steps. The maximum norm E-field
calculated at the cortical surface was recorded for each location of the coil at different distances from
the scalp. As with the measured E-field, the E-fields modeled at different distances from the scalp were
expressed as a percent of E-field at the scalp surface. Figure 1 shows that in the simulation model,
the induced E-field decays by the square of the distance of the coil from the scalp and is in excellent
agreement with measured values, with an R2 of 0.98.
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Figure 1. Decay of induced E-field over distance as modeled by SimNIBS. The simulated max norm 
E-field is expressed as a percent of maximum norm E-field at a certain distance away from scalp to 
that at the scalp surface. The E-field decays by the square of the distance of the coil from the scalp; 
inset: normalized E-field as modeled by SimNIBS vs. measured E-field expressed as % E-field at the 
surface of the coil. Measured max norm E-field is expressed as the ratio of the maximum norm 
E-field at a certain distance in air to that at the coil surface. The simulation shows excellent agreement 
with the measured data with a R2 = 0.98. 

2.3. Choice of Brain Areas 

Nine cortical regions were selected to represent four lobes (frontal, temporal, parietal, and 
occipital) in each hemisphere. The regions were selected based on their clinical importance as 
treatment targets and in the context of presurgical mapping. These regions also differed in their 
gyral folding patterns. The cortical regions examined in this study were the primary motor cortex 
(Brodmann area (BA) 4), primary somatosensory cortex (BA 3, BA2, and BA 3a), inferior frontal 
gyrus (BA 44), including Broca’s area in the left hemisphere, primary auditory cortex (BA 41/42), 
primary visual cortex (BA 17), dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (BA 9), and the auditory association 
cortex (BA 22), including Wernicke’s area in the left hemisphere. Figure 2 displays the positions of all 
selected coil positions. 

Figure 1. Decay of induced E-field over distance as modeled by SimNIBS. The simulated max norm
E-field is expressed as a percent of maximum norm E-field at a certain distance away from scalp to that
at the scalp surface. The E-field decays by the square of the distance of the coil from the scalp; inset:
normalized E-field as modeled by SimNIBS vs. measured E-field expressed as % E-field at the surface
of the coil. Measured max norm E-field is expressed as the ratio of the maximum norm E-field at a
certain distance in air to that at the coil surface. The simulation shows excellent agreement with the
measured data with a R2 = 0.98.

2.3. Choice of Brain Areas

Nine cortical regions were selected to represent four lobes (frontal, temporal, parietal, and occipital)
in each hemisphere. The regions were selected based on their clinical importance as treatment targets
and in the context of presurgical mapping. These regions also differed in their gyral folding patterns.
The cortical regions examined in this study were the primary motor cortex (Brodmann area (BA) 4),
primary somatosensory cortex (BA 3, BA2, and BA 3a), inferior frontal gyrus (BA 44), including Broca’s
area in the left hemisphere, primary auditory cortex (BA 41/42), primary visual cortex (BA 17),
dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (BA 9), and the auditory association cortex (BA 22), including Wernicke’s
area in the left hemisphere. Figure 2 displays the positions of all selected coil positions.
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Figure 2. Cortical brain areas studied. The positions of the nine clinically important coil locations 
(projected on the cortical surface) selected for this study are shown. For example, BA4 represents 
Brodmann area 4, which is representative of the primary motor cortex. The legend lists the color 
codes and names of coil locations. 

2.4. TMS Parameters 

First, we used the SimNIBS platform to model the E-field induced by a TMS intensity of 150 
A/µs and coil oriented towards the nose at each of the cortical locations and extract the maximum 
E-field and the volume of cortex exposed to at least 75% of the peak E-field for each coil location. 
Then, we examined the effect of different TMS intensities and orientations on the modeled 
maximum E-field and the volume of cortex exposed to at least 75% of the peak E-field for these brain 
areas. We examined three intensity inputs (dI/dt): 100, 150, and 200 A/µs, emulating different 
machine outputs. Although there is no uniformity across different TMS machines with respect to the 
stimulator output, based on measured E-field data from a Magstim TMS system (Magstim® 200²), we 
estimated that an input dI/dt of 100 A/µs to be an approximation of 50% machine output; dI/dt of 150 
A/µs to be 75% and dI/dt of 200 A/µs to be 100% machine output. 

Finally, we examined the effect of changing the orientation of the current flow in the coil. The 
most commonly used coil orientation in clinical studies is the coil pointing to the nose, with the 
current flowing in antero-posterior direction (see Figure 3A), parallel to the line connecting external 
auditory meatus and nasion [33–35]. This coil orientation was modeled in SimNIBS as current flow 
pointing towards the Nz electrode position in the 10-10 electrode system for electroencephalogram 
(EEG) recording [36] (see Figure 3A,B). Following this, simulations were performed after rotating the 
coil by approximately 60°, with current flow directed towards the vertex (FCz electrode position in 
the 10-10 EEG system, Figure 3C,D) and then by approximately 180°, with current flow directed 
towards the occipital pole (Oz electrode position in the 10-10 EEG system, Figure 3E,F). The modeled 
maximum E-field and the volume of the cortex exposed to at least 75% of the peak E-field were 
reported for each combination of the cortical location and orientation. 

Figure 2. Cortical brain areas studied. The positions of the nine clinically important coil locations
(projected on the cortical surface) selected for this study are shown. For example, BA4 represents
Brodmann area 4, which is representative of the primary motor cortex. The legend lists the color codes
and names of coil locations.

2.4. TMS Parameters

First, we used the SimNIBS platform to model the E-field induced by a TMS intensity of 150 A/µs
and coil oriented towards the nose at each of the cortical locations and extract the maximum E-field and
the volume of cortex exposed to at least 75% of the peak E-field for each coil location. Then, we examined
the effect of different TMS intensities and orientations on the modeled maximum E-field and the
volume of cortex exposed to at least 75% of the peak E-field for these brain areas. We examined three
intensity inputs (dI/dt): 100, 150, and 200 A/µs, emulating different machine outputs. Although there is
no uniformity across different TMS machines with respect to the stimulator output, based on measured
E-field data from a Magstim TMS system (Magstim® 2002), we estimated that an input dI/dt of 100 A/µs
to be an approximation of 50% machine output; dI/dt of 150 A/µs to be 75% and dI/dt of 200 A/µs to be
100% machine output.

Finally, we examined the effect of changing the orientation of the current flow in the coil. The most
commonly used coil orientation in clinical studies is the coil pointing to the nose, with the current
flowing in antero-posterior direction (see Figure 3A), parallel to the line connecting external auditory
meatus and nasion [33–35]. This coil orientation was modeled in SimNIBS as current flow pointing
towards the Nz electrode position in the 10-10 electrode system for electroencephalogram (EEG)
recording [36] (see Figure 3A,B). Following this, simulations were performed after rotating the coil by
approximately 60◦, with current flow directed towards the vertex (FCz electrode position in the 10-10
EEG system, Figure 3C,D) and then by approximately 180◦, with current flow directed towards the
occipital pole (Oz electrode position in the 10-10 EEG system, Figure 3E,F). The modeled maximum
E-field and the volume of the cortex exposed to at least 75% of the peak E-field were reported for each
combination of the cortical location and orientation.
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towards FCz. (E,F) Current flow towards Oz. Nz, FCz, and Oz are standard positions in the 10-10 
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(B,D,F) panels show the coil projection on the cortical surface. 

3. Results 
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hemispheres with the TMS intensity set at 150 A/µs and coil oriented towards Nz for which the 
maximum E-field values are displayed in Figure 4. Table 1 lists the E-field values for the different 
intensities of 100, 150, and 200 A/µs for both coil orientations Nz (nose) and FCz (vertex). On 
average, there was a very small difference (2% average, range 0–4%) between the maximum E-fields 
at homologous locations in the left and right hemispheres. However, within the same hemisphere, 
the maximum E-field at the cortical surface was found to differ considerably between brain areas. 
The highest E-fields were induced in the primary somatosensory (BA 3a) and the dorsolateral 
prefrontal (BA 9) cortices. However, for the same intensity and orientation of TMS, the maximum 
E-fields in the visual cortices (BA 17) were lower by 18%. E-fields induced in the primary auditory 
(BA 41/42) and association auditory (BA 22) cortices were nearly 10% less than E-fields noted at BA 
3a and BA 9. In the remaining brain areas, there was approximately a 4% difference in the maximum 
E-fields when compared to BA 3a and BA 9. Since the homologous areas were found to have 
comparable E-fields, further comparisons for each cortical location were made using an average of 
the left and right hemisphere results. 

Figure 3. Transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) coil orientations examined. The green limb indicates
the direction of current in the coil. (A,B) Current flow towards Nz. (C,D) Current flow towards FCz.
(E,F) Current flow towards Oz. Nz, FCz, and Oz are standard positions in the 10-10 electrode system
for EEG recording. The (A,C,E) panels show the coil orientation on the skull and the (B,D,F) panels
show the coil projection on the cortical surface.

3. Results

3.1. Maximum E-Field at Different Cortical Locations

We executed FEM simulations for each of the nine selected cortical locations in the two hemispheres
with the TMS intensity set at 150 A/µs and coil oriented towards Nz for which the maximum E-field
values are displayed in Figure 4. Table 1 lists the E-field values for the different intensities of 100, 150,
and 200 A/µs for both coil orientations Nz (nose) and FCz (vertex). On average, there was a very small
difference (2% average, range 0–4%) between the maximum E-fields at homologous locations in the left
and right hemispheres. However, within the same hemisphere, the maximum E-field at the cortical
surface was found to differ considerably between brain areas. The highest E-fields were induced in
the primary somatosensory (BA 3a) and the dorsolateral prefrontal (BA 9) cortices. However, for the
same intensity and orientation of TMS, the maximum E-fields in the visual cortices (BA 17) were lower
by 18%. E-fields induced in the primary auditory (BA 41/42) and association auditory (BA 22) cortices
were nearly 10% less than E-fields noted at BA 3a and BA 9. In the remaining brain areas, there was
approximately a 4% difference in the maximum E-fields when compared to BA 3a and BA 9. Since the
homologous areas were found to have comparable E-fields, further comparisons for each cortical
location were made using an average of the left and right hemisphere results.
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differed at homologous locations in the left and right hemispheres especially in BA 3, BA 3a, and BA 
41/42. LH—left hemisphere; RH—right hemisphere. 
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right homologs. For the same E-field input and coil orientation, the volume of BA 3a exposed to 
≥75% maximum E-field was 30% larger in the right hemisphere. Activated volumes of BA 41/42, BA 
3, and BA 4 differed between 10 and 15% between the two hemispheres. However, E-fields in BA 44, 
BA 9, and BA 22 in both hemispheres exhibited similar spatial extents. Within the same hemisphere, 
the activated volumes were found to differ considerably between brain areas. In the left hemisphere, 
the activated volume was largest in BA 22, while in the right hemisphere, the activated volume was 
largest in BA 41/42. In both hemispheres, the extent of activation was found to be nearly 50% smaller 
in the primary motor (BA 4) and sensory areas (BA 2 and 3), despite having the same intensity and 
orientation parameters as areas in the temporal lobe. 

3.3. Effect of Varying TMS Intensity on the Maximum E-field and its Distribution 
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Figure 4. Maximum norm E-field and volume of activated cortex in homologous locations in the left
and right hemispheres with the coil oriented towards the nose (EEG position: Nz). The TMS intensity
was set at dI/dt = 150 A/µs. The maximum norm or strength of E-fields are shown as bars on the y-axis
on the left. Very small differences in norm E-fields were observed between the homologous locations
in the left and right hemispheres. The volume of cortex exposed to at least 75% of maximum E-field
is plotted as lines on the y-axis on the right. The volume of activated cortex differed at homologous
locations in the left and right hemispheres especially in BA 3, BA 3a, and BA 41/42. LH—left hemisphere;
RH—right hemisphere.

3.2. Volume of Cortex Activated at Different Cortical Locations

We derived the volume of cortex that was exposed to at least 75% of the maximum E-field for each
of the nine selected cortical locations in the two hemispheres with the TMS intensity set at 150 A/µs
and coil oriented towards Nz. The results are shown in Figure 4. The volume of activated cortex was
variable and ranged from 3000 to 7000 mm3. Unlike the small difference in E-fields at homologous
locations, the volume of activated cortex differed substantially between the left and right homologs.
For the same E-field input and coil orientation, the volume of BA 3a exposed to ≥75% maximum E-field
was 30% larger in the right hemisphere. Activated volumes of BA 41/42, BA 3, and BA 4 differed
between 10 and 15% between the two hemispheres. However, E-fields in BA 44, BA 9, and BA 22 in
both hemispheres exhibited similar spatial extents. Within the same hemisphere, the activated volumes
were found to differ considerably between brain areas. In the left hemisphere, the activated volume
was largest in BA 22, while in the right hemisphere, the activated volume was largest in BA 41/42.
In both hemispheres, the extent of activation was found to be nearly 50% smaller in the primary motor
(BA 4) and sensory areas (BA 2 and 3), despite having the same intensity and orientation parameters as
areas in the temporal lobe.
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Table 1. Simulated induced E-fields for the brain areas in left and right hemispheres with the coil pointing to directions Nz and FCz for different intensities of TMS.

Hemisphere Brain Region Brodmann Area Coordinates (x,y,z)

dI/dt (A/µs)

100 150 200 100 150 200

Max Norm E (V/m)

Reference: Nz Reference: Fcz

Left Primary motor cortex BA 4 (−38,−18.5,54) 170 255 340 192 288 384
Left Primary somatosensory cortex BA 3 (−46,−18.5,54) 174 261 348 187 280 374
Left Primary somatosensory cortex BA 2 (−48,−20,54) 174 261 349 186 279 372
Left Primary somatosensory cortex BA 3a (−64,−6,14) 182 273 364 184 276 368
Left Inferior frontal gyrus BA 44 (−46,16,6) 173 259 346 165 248 331
Left Primary auditory cortex BA 41/42 (−60,−22,10) 164 246 328 182 274 365
Left Primary visual cortex BA 17 (−8,−96,0) 146 219 292 148 221 295
Left Dorsolateral prefrontal cortex BA 9 (−42,36,34) 180 269 359 169 254 338
Left Middle temporal gyrus BA 22 (−60,−46,18) 166 249 332 182 273 364

Right Primary motor cortex BA 4 (38,−18.5,54) 177 265 353 195 293 390
Right Primary somatosensory cortex BA 3 (46,−18.5,54) 175 263 351 192 288 384
Right Primary somatosensory cortex BA 2 (48,−20,54) 173 260 346 187 281 374
Right Primary somatosensory cortex BA 3a (64,−6,14) 179 268 357 185 278 371
Right Inferior frontal gyrus BA 44 (46,16,6) 176 263 351 168 252 337
Right Primary auditory cortex BA 41/42 (60,−18,6) 166 249 332 189 284 378
Right Primary visual cortex BA 17 (8,−96,0) 149 224 298 148 222 296
Right Dorsolateral prefrontal cortex BA 9 (42,36,34) 178 266 355 172 258 343
Right Middle temporal gyrus BA 22 (60,−46,18) 172 258 344 182 275 367
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3.3. Effect of Varying TMS Intensity on the Maximum E-Field and Its Distribution

Increasing intensity of TMS resulted in a corresponding increase in the maximum E-field in the
same manner in all areas examined. The results for coil orientation pointing to the nose are plotted in
Figure 5. Across all brain areas examined, the induced E-field on the cortical surface increased by 33%
when dI/dt increased by 50 A/µs. We verified that this holds true for the different coil orientations
considered in this study. The volume of cortex exposed to≥75% maximum E-field remained unchanged
across the three intensities.
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3.4. Effect of Varying TMS Coil Orientation on the Maximum E-Field and Its Distribution

We examined the effect of three TMS coil orientations on the induced E-field and its spatial
distribution. The E-field distribution changes with the coil orientation in the primary motor cortex in
the left hemisphere as shown in Figure 6. The E-fields at different cortical locations for a TMS intensity
of dI/dt = 150 A/µs for the three chosen directions (coil pointing to EEG positions: Nz, FCz, and Oz)
are plotted in Figure 7. Table 1 summarizes the maximum E-fields estimated for all stimulus intensities
and two coil orientations (Nz and FCz) for all brain regions examined.
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between coil directions in the primary motor cortex (BA 4) and primary auditory cortex (BA 41/42) 
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pointing to the nose was not found to be optimal in any brain area. 

Figure 6. Input and output E-field distributions with TMS coil at position BA 4 and dI/dt = 150
V/m. Coil orientation: Row 1—Pointing to Nz, Row 2—Pointing to FCz, Row 3—Pointing to Oz;
E-Field Distribution: Columns: Initial estimation of induced E-field (dA/dt) for the given coil type,
position and E-field input superimposed on the scalp (column A) and cortical surface (column B);
Distribution of the final modeled maximum E-field (Norm E-field) on the cortical surface (column C).
Though the initial estimation of E-field is the same irrespective of coil orientation, the FEM modeled
output E-field magnitude and distribution are influenced by the direction of the TMS coil.

The standard deviation of the induced E-field for the different coil positions for any given TMS
intensity was 5.3% when the coil pointed to the nose (EEG position Nz) and was 7.1% when it pointed
to the vertex (EEG position FCz). The greatest percentage differences (>10%) were observed between
coil directions in the primary motor cortex (BA 4) and primary auditory cortex (BA 41/42) and the least
differences (<3%) were noted in the primary somatosensory cortex (BA 3a) and the primary visual
cortex (BA 17), when comparing orientations Nz (pointing to the nose) and FCz (pointing to the vertex).
The coil pointing to the vertex was found to be the optimal orientation resulting in highest E-field
for primary motor (BA 4) and somatosensory (BA 3 and BA 2) cortices, and primary and secondary
auditory cortices (BA 41/42 and BA 22). The standard coil orientation pointing to the nose was not
found to be optimal in any brain area.

The volume of gray matter activated by different orientations of TMS showed variability between
homologous regions in the two hemispheres. Therefore, the data are shown separately for the brain
regions in the two hemispheres in Figure 8. For most locations, coil pointing to the nose resulted
in a larger volume of cortex experiencing at least 75% of the maximum E-field than the other two
orientations considered. The coil oriented to the nose also had more variability between the homologous
regions in the two hemispheres. On average, there was 10% (±SD 9%) difference between the activated
volumes in the homologous regions. TMS coil pointing to the vertex resulted in smaller volume of
cortex exposed to at least 75% of the maximum E-field than when pointing to the nose. There was less
variability in the activated volumes between the two hemispheres for the coil oriented to the vertex
(7% ± 4% difference) and the occipital lobe (5% ± 3% difference).
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Figure 8. Effect of the TMS coil direction on the volume of activated cortex. Coil orientations examined
were pointing to Nz, FCz, or Oz electrodes on 10-10 EEG system. The TMS intensity modeled was
dI/dt = 150 A/µs. For most locations, coil pointing to the nose resulted in larger volume of cortex
experiencing at least 75% of the maximum E-field than the other two orientations. The coil oriented to
the nose also had more variability between the homologous regions in the two hemispheres.
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4. Discussion

We incorporated a 3D FEM of the standard MNI brain in the open-source simulation platform,
SimNIBS, to study the effects of varying TMS intensities and coil orientations on the induced E-field
and the spatial distribution of activated cortex in nine clinically relevant brain areas. The simulation
results of the decay of the induced E-field by the square of the distance of the coil from the scalp agreed
well with the measured data (R2 = 0.98, Figure 1). This, we believe, is the first reported validation that
verifies the accuracy of the modeled Magstim 70 mm figure-of-8 coil in SimNIBS.

First, we found that the volume of activated cortex varied between locations in homologous
brain areas (Figure 4). Despite the TMS intensity and orientation being unchanged, there was 10–30%
difference in the volume of cortex activated by TMS between certain brain areas. Consistent with
previous studies [14–18], we found that for a given TMS intensity and orientation combination,
the maximum induced E-field in each of the homologous location pairs was of similar magnitude,
with less than 4% difference (Figure 4). While the E-field magnitude data are indicative broadly of
symmetry in cortical folding patterns in the homologous areas of the brain in the two hemispheres,
the differences in activated volumes point to underlying differences in gray matter architecture.
Our results indicate that for some of the brain areas, e.g., dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (BA 9),
inferior frontal gyrus (BA 44), and middle temporal gyrus (BA 22), both the magnitude and the extent
of activated cortex from one hemisphere can be generalized to the same region in the other hemisphere.
However, this does not hold true for other brain areas we examined. Hence, whenever possible,
the TMS parameters should be optimized individually even for homologous regions.

Second, the results from this study clearly demonstrate that the induced E-field and the activated
volume vary relative to the cortical area being stimulated. The highest E-fields were observed with
the coil over the motor cortex and the lowest when placed over the visual cortex for a given coil
orientation and TMS intensity, with up to a 27% difference between the motor and visual cortical E-fields.
Similarly, the activated volumes were found to differ considerably between brain areas within the same
hemisphere. Several areas were found to have notably different volumes of activation, with areas in the
frontal lobe being nearly 50% smaller, despite having the same intensity and orientation parameters as
areas in the temporal lobe. These results highlight the importance of underlying cortical morphology in
the final determination of magnitude of the E-field and the extent of activation observed in a brain area.
The findings are of critical relevance in clinical practice where TMS parameters determined at one brain
area are used to stimulate a different brain area. For instance, it is standard practice that the intensity
and orientation parameters derived at the primary motor cortex are applied at the treatment location
of dorsolateral prefrontal cortex in the depression treatment protocol [33,35]. Our results indicate that
the TMS parameters derived from the motor cortex very likely underestimate both the magnitude
and extent of E-field delivered at the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex. Therefore, future studies should
investigate ways to determine and optimize TMS parameters specifically for the brain area being
treated or studied.

Third, we studied the effect of changing the intensity of the TMS input on the induced E-field
and its extent. Our results show that for any given location and orientation, the induced E-field
increases approximately 33% for every 50 A/µs for inputs between 100 and 200 A/µs. This observation
is consistent with previous reports from magneto-quasistatic FEM studies [17,31] clinical and animal
studies using TMS [37] and the general observation that the induced E-field varies linearly with the
intensity of the TMS input. Although, the total volume of cortex stimulated increases in proportion
to the TMS intensity, the relative volume of cortex exposed to 75% or more of the maximum field
remains the same across all intensities since the spatial distribution of the induced E-field is primarily
dependent on the location and orientation of the coil and the conductivity of the underlying tissues
and not on the intensity of the input E-field. The findings from this study confirm that the relationship
between the E-field in the cortex and TMS intensity is monotonic and can be readily extrapolated.
For instance, if the TMS intensity to elicit a behavior is known, for example the motor threshold,
then the E-fields for suprathreshold TMS intensities can be accurately estimated.
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Fourth, this simulation study found that the coil orientation is a critical TMS parameter that
influences the induced E-field and the volume of activated cortex. The induced E-field and volume of
cortex varied 10% between different coil orientations. For example, change in coil orientation had the
most impact on the maximum E-field at BA 4 and BA 41/42, while no major change was observed at
BA 3a. This may reflect that area 3a is located in the deeper layers of the sulcus when compared to
other brain areas examined here [38,39]. The volume of gray matter activated by different orientations
of TMS showed notable variability between the two hemispheres and between different areas in the
same hemisphere. Interestingly, we found that the recommended coil orientation with antero-posterior
current flow pointing to the nose [32–34] did not achieve the highest E-fields in any of the examined
brain areas, but resulted in a larger volume of cortex exposed to at least 75% of the maximum E-field.
TMS coil pointing to the vertex often resulted in higher E-fields and a smaller volume of activated
cortex. Thus, overall, there was an inverse relationship between the maximum E-field and the activated
volume, with smaller volumes of cortex activated at orientations that resulted in higher maximum
E-fields. These findings once again suggest that TMS parameters should be optimized individually
for the brain area being treated or studied. Such optimization should also consider the trade-off

between achieving high E-fields versus stimulating larger volumes of cortex. For example, in functional
mapping applications, it is important to achieve more focal E-fields for an accurate localization of
eloquent cortex.

Our findings can be explained by the interaction between cortical columns in the underlying
cortex and the direction of current flow in the TMS coil. The sensitivity of behavioral effects to coil
orientation has been unambiguously demonstrated in the motor system whereby certain orientations
are more effective than others at eliciting an evoked response [7,8]. While it is not exactly known how
this orientation preference is mediated, there is agreement that TMS primarily stimulates neuronal
elements that are aligned parallel to its E-field. However, while the cortical column excitation model
hypothesizes that applying E-field parallel to the cortical column is most effective [11], the direct axonal
excitation model postulates that TMS chiefly excites axons at terminations or bends in the axon [40,41].
Irrespective of where the TMS interaction occurs, both these models require the E-field to be aligned
perpendicular to the sulcus for optimal effects. We have previously found that motor-evoked potential
correlated better with induced E-field alignment to the cortical columns than with resting motor
threshold [42] and that E-field components were parallel to cortical columns in the TMS activated
cortex [43]. More recently, there is empirical evidence that aligning the E-field perpendicular to the
sulcus is optimal in the clinical motor [44] and language mapping studies [45,46]. In our simulation
study, we believe that for many brain areas, the coil oriented towards the vertex aligned the E-field along
the cortical columns better than the orientation pointing to the nose. We propose that by delivering
more focal and higher induced E-field, TMS aligned to the cortical column will result in most consistent
and reproducible behaviors when compared to those elicited with the standard coil orientation.

While it is important to have a priori knowledge of the most effective orientation for any TMS
study, it is especially critical in language mapping since finding the orientation iteratively in real time at
each location is almost impossible. Here, computational models can serve as effective predictive tools
to determine location/orientation preferences ahead of time. Furthermore, consistent with our findings,
other simulation studies in healthy individuals have also shown that the E-field distribution varies
from individual to individual based on variability in anatomical details in brain structure [12,46,47].
These findings highlight the need for personalized optimization of cortical location and orientation,
over the current norm for stimulation using TMS, which is to use standard, predefined cortical locations
and coil orientations for all subjects [48,49].

There are some limitations in our study. For instance, we used isotropic tissue conductivities
for the entire brain. Therefore, brains having tissues with different conductivity properties such
as tumors and a stroke cannot be accurately modeled. The current model does not differentiate
neuronal elements that are known to have a differential response to TMS (e.g., pyramidal neurons
and interneurons) and does not account for differing white matter anisotropy across brain regions.
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Inclusion of these elements will assist in further delineation of the effects of TMS and should be
considered in future modeling studies. Another limitation of this study is the requirement of a
high resolution MRI image to generate individualized models, which may not be possible and/or
cost effective in all individuals. In such instances, existing data from other individualized models
can likely be extrapolated to individuals without high resolution MRI, especially if they are from
similar demographic and clinical groups. Further, using individualized modeling in a representative
sample population can be helpful in identifying specific patient populations and/or neurological
conditions where TMS parameters can be generalized or need to be individualized to add value to
diagnosis/treatment using TMS. Computational models are facilitating a transition towards personal
treatment recommendations for TMS [50].

5. Conclusions

Using a 3D, FEM of the standard MNI brain in the open-source simulation platform, SimNIBS,
we demonstrated the importance of TMS parameters of intensity and orientation in clinically relevant
brain areas. We found that both the maximum induced E-field and the volume of cortex that is
activated were strongly influenced by the underlying cortical anatomy and its interaction with TMS
coil orientation. Researchers and clinicians should be cognizant that TMS parameters do not readily
translate between individuals, hemispheres, and brain regions. Based on our findings, we recommend
that whenever possible, the TMS parameters should be optimized individually to each brain area,
taking into account both the optimal E-field values and the volume of cortical activation.

The current SimNIBS model used in this study, though simplistic, provides results that agree with
clinical results [10] and is a promising tool to study the effect of location and orientation on TMS induced
E-field. It provides a basis to incorporate complexities, including neuronal components [8], and tissue
segmentation and finer intricacies of the cortical folds that may also affect E-field distributions. In our
future studies, we plan to optimize cortical location and coil orientation, given a brain condition
and accordingly introduce different tissue and white matter anisotropy, and develop an interface to
clinical TMS systems to provide individualized predictions. These advances will pave the way for
incorporation of an individualized TMS delivery plan based on patient age, condition, and brain
deformities in all clinical and research applications of TMS.
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Abbreviations

BA Brodmann area
CSF Cerebrospinal fluid
E-field Electrical field
EEG Electroencephalogram
FCz Electrode position in the 10-10 EEG system at the vertex
FDA US Food and Drug Administration
FEM Finite element method
GM Gray matter
LH Left hemisphere
MNI Montreal Neurological Institute
Nz Electrode position in the 10-10 EEG system at the nose
Oz Electrode position in the 10-10 EEG system at the occipital pole
RH Right hemisphere
SimNIBS Simulation for non-invasive brain stimulation
TMS Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation
WM White matter

References

1. Ilmoniemi, R.J.; Ruohonen, J.; Karhu, J. Transcranial magnetic stimulation—A new tool for functional imaging
of the brain. Crit. Rev. Biomed. Eng. 1999, 27, 241–284. [PubMed]

2. Lefaucheur, J.-P.; André-Obadia, N.; Antal, A.; Ayache, S.; Baeken, C.; Benninger, D.H.; Cantello, R.M.;
Cincotta, M.; de Carvalho, M.; De Ridder, D.; et al. Evidence-based guidelines on the therapeutic
use of repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation (rTMS). Clin. Neurophysiol. 2014, 125, 2150–2206.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Narayana, S.; Papanicolaou, A.C.; McGregor, A.; Boop, F.A.; Wheless, J.W. Clinical Applications of Transcranial
Magnetic Stimulation in Pediatric Neurology. J. Child Neurol. 2014. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Rusconi, E.; Bestmann, S. On tickling brains to investigate minds. Cortex A J. Devoted Study Nerv. Syst. Behav.
2009, 45, 1021–1024. [CrossRef]

5. Sparing, R.; Hesse, M.D.; Fink, G.R. Neuronavigation for transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS): Where
we are and where we are going. Cortex J. Devoted Study Nerv. Syst. Behav. 2010, 46, 118–120. [CrossRef]

6. Salinas, F.S.; Lancaster, J.L.; Fox, P.T. 3D modeling of the total electric field induced by transcranial magnetic
stimulation using the boundary element method. Phys. Med. Biol. 2009, 54, 3631–3647. [CrossRef]

7. Madsen, K.H.; Ewald, L.; Siebner, H.R.; Thielscher, A. Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation: An Automated
Procedure to Obtain Coil-specific Models for Field Calculations. Brain Stimul. 2015, 8, 1205–1208. [CrossRef]

8. Aberra, A.S.; Wang, B.; Grill, W.M.; Peterchev, A.V. Simulation of transcranial magnetic stimulation in head
model with morphologically-realistic cortical neurons. Brain Stimul. 2020, 13, 175–189. [CrossRef]

9. Chen, M.; Mogul, D.J. A structurally detailed finite element human head model for simulation of transcranial
magnetic stimulation. J. Neurosci. Methods 2009, 179, 111–120. [CrossRef]

10. Salinas, F.S.; Lancaster, J.L.; Fox, P.T. Detailed 3D models of the induced electric field of transcranial magnetic
stimulation coils. Phys. Med. Biol. 2007, 52, 2879–2892. [CrossRef]

11. Krieg, T.D.; Salinas, F.S.; Narayana, S.; Fox, P.T.; Mogul, D.J. Computational and experimental analysis
of TMS-induced electric field vectors critical to neuronal activation. J. Neural Eng. 2015, 12, 046014.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Laakso, I.; Murakami, T.; Hirata, A.; Ugawa, Y. Where and what TMS activates: Experiments and modeling.
Brain Stimul. 2018, 11, 166–174. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Deng, Z.-D.; Lisanby, S.H.; Peterchev, A.V. Electric field depth-focality tradeoff in transcranial magnetic
stimulation: Simulation comparison of 50 coil designs. Brain Stimul. 2013, 6, 1–13. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Mills, K.R.; Boniface, S.J.; Schubert, M. Magnetic brain stimulation with a double coil: The importance of
coil orientation. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 1992, 85, 17–21. [CrossRef]

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10864281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2014.05.021
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25034472
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0883073814553274
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25342309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2009.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2009.02.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0031-9155/54/12/002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2015.07.035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2019.10.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jneumeth.2009.01.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0031-9155/52/10/016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1741-2560/12/4/046014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26052136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2017.09.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29030110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2012.02.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22483681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-5597(92)90096-T


Brain Sci. 2020, 10, 1010 16 of 17

15. Brasil-Neto, J.P.; McShane, L.M.; Fuhr, P.; Hallett, M.; Cohen, L.G. Topographic mapping of the
human motor cortex with magnetic stimulation: Factors affecting accuracy and reproducibility.
Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 1992, 85, 9–16. [CrossRef]

16. Janssen, A.M.; Oostendorp, T.F.; Stegeman, D.F. The coil orientation dependency of the electric field induced
by TMS for M1 and other brain areas. J. Neuroeng. Rehabil. 2015, 12, 47. [CrossRef]

17. Gomez, L.J.; Dannhauer, M.; Koponen, L.M.; Peterchev, A.V. Conditions for numerically accurate TMS
electric field simulation. Brain Stimul. Basic Transl. Clin. Res. Neuromodulation 2020, 13, 157–166. [CrossRef]

18. Gomez-Tames, J.; Hamasaka, A.; Laakso, I.; Hirata, A.; Ugawa, Y. Atlas of optimal coil orientation and
position for TMS: A computational study. Brain Stimul. 2018, 11, 839–848. [CrossRef]

19. Day, B.L.; Dressler, D.; De Noordhout, A.M.; Marsden, C.D.; Nakashima, K.; Rothwell, J.C.; Thompson, P.D.
Electric and magnetic stimulation of human motor cortex: Surface EMG and single motor unit responses.
J. Physiol. 1989, 412, 449–473. [CrossRef]

20. Barker, A.T.; Jalinous, R.; Freeston, I.L. Non-invasive magnetic stimulation of human motor cortex.
Lancet Lond. Engl. 1985, 1, 1106–1107. [CrossRef]

21. Fox, P.T.; Narayana, S.; Tandon, N.; Sandoval, H.; Fox, S.P.; Kochunov, P.; Lancaster, J.L. Column-based model
of electric field excitation of cerebral cortex. Hum. Brain Mapp. 2004, 22, 1–14. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Lee, E.G.; Rastogi, P.; Hadimani, R.L.; Jiles, D.C.; Camprodon, J.A. Impact of non-brain anatomy and coil
orientation on inter- and intra-subject variability in TMS at midline. Clin. Neurophysiol. 2018, 129, 1873–1883.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Gomez, L.J.; Dannhauer, M.; Peterchev, A.V. Fast computational optimization of TMS coil placement for
individualized electric field targeting. Bioengineering 2020. preprint. [CrossRef]

24. Weise, K.; Numssen, O.; Thielscher, A.; Hartwigsen, G.; Knösche, T.R. A novel approach to localize cortical
TMS effects. NeuroImage 2020, 209, 116486. [CrossRef]

25. Thielscher, A.; Antunes, A.; Saturnino, G.B. Field modeling for transcranial magnetic stimulation: A useful
tool to understand the physiological effects of TMS? In Proceedings of the 2015 37th Annual International
Conference of the IEEE Engineering in Medicine and Biology Society (EMBC), Milan, Italy, 25–29 August 2015;
pp. 222–225. [CrossRef]

26. Nielsen, J.D.; Madsen, K.H.; Puonti, O.; Siebner, H.R.; Bauer, C.; Madsen, C.G.; Saturnino, G.B.; Thielscher, A.
Automatic skull segmentation from MR images for realistic volume conductor models of the head: Assessment
of the state-of-the-art. NeuroImage 2018, 174, 587–598. [CrossRef]

27. Windhoff, M.; Opitz, A.; Thielscher, A. Electric field calculations in brain stimulation based on finite
elements: An optimized processing pipeline for the generation and usage of accurate individual head models.
Hum. Brain Mapp. 2013, 34, 923–935. [CrossRef]

28. Wagner, T.A.; Zahn, M.; Grodzinsky, A.J.; Pascual-Leone, A. Three-dimensional head model Simulation of
transcranial magnetic stimulation. IEEE Trans. Biomed. Eng. 2004, 51, 1586–1598. [CrossRef]

29. Thielscher, A.; Kammer, T. Linking Physics with Physiology in TMS: A Sphere Field Model to Determine the
Cortical Stimulation Site in TMS. NeuroImage 2002, 17, 1117–1130. [CrossRef]

30. Thielscher, A.; Kammer, T. Electric field properties of two commercial figure-8 coils in TMS: Calculation of
focality and efficiency. Clin. Neurophysiol. 2004, 115, 1697–1708. [CrossRef]

31. Wang, W.; Eisenberg, S.R. A three-dimensional finite element method for computing magnetically induced
currents in tissues. IEEE Trans. Magn. 1994, 30, 5015–5023. [CrossRef]

32. Saturnino, G.B.; Puonti, O.; Nielsen, J.D.; Antonenko, D.; Madsen, K.H.; Thielscher, A. SimNIBS 2.1:
A comprehensive pipeline for individualized electric field modelling for transcranial brain stimulation.
In Brain and Human Body Modeling: Computational Human Modeling at EMBC 2018; Makarov, S., Horner, M.,
Noetscher, G., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2019.

33. O’Reardon, J.P.; Solvason, H.B.; Janicak, P.G.; Sampson, S.; Isenberg, K.E.; Nahas, Z.; McDonald, W.M.;
Avery, D.; Fitzgerald, P.B.; Loo, C.; et al. Efficacy and Safety of Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation in the
Acute Treatment of Major Depression: A Multisite Randomized Controlled Trial. Biol. Psychiatry 2007, 62,
1208–1216. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Krieg, S.M.; Lioumis, P.; Mäkelä, J.P.; Wilenius, J.; Karhu, J.; Hannula, H.; Savolainen, P.; Lucas, C.W.;
Seidel, K.; Laakso, A.; et al. Protocol for motor and language mapping by navigated TMS in patients and
healthy volunteers; workshop report. Acta Neurochir. 2017, 159, 1187–1195. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-5597(92)90095-S
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12984-015-0036-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2019.09.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2018.04.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1989.sp017626
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(85)92413-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hbm.20006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15083522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2018.04.749
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30005214
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.27.120022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2019.116486
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/EMBC.2015.7318340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hbm.21479
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TBME.2004.827925
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/nimg.2002.1282
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2004.02.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/20.334289
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2007.01.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17573044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00701-017-3187-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28456870


Brain Sci. 2020, 10, 1010 17 of 17

35. George, M.S.; Wassermann, E.M.; Williams, W.A.; Callahan, A.; Ketter, T.A.; Basser, P.; Hallett, M.; Post, R.M.
Daily repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation (rTMS) improves mood in depression. Neuroreport 1995, 6,
1853–1856. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Nuwer, M.R. 10-10 electrode system for EEG recording. Clin. Neurophysiol. 2018, 129, 1103.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Klomjai, W.; Katz, R.; Lackmy-Vallée, A. Basic principles of transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) and
repetitive TMS (rTMS). Ann. Phys. Rehabil. Med. 2015, 58, 208–213. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Whitsel, B.L.; Vierck, C.J.; Waters, R.S.; Tommerdahl, M.; Favorov, O.V. Contributions of Nociresponsive
Area 3a to Normal and Abnormal Somatosensory Perception. J. Pain Off. J. Am. Pain Soc. 2019, 20,
405–419. [CrossRef]

39. Panchuelo, R.M.S.; Eldeghaidy, S.; Marshall, A.; McGlone, F.; Francis, S.T.; Favorov, O. A nociresponsive
specific area of human somatosensory cortex within BA3a: BA3c? NeuroImage 2020, 221, 117187. [CrossRef]

40. Rotem, A.; Moses, E. Magnetic stimulation of curved nerves. IEEE Trans. Biomed. Eng. 2006, 53,
414–420. [CrossRef]

41. Roth, B.J.; Basser, P.J. A model of the stimulation of a nerve fiber by electromagnetic induction. IEEE Trans.
Biomed. Eng. 1990, 37, 588–597. [CrossRef]

42. Rábago, C.A.; Lancaster, J.L.; Narayana, S.; Zhang, W.; Fox, P.T. Automated-parameterization of the motor
evoked potential and cortical silent period induced by transcranial magnetic stimulation. Clin. Neurophysiol.
Off. J. Int. Fed. Clin. Neurophysiol. 2009, 120, 1577–1587. [CrossRef]

43. Krieg, T.D.; Salinas, F.S.; Narayana, S.; Fox, P.T.; Mogul, D.J. PET-based confirmation of orientation sensitivity
of TMS-induced cortical activation in humans. Brain Stimul. 2013, 6, 898–904. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Raffin, E.; Pellegrino, G.; di Lazzaro, V.; Thielscher, A.; Siebner, H.R. Bringing transcranial mapping into
shape: Sulcus-aligned mapping captures motor somatotopy in human primary motor hand area. NeuroImage
2015, 120, 164–175. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Sollmann, N.; Ille, S.; Obermueller, T.; Negwer, C.; Ringel, F.; Meyer, B.; Krieg, S.M. The impact of
repetitive navigated transcranial magnetic stimulation coil positioning and stimulation parameters on human
language function. Eur. J. Med. Res. 2015, 20. [CrossRef]

46. Sollmann, N.; Fuss-Ruppenthal, S.; Zimmer, C.; Meyer, B.; Krieg, S.M. Investigating Stimulation Protocols
for Language Mapping by Repetitive Navigated Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation. Front. Behav. Neurosci.
2018, 12. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Thielscher, A.; Opitz, A.; Windhoff, M. Impact of the gyral geometry on the electric field induced by
transcranial magnetic stimulation. NeuroImage 2011, 54, 234–243. [CrossRef]

48. Karabanov, A.; Thielscher, A.; Siebner, H.R. Transcranial brain stimulation: Closing the loop between brain
and stimulation. Curr. Opin. Neurol. 2016, 29, 397–404. [CrossRef]

49. Mutz, J.; Edgcumbe, D.R.; Brunoni, A.R.; Fu, C.H.Y. Efficacy and acceptability of non-invasive brain
stimulation for the treatment of adult unipolar and bipolar depression: A systematic review and meta-analysis
of randomised sham-controlled trials. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2018, 92, 291–303. [CrossRef]

50. Puonti, O.; van Leemput, K.; Saturnino, G.B.; Siebner, H.R.; Madsen, K.H.; Thielscher, A. Accurate and robust
whole-head segmentation from magnetic resonance images for individualized head modeling. NeuroImage
2020, 219, 117044. [CrossRef]

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00001756-199510020-00008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8547583
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2018.01.065
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29496396
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rehab.2015.05.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26319963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpain.2018.08.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2020.117187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TBME.2005.869770
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/10.55662
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2009.04.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brs.2013.05.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23827648
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2015.07.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26188259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s40001-015-0138-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2018.00197
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30250427
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.07.061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/WCO.0000000000000342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2018.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2020.117044
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Methods 
	E-Field Modeling 
	Model Verification 
	Choice of Brain Areas 
	TMS Parameters 

	Results 
	Maximum E-Field at Different Cortical Locations 
	Volume of Cortex Activated at Different Cortical Locations 
	Effect of Varying TMS Intensity on the Maximum E-Field and Its Distribution 
	Effect of Varying TMS Coil Orientation on the Maximum E-Field and Its Distribution 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

