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Abstract—Transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) is a popular 

method for the noninvasive stimulation of neurons in the brain. It has 

become a standard instrument in experimental brain research and is 

approved for a range of diagnostic and therapeutic applications. These 

applications require appropriately shaped coils. Various applications 

have been established or approved for specific coil designs with their 

corresponding spatial electric field distributions. However, the specific 

coil implementation may no longer be appropriate from the perspec-

tive of material and manufacturing opportunities or considering the 

latest understanding of how to achieve induced electric fields in the 

head most efficiently. Furthermore, in some cases, field measurements 

of coils with unknown winding or a user-defined field are available and 

require an actual implementation. Similar applications exist for mag-

netic resonance imaging coils. 

This work aims at introducing a formalism that is completely free 

from heuristics, iterative optimization, and ad-hoc or manual steps to 

form practical stimulation coils with a winding consisting of individual 

turns to either equivalently match an existing coil or produce a given 

field. The target coil can reside on practically any sufficiently large or 

closed surface adjacent to or around the head. The method derives an 

equivalent field through vector projection. In contrast to other coil de-

sign or optimization approaches recently presented, the procedure is 

an explicit forward Hilbert-space vector projection or basis change. 

For demonstration, we map a commercial figure-of-eight coil as one of 

the most widely used devices and a more intricate coil recently ap-

proved clinically for addiction treatment (H4) onto a bent surface close 

to the head for highest efficiency and lowest field energy. The resulting 

projections are within ≤ 4% of the target field and reduce the neces-

sary pulse energy by more than 40%. 

 

Keywords: Coil design, coil equivalencies, coil simulation, magnetic 

vector potential, modal decomposition, vector projection, transcranial 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

AGNETIC stimulation uses strong brief magnetic pulses to 

induce currents into tissue and activate nerves or muscles 

[1-5]. Its transcranial form called TMS allows the writing of ar-

tificial signals across the skull into neurons and neural circuits 

inside the brain [6,7]. How neuronal circuits process endoge-

nous signals can be modulated by the stimulation/modulation 

with certain pulse rhythms and patterns [8]. TMS has become 

an essential tool in experimental brain research and is widely 

used in medical diagnosis and treatment [9-12]. It is, for exam-

ple, cleared in various countries for the treatment of depression, 

bipolar disorder, obsessive-compulsive disorder, smoking ad-

diction, and migraine as well as for various diagnostic proce-

dures and cortical mapping [13-26]. TMS is also under investi-

gation for many other disorders [6, 9, 27-29]. 

The spatial distribution of the induced electric field deter-

mines which brain circuits are activated. This distribution al-

ready strongly depends on the coil design, i.e., the shape of the 

conductors in the stimulation coil, and the exact position of the 

coil during stimulation [30]. Device manufacturers and re-

searchers have developed a variety of different coils for TMS 

[31]. 

Focal coils, such as figure-of-eight coils, allow the activation 

of smaller targets and circuits down to individual muscle repre-

sentations [32]. Replacing the coil in a procedure can influence 

the outcome and its efficacy, even if the coils appear very simi-

lar [33]. Accordingly, various clinical applications are further-

more approved for very specific coils [14]. Replacing the coil 

with another can void the approval. 

Such procedures would benefit from a coil with the same 

field as a specific device but generated in a better, e.g., more 

efficient way instead of novel coils with novel features with un-

known physiology and void clinical approval. This aspect might 

be a key reason, why the majority of suggested coil designs in 

the literature have never been translated into actual use [31].  

In other cases, the specific approved coil for a procedure is 

not appropriate or practical. It may often have the wrong size. 

Bent shapes, for instance, have to go around the head but might 

be too small to fit or too large, losing efficiency [73]. Some coils 

might mechanically interfere with other equipment, such as 

electroencephalography electrodes, near-infrared transducers, 

or implants, and would require a modified coil with equal field 

distribution that accounts for the specific constraints. Further-

more, the specific approved coil may for historic reasons just 

have elements that are far from the head as the original design 

stems from a time when efficiency and coil heating did not mat-

ter yet due to primarily single-pulse operation, and/or the un-

derstanding of design rules for efficient coils was not known 

yet. Furthermore, complicated and expensive manual manufac-

turing of an unnecessarily complicated winding was acceptable 

when only few prototypes were needed. However, the routine 

clinical use following a certain approved procedure would re-

quire the use of the very same coil design with its approved field 

shape, no matter how impractical or substandard it might be in 

the light of latest technology or manufacturing. 

As such, many early coils contain elements that protrude 

from the head or have some distance from the head [32]. Even 

some newer designs use elements that do not touch the head to 

reduce and spread out the induced electric field, e.g., outside the 

target area to achieve higher focality [35]. However, it is known 
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that protruding elements reduce the electromagnetic coupling to 

the head while increasing heating [36]. On the other hand, it is 

known by now that any electromagnetic field inside a confined 

volume, such as a sphere or a head, can in principle also be gen-

erated by currents on any single-layer surface closed around the 

target volume. Open surfaces and even planes can approximate 

a closed surface if they are sufficiently large [37-40]. 

In some other cases, the desired field of a coil is known, e.g., 

measured, but not yet an actual coil implementation. While 

many coils use a potted inaccessible winding, there is substan-

tial effort in the field to catalog and measure field profiles for 

documentation and models without knowledge of the internal 

windings [41-43]. 

Previous attempts trying to optimize coils or to match a given 

electromagnetic field contain ad-hoc, heuristic steps or are fully 

manual [69-71, 73]. Particularly the generation of discrete 

closed wire paths is a widely manual procedure in all previous 

reports, which was explicitly criticized before, though still not 

solved [44, 45, 46, 66]. Instead of such heuristics or manual 

steps, a transformation or projection guaranteeing mathematical 

and physical equivalence would be preferable. Previous re-

search has optimized coils, which could in principle also serve 

for deriving equivalent coils [34, 45, 46,73]. However, the use 

of a global optimization framework, typically including search 

heuristics, does not necessarily guarantee a good match or 

equivalence and further appears computationally excessive if 

instead a forward projection transformation were possible. 

The problem of coil optimization is also pressing in other 

fields. In magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), particularly the 

gradient coils use complicated spatial patterns to achieve accu-

rate field conditions, such as high gradient linearity or low stim-

ulation potential, with low energy consumption [47-51]. The for-

malistic and technical challenges used for MRI match those in 

magnetic stimulation. So do plausibly the techniques used for 

coil optimization [74-77]. However, the methods also suffer 

from the same limitations. 

This article derives a formalism to create coils, or to be more 

exact, conductor paths on a simple geometric shell to match a 

magnetic vector potential within a closed volume through vec-

tor projection of basis vectors. 

II. ANATOMY-INDEPENDENCE FOR THE MAGNETIC VECTOR 

POTENTIAL 

This article aims at finding simple conductor paths fully re-

siding on an arbitrarily shaped shell around or a surface near the 

head through projection operations only. Since the coil should 

generate a practically equivalent induced electric field profile to 

the targeted magnetic field in any patient, i.e., any conceivable 

head and brain anatomy, we suggest using a precursor of the 

induced electric field for matching. Previous approaches of op-

timization focused on the resulting induced electric field, which 

would require an entire ensemble of realistic head anatomies 

covering the full bandwidth of possible anatomic variability in-

cluding abnormalities. The use of an electromagnetic, anatomy-

independent precursor as suggested here, however, intrinsically 

enforces equivalent outcomes compared to the original coil or 

field for any head anatomy due to the Maxwell equations. The 

use of a standard anatomy, such as the MNI average, does not 

appear attractive: there would be no information if the derived 

coil would maintain equivalence in any other or actual anatomy; 

furthermore, standard anatomies, such as the MNI head average 

out and miss many actual features of the brain that shape the 

field in TMS, such as the strong gyrification. The chosen 

matched physical quantity is the magnetic vector potential A 

inside the spherical region of interest, e.g., a sphere around the 

brain, which fully determines the magnetic flux density B eve-

rywhere inside through 

𝐁(𝐫) = 𝐜𝐮𝐫𝐥 𝐀(𝐫) = 𝛁 × 𝐀(𝐫) (1) 

at the location r with the curl operator curl or, in nabla repre-

sentation, ∇× [38]. Although A and B are only forced into equiv-

alency inside the shell, the definition in Equation (1) pertains 

outside and ensures that magnetic flux lines are closed. Thus, 

the magnetic flux lines forced to equivalency inside the region 

of interest are closed somewhere outside per 

𝐝𝐢𝐯 𝐁(𝐫) = 𝛁 ⋅ 𝐁(𝐫) = 𝛁 ⋅ (𝛁 × 𝐀(𝐫)) = 0, (2) 

with the divergence operator div or ∇. This relationship is com-

monly known as Gaussian law in electrodynamics. Outside the 

region of interest, the original coil’s field and the derived, sim-

plified one may substantially deviate without any relevant im-

pact. With sufficiently equal magnetic vector potential and mag-

netic flux inside the region of interest, the induced electric field 

inside will again be the same between original and equivalent, 

no matter which anatomy or object is inside the volume. 

The induced electric field can be derived through Faraday’s 

law of induction, which reads 

𝐄(𝐫) = −
𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝐀(𝐫) − 𝐠𝐫𝐚𝐝 𝜙(𝐫) (3) 

for the vector potential and the electrical potential distribution 

ϕ(r) in the vector analysis formalism [36, 52]. The electrical po-

tential is generated by the currents flowing in response to the 

induced electric fields, which in turn accumulate at conductivity 

changes, e.g., at tissue interfaces or durae, and generate a coun-

ter field −𝐠𝐫𝐚𝐝 𝜙(𝐫). The first summand of Equation (3) is 

sometimes called the primary induced electric field 

𝐄prim(𝐫) = −
𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝐀(𝐫), (4) 

which per definition of the problem statement above has to be 

the same for the original coil as well as the derived one. It 

causes an electrical potential ϕ at tissue transitions according to 

𝐝𝐢𝐯(𝜎(𝐫) 𝐠𝐫𝐚𝐝 𝜙(𝐫)) = −
𝝏

𝝏𝒕
𝐀(𝐫) ⋅ 𝐠𝐫𝐚𝐝 𝜎(𝐫) (5) 

with the conductivity distribution σ(r) in space, which describes 

the anatomy. As all terms will be equal for the original coil and 

the derived one, including the anatomy representation σ(r) for 

any patient, also the overall induced electric field will be the 

same for any anatomy through such proper problem formula-

tion. Using the electric field instead of the magnetic vector po-

tential as regularly suggested and done in all previous ap-

proaches would only provide anatomy-dependent solutions, 

represented by the conductivity distribution, resulting in a loss 

of generality. The magnetic vector potential serves in this work 

to completely omit the influence of anatomic dependencies. 
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III. SOLUTION SPACE 

We define the solution space of all possible coils as the cur-

rent distribution on a shell encompassing the head, specifically 

a sphere. To describe practically any possible coil residing on 

the surface, we use a continuous vector-valued current distribu-

tion j(r) at position r, which as the most fundamental constraint 

only fulfills current continuity per 

𝐝𝐢𝐯(𝐣(𝐫)) = 0. (6) 

An ideal coil is therefore described by the current distribution 

j(r) on the surface. Its current distribution can also be repre-

sented by a sum of several currents. If the solution space is de-

signed as a complete infinite vector space, e.g., a Banach space, 

it can be given a vector frame or basis, and every possible solu-

tion can be represented as a sum of basis or frame vectors bi(r) 

each scaled appropriately by γi following 

𝐣(𝐫) = ∑ 𝛾𝑖  𝐛𝑖(𝐫)i . (7) 

The problem of finding an appropriate coil, therefore, be-

comes the search for weights or coordinates γi for the frame or 

basis vectors. This design still vaguely follows concepts from 

previous work on coil optimization [45]. Any basis of the cur-

rent space can be used for further steps. 

We deviate from any previous coil optimization approaches 

from here on by using the magnetic vector potential space and 

defining a projection operation. Since the electromagnetic in-

duction of such air coils is linear, every sum of currents also 

entails a sum of corresponding magnetic vector potentials and 

thus corresponding induced electric fields. Likewise, each 

frame or basis vector bi(r) has its own representation in the Ba-

nach space of magnetic vector potentials, forming an isomor-

phic frame or basis {ai} there according to 

𝐚𝑖 = 𝕬{𝒃𝑖}, (8) 

where the functional 𝕬 calculates the magnetic vector poten-

tial a of the spatial current distribution in its argument, e.g., the 

frame or basis vectors of the coil current space. Due to the lin-

earity of 𝕬, 𝕬(∑ 𝛾𝑖 𝐛𝑖i ) = ∑ 𝛾𝑖  𝕬{𝒃𝑖}i . The magnetic vector 

potential is derived via Biot–Savart here [52, 53]. 

We define a bilinear inner product through 

〈𝐀𝑖 , 𝐀𝑗〉 ≔ ∫𝐀𝑖(𝐫) 𝐀𝑗(𝐫) d
𝟑𝑟 

 (9) 

for any vectors Ai, which allows projections of any coil de-

scribed through its current distribution onto bases of the current 

space. The inner product turns the Banach-type current space 

representing any possible coil on the surface into a Hilbert 

space. 

IV. FRAME OR BASIS 

Depending on the chosen solution space, for example, a 

plane, a spherical shell, or an ellipsoid, the frame or basis must 

be chosen adequately. Any complete frame or basis of closed 

loops in the surface for a divergence-free current could serve to 

span the coil current space. A formulation for general frames in 

contrast to the prior art allows a relatively simple design of a 

generator ignoring any orthogonality or even similarity, which 

may numerically induce coupling, and may enable more appro-

priate ones, e.g., for better numerical stability, in the future. A 

rather simple basis for a planar solution space could consist of 

standing sinusoidal waves of increasing frequency to form the 

modes of the surface in each direction. For spherical surfaces, 

their harmonics, for instance, form an orthonormal and com-

plete modal decomposition of closed loops and can therefore 

represent in linear combinations the current of any coil shape 

[45]. It would also be conceivable to construct a wide range of 

alternative bases [54]. 

Subsequently, we translate the coil frame, e.g., a modal coil 

basis as suggested above, into the isomorphic vector potential 

space, from which the primary electric field of every frame or 

basis vector follows readily. 

The basis can be implemented through analytical equations 

as we will do in our examples or numerically. As known from 

other fields of numerics, analytical representations, where they 

exist, can substantially improve stability, particularly if deriva-

tives have to be evaluated. However, as previous work has 

shown, numerical representations, e.g., as discrete vectors in 

tessellated surfaces, as an alternative can allow more flexibility 

for less ordinary basis definitions and more irregular surfaces. 

V. PROJECTION ONTO THE FRAME OR BASIS VECTORS 

Given a general frame {𝐛𝑖} in the coil current space on the 

surface with corresponding isomorphic frame {𝐚𝑖} in the mag-

netic vector space, both of which are not necessarily linearly 

 
Fig. 1.  Perspective (upper row) and top view (lower row) of the continuous 
current distribution after mapping the D70 Alpha coil to a sphere. (a) Equal 

current distribution for the first harmonic base vectors up to order 3 and (b) up 

to order 9. The amplitude is color-coded.  
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independent, the projection of the given magnetic vector poten-

tial Agiven(r) inside the region of interest VROI of a specific coil 

to be matched represents the search for a linear combination of 

magnetic vector potentials of the frame vectors 

𝐀given(𝐫) − ∑ 𝛾𝑖𝐚𝑖(𝐫)𝑖 = 𝐀given(𝐫) − ∑ 𝛾𝑖𝕬{𝐛𝑖}𝑖 . (10) 

If Eq. (10) is multiplied with any frame vector aj using the 

above-defined inner product, it generates j equations to be ful-

filled per 

 〈𝐀given(𝐫), 𝐚𝑗(𝐫)〉 − 〈∑ 𝛾𝑖𝐚𝑖(𝐫)𝑖 , 𝐚𝑗(𝐫)〉  ∀𝑗, and through 

bilinearity 

〈𝐀given(𝐫), 𝐚𝑗(𝐫)〉 −∑𝛾𝑖
𝑖

〈𝐚𝑖(𝐫), 𝐚𝑗(𝐫)〉⏟        
𝜌𝑖𝑗≔ 

  ∀𝑗. 

. (11) 

For general not fully linearly independent {𝐚𝑖}, Eq. (11) ac-

cordingly forms a matrix–vector equation 

∑𝛾𝑖𝜌𝑖𝑗
𝑖

= 〈𝐀given(𝐫), 𝐚𝑗(𝐫)〉⏟          
𝜆𝑗≔ 

, 

 (12) 

with 𝚸 = (𝜌𝑖𝑗), 𝛄 = (𝛾𝑖), and 𝛌 = (𝜆𝑗). 

For {𝐚𝑖} only containing those vectors that cannot be fully 

represented by other ai, i.e., no redundant frame vectors, turning 

{𝐚𝑖} mathematically into an exact frame, the equation has a 

unique solution for the required vector γ as the right-hand side 

λ can be readily evaluated. 

As the coil current space is designed isomorphic to the space 

of corresponding magnetic vector potentials, the equivalent cur-

rent density jequiv follows 

𝐣equiv(𝐫) = ∑ 𝛾𝑖  𝐛𝑖(𝐫)𝑖 . (13) 

In the special case of an orthonormal basis, i.e., 

〈𝐚𝑖(𝐫), 𝐚𝑗(𝐫)〉 = 〈𝐛𝑖(𝐫), 𝐛𝑗(𝐫)〉 = 𝜌𝑖𝑗 = 𝛿𝑖𝑗 with the Kronecker 

delta δij, the matrix–vector equation in Eq. (12) decouples. Ac-

cordingly, the required factors γi equal the simple projection of 

the given magnetic vector potential Agiven(r) onto the magnetic 

vector potentials of each coil current basis vector 𝐚𝑖(r) =
𝕬{𝐛𝑖} per 

𝛾𝑖 = 〈𝐀given(𝐫), 𝐚𝑖(𝐫)〉 = ∫ 𝐀given(𝐫) 𝕬{𝐛𝑖} d
3𝑟

𝑉ROI

. 

 (14) 

VI. DISCRETIZATION OF CURRENT DISTRIBUTION INTO A 

COIL CONDUCTOR PATH AND INDIVIDUAL TURNS 

The equivalent current distribution jequiv on the surface is con-

tinuous and furthermore per the design of the underlying vector 

space divergence-free; therefore, numerous unconnected closed 

loops would form. For the implementation into a continuous-

wire coil, we discretized the distribution into a single conductor 

path. The divergence freedom, which current should, in general, 

fulfill globally, is locally a mathematical and physical challenge 

as the resulting coil representation should ideally be a single 

wire path with a start and end, e.g., a spiral, and ideally adjust-

able inductance. Previous work that discretizes continuous cur-

rents for a coil typically generates multiple unconnected closed 

loops along contour lines first and links them more or less ab-

ruptly. This step has in the strict sense ad hoc and usually in-

volves manual or otherwise unjustified steps [44]. The winding 

generation in previous work, for example, forms several closed 

loops. The closed loops are then typically opened in one or sev-

eral locations and interconnected in rather abrupt steps, which 

form sharp bends which are hard to wind. The positions of these 

interconnects are left to the discretion of the designer, instead 

of any consistent physical or mathematical rule. Smoothening 

the loops into each other through spatial low-pass filters departs 

from the original current path without consistent control. 

We generate continuous wire representations as integral 

curves through a vector field which we generate from two com-

ponents. The equivalent current is a divergence-free curl field. 

We add a small weighted divergence component to it to turn an 

integral curve of the superposition into a spiraling line that 

widely maintains the current strength and direction. The weight 

of the divergence component controls the number of turns and 

the inductance in a continuous way. The particular challenge 

solved here en passant is applicability to multi-loop coils, such 

as figure-of-eight coils, which need to form several center 

points. For matching the centers of curl and divergence compo-

nents automatically and constructing the divergence component 

 
Fig. 2.  Discretized conductor paths of a bent equivalent of the commercial 

D70 coil as an example. (a) k = 0.08 resulting in 12 turns and an inductivity of 

5.5 µH, (b) k = 0.04 resulting in 14 turns and an inductivity of 9.58 µH and (c) 

k = 0.02 resulting in 16 turns and an inductivity of 15.6 µH. 
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orthogonal to the current solution Hilbert space, this small ad-

ditional component is generated from the equivalent current 

density and the normal vector of the surface as 

𝐣grad(𝐫) = �̂�(𝒓) × 𝐣equiv(𝐫), (15) 

so that 

𝛁 × 𝐣grad(𝐫) = 𝟎. (16) 

Thus, the divergence field stems from the projected curl solu-

tion to represent the centers of current spirals automatically as 

well as accurately and allow for various spirals as, for instance, 

in figure-of-eight coils. 

In our case, jgrad was generated as the projection onto the 

frame or basis on the closed surface. Normalization can option-

ally separate direction from strength. The integral curve leading 

to the overall wire-wound coil is generated through 

𝐣res(𝐫) = 𝐣equiv(𝐫) + 𝑘 ⋅
𝐣grad(𝐫)

‖𝐣grad(𝐫)‖2

 (17) 

with k controlling the spiral angle, and thus the number of turns, 

the resulting inductance and also the quantization granularity. 

The lower k is, the denser the windings and the higher the dis-

cretization resolution but the higher the inductance. A major 

distortion through this discretization is not expected, because as 

Eq. (15) states, the superimposed field is curl-free and therefore 

unable to form any loops. Loops, however, would be required 

for Ampere’s law and Faraday’s law to generate a magnetic 

flux. 

VII. EXAMPLES 

We validated the formalism with the example of a commer-

cially available figure-of-eight coil (D70 Alpha Coil, Magstim, 

Wales UK), which may be among the most used specific imple-

mentations in the field, and a more intricate and therefore less 

readily available clinical coil (H4 treatment coil, Brainsway, Je-

rusalem, Israel). 

For the D70 Alpha, we used the corresponding magnetic vec-

tor potential of the coil in the Neuroimaging Informatics Tech-

nology Initiative (NIfTI) format from Simnibs v3.2.6 as the tar-

get distribution and mapped it onto a spherical surface with a 

radius of 110 mm [55]. The natural harmonics of the spherical 

surface served as a vector basis. The region of interest inside 

which the fields are matched in the following example is with-

out loss of generality a sphere with a radius of 85 mm, approx-

imately representing the dimensions of a human brain, but only 

defining the region of interest, explicitly not limiting the brain 

to a sphere. Spherical representations with those dimensions are 

well established in TMS [43, 56]. In stark contrast to conven-

tional spherical models, the outcome of this equivalency, which 

matches the magnetic vector potential, is not limited to this as-

sumption, but the resulting mapped coil will be equivalent for 

any anatomy inside this region of interest. 

The source coil resides on a planar surface so that the outer 

wings are relatively far from a subject’s head associated with 

poor coupling and unnecessarily large stray flux. We demon-

strate the method to map the coil onto a bent surface to reduce 

the necessary field energy. The scalar product (Eq. 10) with its 

quality of a similarity metric in combination with the underly-

ing magnetic vector potentials inside the region of interest, spe-

cifically the sphere with a radius 85 mm here, serves to quantify 

the deviation introduced during numerical mapping and quanti-

zation of the example. 

For comparison in one application, we introduced a realistic 

head model with gyrus-level anatomy into the post-hoc analysis 

of the model-free coil mapping. We calculated the magnetic 

vector potentials A of the three relevant conditions (calculated 

from the coil to be mapped, from the continuous current distri-

bution, and from the quantized conductor path with 16 turns) 

and applied them with a realistic head model in Simnibs using 

the ernie reference model. Without loss of generality, the coils 

were placed on the C3 electrode in the 10–20 system with an 

approximately perpendicular field to the local sulcus. 

To also provide a more abstract, but rather interesting exam-

ple, we furthermore derived an equivalent coil based on the H4 

coil. To obtain the desired magnetic vector potential from the 

coil, we redrew it in computer aided design (CAD) and calcu-

lated its magnetic vector potential, as well as its conductor 

length and inductance [72]. The boundary conditions, meaning 

the radius of the target surface, the radius of the sphere forming 

the region of interest, wherein the brain may reside, and the vec-

tor basis generated with the harmonics on the target surface for 

 
Fig. 3.  Experimentally detected field and corresponding implementation of the 
coil from Fig. 2(b). (a) Plot of E-Field magnitude sampled under spherical con-
straints and (b) implemented experimental coil with 14 turns. 
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the mapping the H4 coil were the very same as for the D70 Al-

pha Coil. 

Based on the magnetic vector potential, we calculated an 

equivalent current distribution discretized into a coil with ten 

turns to be in the usual range of inductance for TMS coils. Fig-

ure 5 displays both the original H4 coil as well as the simplified 

version.  

VIII. IMPLEMENTATION FOR FIELD MEASUREMENT 

We derived equivalent coils for the D70 Alpha with various 

numbers of turns, providing different inductivity values 

(Fig. 2). Out of these, we implemented variant (b) with a factor 

k of 0.04. We transferred the winding pattern onto a spherical 

polymer former and wound the coil with 3.28 m of 2 mm² mag-

net wire. The coil winding was connected to two 10 AWG 

braided cables, resulting in a cross-section of 10.5 mm² (Alpha 

Wire 391045, Elizabeth (NJ), USA) and an Anderson connector 

(Anderson Power SB-350, Ideal Industries, Sycamore (IL), 

USA). The coil with cable and connector was measured at 10.8 

µH (Hameg Instruments HM8118, Frankfurt, Germany). 

We sampled the induced electric field of the coil under spher-

ical constraints, as seen in Fig. 3, using a well-established auto-

mated field probe that is widely used in TMS technology labs 

around the globe and described in more detail in the literature 

[43]. The coil was connected to a commercial MagVenture Mag-

Lite pulse source (Tonica, Farum, Denmark) with biphasic 

pulses (standard mode). 

Simulations in realistic head models with gyrus-level ana-

tomic details were performed in SimNIBS v3.2.6 with the ernie 

reference model. 

IX. RESULTS FOR THE EXAMPLES 

Figure 1 displays different current distributions for increasing 

orders of the basis vectors. Accordingly, the detail level of the 

projection grows with the order of included base vectors. At this 

point, the coil is still a continuous vector field, which needs a 

discretized representation in a wire path. 

Further processing of the current distribution from the high-

est possible resolution results in the discretized conductor paths 

through Equations 11 and 12. Figure 2 displays various discreti-

zations of the simplified D70 Alpha equivalent with different 

factors k, which further entail different numbers of turns and 

inductances. Comparable to other discretization processes, the 

necessary quantization of the current density into a conductor 

path introduces slight deviations from the continuous shape. 

Accordingly, the magnetic vector potential and the primary 

electric field matching amount to γ12T = 96% for the 12-turn fig-

ure-of-eight coil in Figure 2(a), γ14T = 98.7% for the 14-turn coil 

in Figure 2(b), and γ16T = 99.4% for the 16-turn coil in Figure 

2(c), demonstrating an increasing similarity with the target 

coil’s field for growing quantization resolution of the discrete 

wire representation. Further indicators qualifying the matching 

and the numerical implementation are the half-depth and tan-

gential spread values: The D70 coil has a d1/2 of 1.5 cm and a s1/2 

of 15 cm2. The projected coil has a d1/2 of 1.5 cm and a s1/2 of 16 

cm2. 

Figure 3 provides in Panel (a) the electric field measured 

from the experimental prototype under spherical constraints of 

the implementation of the coil shown in (b) matching the com-

mercial D70 Alpha coil. 

As can be seen in Figure 4, all three figure-of-eight coil rep-

resentations (D70, mapped coil with continuous current distri-

 
Fig. 4.  Simulation of the electric field in SimNIBS using the ernie reference 

head model. (a) Induced electric field of the commercial Magstim D70 alpha 

coil to be mapped, (b) induced electric field of the matched equivalent with 
continuous current distribution, and (c) induced electric field of the matched 

coil with discretized conductors with 14 turns. The field magnitude is color-

coded. 



 7 

bution, and mapped coil with discretized turns) lead to compa-

rable induced electric field distribution, depth penetration, and 

strength with negligible deviations in a realistic head model. 

The largest field strengths evolve at the cortical target with com-

parable area and roll-off. These electric field distributions were 

calculated independently from the derivation of the coils and 

have therefore no contribution to it. They are only meant to pro-

vide a demonstration of the equality of the electric fields. De-

spite the corresponding field distribution of both coils, the 

matched figure-of-eight coil on the curved spherical surface 

only requires 77% of the current of the original D70 coil for 

comparable field strength in the cortex. The coil heating, which 

scales with the squared current and the conductor length for 

equal cross section, decreases accordingly by –39%. Due to 

equal inductances, the required field energy of the mapped coil 

furthermore amounts to only 60% of the original D70, illustrat-

ing the achievable gain of such mapping. 

Figure 5 displays the original H4 and its simplified, surface-

projected version. Figure 6 in turn presents the coils’ electric 

fields, which were calculated based on their magnetic vector 

potentials with the ernie anatomy. The field images present the 

surface as well as a coronal section near the insular cortex to 

represent the depth properties in the main treatment area. Com-

pared to the figure-of-eight coil (see Fig. 4), the H4 field inten-

tionally covers a wide range of the cortex and also reaches no-

tably deeper. Visual inspection indicates a strong similarity of 

the original coil and its simplified projection. The more im-

portant quantitative error between the original H4 and the sim-

plification amounts to 4.1%. In addition to the simplification of 

the wiring, which intends to reduce cost and make the coil avail-

able to a wider community, the coil further also improves im-

portant practical properties: While maintaining the main char-

acteristics of the original coil, the equivalent coil only requires 

44% of the magnetic field energy for the same induced electric 

field and 54% of the coil wire, cutting the heating losses by 46% 

at comparable stimulation amplitude. 

X. DISCUSSION 

The mapping of the reference coils’ A vector potentials onto 

a bent surface reduced the necessary field energy and reflects 

previous observations that efficient coils should be as close to 

the head as possible while avoiding elements standing off [5, 

57-59, 73]. The lower magnetic field energy levels and currents 

for the projected coils would not only allow shrinking the TMS 

device size but also promises to reduce the coil heating and coil 

sound, both proportional to the squared current, as two technical 

side effects limiting the application of TMS [60-64]. 

The matching of both the D70 figure-of-eight coil as well as 

of the clinical H4 coil in the region of interest was close to one. 

The remaining deviation results from the quantization of the 

coils into a finite number of turns and are on the order of the 

manufacturing tolerance of some coils [43].  

The proposed procedure fills a number of blank spots in the 

prior art. Previous matching procedures left gaps in the process, 

which had to be performed manually with often rather ad-hoc 

steps: First, the matching was ensured for one or few specific 

anatomies only as the highly individual induced electric field 

 
Fig. 5.  Conductor paths of (a) the H4 Coil with an inductance of 31.4 µH and 

a conductor length of 9.1 m and (b) a spherical equivalent coil with an induct-

ance of 13.8 µH and a wire length of 4.9 m. 

 
Fig. 6.  Induced electric fields in a realistic anatomy in SimNIBS using the 

ernie reference head model with a frontal section through the insular cortex. 

(a) Original H4 coil to be mapped, (b) induced electric field of the simplified 

coil. 
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was in the focus, which depends on the material properties and 

features such as the gyrification [65, 66, 67, 73]. We instead base 

the procedure on an anatomy-independent precursor to achieve 

general matching. For anatomy-specific coil optimization or 

matching, this step can certainly also follow the previous ap-

proaches and use the induced electric field together with the 

other steps. 

Furthermore, the presented method introduces a consistent 

Hilbert-space-based formalism for a projection or basis change 

instead of previous computationally expensive iterative optimi-

zation, which furthermore tends to turn field or coil matching 

into an open-ended iterative search [73]. The target surface does 

not need to be between the source coil and the region of interest 

but can also be larger. However, as distance for a coil has low-

pass-filtering properties, the closer the target surface is to the 

head, the better it can represent fine features, such as tight 

bends. The coil space and the space of the magnetic vector po-

tential were designed as Hilbert vector spaces and equipped 

with vector bases as well as an isomorphism between the 

spaces. Whereas previous optimization-based matching could 

not guarantee to find a good match for design reasons but only 

hope for both good convergence and a sufficiently general so-

lution space, the basis change maps a coil basis vector by basis 

vector so that it can guarantee a match and also quantify 

(through the inner product) general, anatomy-independent 

matching. 

Finally, the prior art did not offer a satisfactory solution for 

generating a quantized implementable coil with individual turns 

in a spiraling fashion. Previously, any discretization of contin-

uous vector fields into conductor paths from precursors of this 

work followed two steps: first, closed wire loops were discre-

tized into isolines of the field; second, the individual closed 

loops representing individual turns were opened in one place 

and manually either spatially smoothed into each other or con-

nected in suitable spots [68]. This technique results in rather ab-

rupt steps between the turns of the conductor path and requires 

many manual steps, especially for complex geometries. 

As a solution, we introduced a coherent method that intrinsi-

cally generates the spiraling with a line integral through a vector 

field that combines basis superposition with a corresponding di-

vergence field formed out of the latter. This method can intrin-

sically manage multiple loop centers. It was therefore intention-

ally tested on a figure-of-eight coil as it contains two centers 

and therefore requires a very general and robust method. Fur-

thermore, the solution sets the number of turns and thus the in-

ductance and the discretization resolution naturally with a sin-

gle parameter that defines the strength of the divergence field. 

This single parameter can continuously and monotonically con-

trol the inductance so that the method can easily match a target 

inductance. In oscillator circuits of conventional TMS devices 

without active pulse control, the target inductance controls the 

pulse duration. Previous manual search of an inductance with 

connecting contour lines can be a rather tedious iterative proce-

dure. 

The method was designed for general bases and frames. The 

specific example used harmonics on the coil surface as in pre-

vious work. However, harmonics are nonlocal, whereas coils 

are typically spatially well-defined objects so that higher orders 

are not only necessary for describing sharper features of a coil 

but also to shift the coil and compensate for errors of lower or-

ders. Bases with more local dominance or even compact carri-

ers might deserve more research effort and may show better nu-

merical stability and convergence in the future. 

XI. CONCLUSION 

In contrast to previous optimization approaches to artificially 

generate entirely novel coils and fields, this article presents a 

new formalism to generate equivalents to exploit the potential 

of existing but often limited coils, regularly approved for pro-

cedures through their field shape, on given different geometric 

surface using Huygens’ and Love’s principle. These well-

known principle state that an electric field distribution inside a 

volume can be generated by a current distribution on an arbi-

trarily shaped shell around this volume. The method is based on 

a modal decomposition of the current density as well as the cor-

responding magnetic vector potential. After achieving an equiv-

alent current distribution on the surface, the formalism contin-

ues by modifying this distribution by an overlaid gradient field 

and discretizing it with a line integral into an actually usable 

conductor path. 

These benefits not only make it easy to use because no man-

ual steps are required, but it is comparatively also less compu-

tationally intensive, because of the missing optimization pro-

cess and can therefore be easily performed on midrange con-

sumer hardware. 

Among others, the presented formalism allows mapping coils 

based on their magnetic vector potentials onto surfaces that are 

closer to the head to save energy, e.g., to only one third in the 

presented D70 example and 44% for the H4 coil. Particularly, it 

allows mapping flat, or even complicated 3D-shaped coils onto 

bent surfaces or even the head surface in a fast forward formal-

ism that avoids any previous computationally limited iterative 

fitting procedures. It furthermore can derive specific coil imple-

mentations for coils for which only external field measurements 

are available. In addition, the method can also re-trace coils 

with different numbers of turns or other geometric parameters, 

such as the surface shape on which the coil resides, the inner 

diameter, outer diameter, or coil height. Similar to measured 

field distribution, the method can further generate the closest 

coil that generates a user-defined field distribution independent 

of already existing coil geometries. 
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