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Localization of MEG and EEG Brain Signals by
Alternating Projection

Amir Adler, Mati Wax, Dimitrios Pantazis

Abstract—We present a novel solution to the problem of local-
ization of MEG and EEG brain signals. The solution is sequential
and iterative, and is based on minimizing the least-squares (LS)
criterion by the Alternating Projection (AP) algorithm, which is
well known in the context of array signal processing. Unlike
existing scanning solutions belonging to the beamformer and
multiple-signal classification (MUSIC) families, the algorithm has
good performance in low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and can cope
with closely spaced sources and any mixture of correlated sources.
Results from simulated and experimental MEG data from a real
phantom demonstrated robust performance across an extended
SNR range, the entire inter-source correlation range, and across
multiple sources, with consistently superior localization accuracy
than popular scanning methods.

Index Terms—Brain signals, EEG, MEG, least-squares, al-
ternating projections, iterative beamformer, MUSIC, iterative-
sequential weighted-MUSIC, iterative-sequential MUSIC, fully
correlated sources, synchronous sources.

I. INTRODUCTION

B rain signals obtained by an array of magnetic or electric
sensors using magnetoencephalography (MEG) or elec-

troencephalography (EEG) offer the potential to investigate
the complex spatiotemporal activity of the human brain. Lo-
calization of MEG and EEG sources has gained much interest
in recent years since it can reveal the origins of neural signals
in both the typical and atypical brain [1].

Mathematically, the localization problem can be cast as an
optimization problem of computing the location and moment
parameters of the set of dipoles whose field best matches
the MEG/EEG measurements in a least-squares (LS) sense
[2]. In this paper we focus on dipole fitting and scanning
methods, which solve for a small parsimonious set of dipoles
and avoid the ill-posedness associated with imaging methods,
such as minimum-norm [3]. Dipole fitting methods solve the
optimization problem directly using techniques that include
gradient descent, Nedler-Meade simplex algorithm, multistart,
genetic algorithm, and simulated annealing [4]–[7]. However,
these techniques remain unpopular because they converge
to a suboptimal local optimum or are too computationally
expensive.

An alternative approach is scanning methods, which use
adaptive spatial filters to search for optimal dipole positions
throughout a discrete grid representing the source space [8].
Source locations are then determined as those for which
a metric (localizer) exceeds a given threshold. While these
approaches do not lead to true least squares solutions, they
can be used to initialize a local least squares search. The most
common scanning methods are beamformers [9], [10] and

MUSIC [2], both widely used for bioelectromagnetic source
localization, but they assume uncorrelated sources. When
correlations are significant, they result in partial or complete
cancellation of correlated (also referred to as synchronous)
sources) and distort the estimated time courses. Several multi-
source extensions have been proposed for synchronous sources
[11]–[19], however they require some a-priori information on
the location of the synchronous sources, are limited to the
localization of pairs of synchronous sources, or are limited in
their performance.

One important division of the scanning methods is whether
they are non-recursive or recursive. The original Beamformer
[9], [10] and MUSIC [2] methods are non-recursive and
require the identification of the largest local maxima in the
localizer function to find multiple dipoles. Some multi-source
variants are also non-recursive (e.g. [12], [14], [15], [20]), and
as a result they use brute-force optimization, assume that the
approximate locations of the neuronal sources have been iden-
tified a priori, or still require the identification of the largest
local maxima in the localizer function. To overcome these
limitations, non-recursive methods have recursive counterparts,
such as RAP MUSIC [21], TRAP MUSIC [22], Recursive
Double-Scanning MUSIC [23], and RAP Beamformer [1].
The idea behind the recursive execution is that one finds the
source locations iteratively at each step, projecting out the
topographies of the previously found dipoles before forming
the localizer for the current step [1], [21]. In this way, one
replaces the task of finding several local maxima with the
easier task of finding the global maximum of the localizer at
each iteration step. While recursive methods generally perform
better than their non-recursive counterparts, they still suffer
from several limitations, including limited performance, the
need for high signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), non-linear optimiza-
tion of source orientation angles and source amplitudes, or
inaccurate estimation as correlation values increase.

Here we present a novel solution to the source localization
problem which does not have these limitations. Our starting
point is the LS estimation criterion for the dipole fitting prob-
lem. As is well known, this criterion yields a multidimensional
nonlinear and nonconvex minimization problem, making it
very challenging to avoid being trapped in undesirable local
minima [24]. To overcome this challenge, we propose the
use of the Alternating Projection (AP) algorithm [25], which
is well known in sensor array signal processing. The AP
algorithm transforms the multidimensional problem to an
iterative process involving only one-dimensional maximization
problems, which are computationally much simpler. Moreover,
the algorithm has a very effective initialization scheme which
is the key to its good global convergence.
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Since the AP algorithm minimizes the LS criterion, which
coincides with the maximum likelihood (ML) criterion in the
case of white and Gaussian noise, it affords the following
properties: (i) good performance in low SNR and in low
number of samples, not failing even in the case of a single
sample, (ii) good resolution between closely spaced sources,
and (iii) ability to cope with any mixture of correlated sources,
including perfectly synchronous sources.

We note that the AP algorithm is conceptually close to the
recursive scanning methods, in that it estimates the source lo-
cations iteratively at each step, projecting out the topographies
of the previously found dipoles before forming the localizer
for the current step. A fundamental difference between the
AP algorithm and the recursive scanning methods is that
the AP algorithm iterates through all sources multiple times
until convergence while the recursive methods end when the
last source is found. As such, beyond the AP algorithm
which performs a LS estimation, there can be AP extensions
of the recursive scanning methods. For example, sequential
MUSIC (S-MUSIC) [26] naturally extends to AP MUSIC as
we describe in the method section.

In this paper, we derive the AP source localization method
and relate the analytical results against the standard beam-
former and MUSIC scanning methods. We then compare the
performance of AP against popular MUSIC and beamformer
variants in simulations that vary SNR and inter-source cor-
relation levels, and for different numbers of dipole sources.
Finally, we validate the accuracy of the AP method and
characterize its localization properties with experimental MEG
phantom data.

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS

A. Problem formulation

In this section we briefly review the notations used to
describe measurement data, forward matrix, and sources, and
formulate the problem of estimating current dipoles. Consider
an array of M MEG or EEG sensors that measures data from
a finite number Q of equivalent current dipole (ECD) sources
emitting signals {sq(t)}Qq=1 at locations {pq}Qq=1. Under these
assumptions, the M × 1 vector of the received signals by the
array is given by:

y(t) =

Q∑
q=1

l(pq)sq(t) + n(t), (1)

where l(pq) is the topography of the dipole at location pq and
n(t) is the additive noise. The topography l(pq), is given by:

l(pq) = L(pq)q, (2)

where L(pq) is the M × 3 forward matrix at location pq and
q is the 3 × 1 vector of the orientation of the ECD source.
Depending on the problem, the orientation q may be known,
referred to as fixed-oriented dipole, or it may be unknown,
referred to as freely-oriented dipole.

Assuming that the array is sampled N times at t1, ..., tN ,
the matrix Y of the sampled signals can be expressed as:

Y = A(P)S + N, (3)

where Y is the M ×N matrix of the received signals:

Y = [y(t1), ...,y(tN )], (4)

A(P) is the M ×Q mixing matrix of the topography vectors
at the Q locations P = [p1, ...,pQ]:

A(P) = [l(p1), ..., l(pQ)], (5)

S is the Q×N matrix of the sources:

S = [s(t1), ..., s(tN )], (6)

with s(t) = [s1(t), ..., sQ(t)]T , and N is the M × N matrix
of noise:

N = [n(t1), ...,n(tN )]. (7)

We further make the following assumptions regarding the
emitted signals and the propagation model:

A1: The number of sources Q is known and obeys Q < M .
A2: The emitted signals are unknown and arbitrarily cor-

related, including the case that a subset of the sources or all
of them are synchronous.

A3: The forward matrix L(p) is known for every location
p (computed by the forward model).

A4: Every Q topography vectors {l(pq)}Qq=1 are linearly
independent, i.e., rankA(P) = Q.

We can now state the problem of localization of brain
signals as follows: Given the received data Y, estimate the
Q locations of the sources {pq}Qq=1.

B. The Alternating Projection solution

We first solve the problem for the fixed-oriented dipoles
and then extend it to freely-oriented dipoles. The least-squares
estimation criterion, from (3), is given by

{P̂, Ŝ}ls = arg min
P,S
‖ Y −A(P)S‖2F . (8)

where F denotes the Frobenius norm. To solve this minimiza-
tion problem, we first eliminate the unknown signal matrix S
by expressing it in terms of P. To this end, we equate to zero
the derivative of (8) with respect to S, and solve for S:

Ŝ = (A(P)TA(P))−1A(P)TY. (9)

Defining ΠA(P) the projection matrix on the column span of
A(P)

ΠA(P) = A(P)(A(P)TA(P))−1A(P)T , (10)

equations (8), (9), and (10) now yield:

P̂ = arg min
P
‖ (I−ΠA(P))Y‖2F (11)

= arg max
P
‖ΠA(P)Y‖2F (12)

= arg max
P

tr(ΠA(P)CΠA(P)) (13)

= arg max
P

tr(ΠA(P)C) (14)

where tr( ) denotes the trace operator, subscript F denotes the
Frobenius norm, C is the data covariance matrix C = YYT ,
and I denotes the identity matrix.
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This is a nonlinear and nonconvex Q-dimensional maxi-
mization problem. The AP algorithm [25] solves this problem
by transforming it to a sequential and iterative process involv-
ing only 1-dimensional maximization problems. The trans-
formation is based on the projection-matrix decomposition
formula. Let B and D be two matrices with the same number
of rows, and let Π[B,D] denote the projection-matrix onto the
column span of the augmented matrix [B,D]. Then:

Π[B,D] = ΠB + Π⊥BΠD, (15)

where Π⊥B is the projection to the orthogonal complement of
B, given by Π⊥B = (I−ΠB).

The AP algorithm exploits this decomposition to transform
the multidimensional maximization (14) into a sequential and
iterative process involving only maximization over a single
parameter at a time, with all the other parameters held fixed
at their pre-estimated values. More specifically, let j + 1
denote the current iteration number, and let q denote the
current source to be estimated (q is sequenced from 1 to Q in
every iteration). The other sources are held fixed at their pre-
estimated values: {p̂(j+1)

i }q−1i=1 , which have been pre-estimated
in the current iteration, and {p̂(j)

i }
Q
i=q+1, which have been

pre-estimated in the previous iteration. With this notation, let
A(P̂

(j)
(q)) denote the M × (Q− 1) matrix of the topographies

corresponding to these values (note that the q-th topography
is excluded), given by:

A(P̂
(j)
(q)) = [l(p̂

(j+1)
1 ), ..., l(p̂

(j+1)
q−1 ), l(p̂

(j)
q+1), ..., l(p̂

(j)
Q )].

(16)
By the projection matrix decomposition (15), we have:

Π
[A(P̂

(j)

(q)
),l(pq)]

= Π
A(P̂

(j)

(q)
)

+ Π⊥
A(P̂

(j)

(q)
)
Πl(pq). (17)

Substituting (17) into (14), and ignoring the contribution of
the first term since it is not a function of pq , we get:

p̂(j+1)
q = arg max

pq

tr(Π⊥
A(P̂

(j)

(q)
)
Πl(pq)C). (18)

To ease notation, we define:

Q
(j)
(q) = Π⊥

A(P̂
(j)

(q)
)
, (19)

with Q
(j)
(q) denoting the projection matrix that projects out all

but the q-th source at iteration j. Then (18) can be rewritten,
using the properties of the projection and trace operators, as:

p̂(j+1)
q = arg max

pq

lT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)CQ

(j)
(q)l(pq)

lT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)l(pq)

. (20)

The initialization of the algorithm, which is critical for its
good global convergence, is very straightforward. First we
solve (14) for a single source, yielding

p̂
(0)
1 = arg max

p1

lT (p1)Cl(p1)

lT (p1)l(p1)
. (21)

Then, we add one source at a time and solve for the q-th
source, q = 2, ..., Q, yielding

p̂(0)
q = arg max

pq

lT (pq)Q
(0)
(q)CQ

(0)
(q)l(pq)

lT (pq)Q
(0)
(q)l(pq)

, (22)

where Q
(0)
(q) is the projection matrix that projects out the

previously estimated q − 1 sources:

Q
(0)
(q) = (I−Π

A(P̂
(0)

(q)
)
), (23)

with A(P̂
(0)
(q)) being the M × (q − 1) matrix given by

A(P̂
(0)
(q)) = [l(p̂

(0)
1 ), ..., l(p̂

(0)
q−1)]. (24)

Once the initial location of the Q-th source has been estimated,
subsequent iterations of the algorithm, described by (20),
begin. The iterations continue till the localization refinement
from one iteration to the next is below a pre-defined threshold.

Note that the algorithm climbs the peak of (14) along lines
parallel to p1, ...pQ, with the climb rate depending on the
structure of the cost function in the proximity of the peak.
Since a maximization is performed at every step, the value
of the maximized function cannot decrease. As a result, the
algorithm is bound to converge to a local maximum which
may not necessarily be the global one. Yet, in practice the
above described initialization procedure yields good global
convergence.

In the case of freely-oriented dipoles, it follows from (2)
that the solution (20) becomes:

p̂(j+1)
q = arg max

pq,q

qTLT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)CQ

(j)
(q)L(pq)q

qTLT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)L(pq)q

, (25)

whose solution is given by

q̂(j+1) = arg max
pq

v1(F
(j)
(q),G

(j)
(q)), (26)

and
p̂(j+1)
q = arg max

pq

λ1(F
(j)
(q),G

(j)
(q)), (27)

where
F

(j)
(q) = LT (pq)Q

(j)
(q)CQ

(j)
(q)L(pq), (28)

and
G

(j)
(q) = LT (pq)Q

(j)
(q)Q

(j)
(q)L(pq), (29)

with v1(F,G) and λ1(F,G) denoting the generalized eigen-
vector and generalized eigenvalue, respectively, corresponding
to the maximum generalized eigenvalue of the matrix pencil
(F,G).

C. Relationship of Alternating Projection to other localization
methods

It is interesting to compare the above derived AP algorithms
to the seemingly similar recursively applied and projected
(RAP) beamformer, which is shown in [1] to be mathe-
matically equivalent to the multiple constrained minimum
variance (MCMV) [17]. To this end, we write down the RAP
beamformer for a fixed-oriented dipole as

p̂q = arg max
pq

lT (pq)Q
(0)
(q)l(pq)

lT (pq)(Q
(0)
(q)CQ

(0)
(q))
†l(pq)

, (30)

where † denotes the pseudo-inverse. Comparing it to the AP
solution, the nominator is identical to the denominator of
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(20), while the denominator, excluding the pseudoinverse, is
identical to the nominator of (20). Note that the pseudoinverse
”compensates” for this role switching of the nominator and the
denominator, making the two algorithms seemingly similar.
Computationally, (20) is much simpler than (30) since no
psuedoinverse is required. Moreover, it works even for the case
of a single sample and for the case of synchronous sources,
i.e., when C is rank 1, in which case the RAP beamformer,
as all the LCMV-based beamformers, fails. Another difference
between the algorithms is their iterative nature. While the RAP
beamformer (30) is computed only Q times, for q = 1, ..., Q,
the AP algorithm (20) is computed iteratively till convergence,
thus enabling improved performance. A similar multi-iteration
version of the MCMV solution was presented in [27].

Since the number of sources Q is assumed known, we can
replace the covariance matrix C in (20) by its signal-subspace
approximation given by UsΛsU

T
s , where Λs is the matrix of

the Q largest eigenvalues of C, and Us is the matrix of the
corresponding eigenvectors. We get:

p̂(j+1)
q = arg max

pq

lT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)UsΛsU

T
s Q

(j)
(q)l(pq)

lT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)l(pq)

, (31)

This algorithm can be regarded as the iterative and sequential
version of the weighted-MUSIC algorithm [28], and we refer
to it as AP-wMUSIC.

If we omit the weighting matrix Λs from this expression
we get:

p̂(j+1)
q = arg max

pq

lT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)UsU

T
s Q

(j)
(q)l(pq)

lT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)l(pq)

, (32)

which is the same form as the sequential MUSIC (S-MUSIC)
[26], with the difference that (32) is computed iteratively till
convergence while the S-MUSIC is computed only Q times
for q = 1, ...Q, with no iterations. We refer to (32) as AP-
MUSIC. We should point out that an algorithm similar to (32),
referred to as self-consistent MUSIC has been introduced in
[29]. Yet, being based on RAP-MUSIC [21], that algorithm is
computationally more complex.

When all sources are known to be synchronous [30], one can
improve the proposed estimators. Indeed, synchronous sources
yield a signal subspace of rank 1, and hence US must be
replaced by u1 in both the AP-wMUSIC and in AP-MUSIC
algorithms. This results in an identical solution for both:

p̂(j+1)
q = arg max

pq

lT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)u1u

T
1 Q

(j)
(q)l(pq)

lT (pq)Q
(j)
(q)l(pq)

. (33)

D. Performance evaluation with simulations

We assessed the performance of the AP localization method
against five alternative source localization methods: MU-
SIC, RAP-MUSIC, RAP-beamformer, AP-MUSIC, and AP-
wMUSIC. The last two are variants of the original MUSIC
algorithm using the AP algorithm to perform iterations until
convergence, and were introduced in the previous section.
We compared the performance of all methods for different

(a) Simulation geometry

(b) Phantom geometry

Fig. 1: Geometry of simulation and phantom experiments.
(a) Simulations used the anatomy of an adult human subject
and a whole-head MEG sensor array from an Elekta Triux
device. (b) Real phantom experiments activated an array of
32 artificial dipoles in the depicted locations, and signals were
measured with a whole-head MEG sensor array from an Elekta
Neuromag device.

source configurations of varying levels of SNR and inter-
source correlation, defined by:

ρ =
aT b

‖a‖2‖b‖2
, (34)

where a and b are the corresponding sources’ waveform
vectors.

The geometry of the sensor array was based on the whole-
head Elekta Triux MEG system (306-channel probe unit with
204 planar gradiometer sensors and 102 magnetometer sen-
sors) (Figure 1a). The geometry of the MEG source space was
modeled with the cortical manifold extracted from a real adult
human subject’s MR data using Freesurfer [31]. Sources were
restricted to approximately 15,000 grid points over the cortex.
The lead field matrix was estimated using BrainStorm [32]
based on an overlapping spheres head model [33]. Gaussian
white noise was generated and added to the MEG sensors
to model instrumentation noise at specified SNR levels. The
SNR was defined as the ratio of the Frobenius norm of the
signal-magnetic-field spatiotemporal matrix to that of the noise
matrix for each trial as in [34].
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(a) Two sources with inter-source correlation ρ = 0 (b) Two sources with inter-source correlation ρ = 0.5

Fig. 2: Source localization error for an extended range of signal-to-noise ratio values. Monte Carlo simulations were conducted
for the case of two sources with inter-source correlation 0 (a) and 0.5 (b).

(a) Two sources with SNR -10 dB (b) Two sources with SNR 0 dB

Fig. 3: Source localization error across the entire inter-source correlation range. Monte Carlo simulations were conducted for
the case of two sources with signal-to-noise ratio -10 dB (a) and 0 dB (b).

We first considered cases where the number of dipole
sources and inter-source correlation were fixed, and evaluated
localization accuracy for a range of SNR values. Subsequently,
we fixed the SNR level and varied inter-source correlation to
assess robustness in localization even for highly synchronous
sources. Last, we increased the number of sources to validate
that localization is accurate even for multiple concurrently
active sources. In each case, simulations were performed over
500 Monte-Carlo random samples and source time courses
were modeled with 50 time points sampled as mixtures of
sinusoidal signals.

E. Performance evaluation with a real phantom

We assessed the performance of the AP localization algo-
rithm using the phantom data provided in the phantom tutorial1

of the Brainstorm software [32]. The phantom device was
provided with the Elekta Neuromag system and contained
32 artificial dipoles in locations dispersed in four quadrants
(Figure 1b). The phantom dipoles were energized using an
internal signal generator and an external multiplexer box was
used to connect the signal to the individual dipoles. Only one

1https://neuroimage.usc.edu/brainstorm/Tutorials/PhantomElekta
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(a) Three sources with inter-source correlation 0.5 (b) Five sources with inter-source correlation 0.5

Fig. 4: Localization error for multiple simultaneously active sources. Monte Carlo simulations were conducted for the case of
Q = 3 (a) and Q = 5 (b) sources. In all cases, pairwise inter-source correlation was set to ρ = 0.5.

dipole could be activated at a time, therefore we combined
data trials from different dipoles to simulate the concurrent
activation of multiple synchronous sources.

The phantom data were collected using an Elekta Neuromag
MEG system (306-channel probe unit with 204 planar gra-
diometer sensors and 102 magnetometersensors). The source
space comprised the volume of a sphere, centered within
the MEG sensor array with 64.5 mm radius, sampled with
a regular (isotropic) grid of points with 2.5 mm resolution
yielding a total of 56,762 grid points. The lead field matrix
was estimated using BrainStorm [32] based on a single sphere
head model.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. AP method has low localization error across an extended
SNR range

We assessed the performance of AP method against scan-
ning methods for different SNR levels ranging from -10 dB to
10 dB. Monte Carlo simulation analyses were conducted with
the geometry of a real adult human subject and a 306-channel
MEG sensor array. Performance was evaluated for the case of
two active sources with inter-source correlation values ρ = 0
and ρ = 0.5 (Figure 2).

The AP method had the lowest localization error in all SNR
levels until performance saturated at zero localization error for
high SNR values. The second best method was AP-wMUSIC,
which consistently outperformed the remaining methods. It
was followed by AP-MUSIC, which performed similarly to
RAP-MUSIC but with better performance at very low SNR
values. Collectively, all three AP-based methods fared better
than MUSIC, RAP-MUSIC, and RAP-beamformer, providing
evidence that the AP algorithm offers superior performance
than popular scanning methods. The worse performance was

obtained from the MUSIC algorithm, demonstrating its disad-
vantage against iterative (recursive or AP-based) multi-source
methods. All results held true for both uncorrelated (ρ =0)
and correlated (ρ =0.5) sources.

B. AP method is robust across the entire inter-source corre-
lation range

We extended the above simulations to evaluate the perfor-
mance of the localization methods against the entire range of
inter-source correlation values from uncorrelated (ρ = 0) to
perfectly synchronous (ρ = 1) (Figure 3). For the low SNR
(-10 dB) condition, the AP method was consistently better
than all other methods in all correlation values, excluding
the perfectly synchronous case where the AP-wMUSIC had
a small advantage. For high SNR (0 dB) most methods closed
the performance gap, with AP-wMUSIC matching the AP
method performance throughout. The results demonstrate that
the AP method was reliably robust for the entire range of SNR
and inter-source correlation values.

C. AP method can localize multiple sources

We further evaluated the performance of AP method in
the case of more than two simultaneously active sources. We
conducted Monte Carlo simulations for the case of Q = 3 and
Q = 5 sources with strong inter-source correlation (ρ = 0.5)
(Figure 4). Consistent with the previous results for a pair of
sources, we observed the same relative performance of all
methods for the case of multiple sources. The AP method
yielded the smallest localization error throughout, followed
by the other two AP-based localization methods, though RAP-
MUSIC was comparable to AP-MUSIC in some cases.
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D. Performance evaluation for perfectly synchronous sources
and known signal subspace rank

The previous results revealed no localization method ex-
ceeded the performance of the AP method, with sole exception
the AP-wMUSIC for perfectly synchronous sources. Here we
investigated this case in more detail. We conducted Monte
Carlo simulations with Q = 3 and Q = 5 sources having
perfect inter-source correlation (ρ = 1) (Figure 5). To explore
the effect of signal subspace, we applied hard truncation to
the eigenspectrum of the data covariance matrix, leaving 3
components (three sources), 5 components (five sources), or
1 component (three or five sources). The latter matched the
true rank of the signal covariance matrix, given the perfectly
synchronous source time courses.

In all cases, the AP method had nearly identical localization
error to AP-wMUSIC for high SNR values (> 0 dB) (Figure
5a-d). However, its performance dropped for low SNR values
where the AP-wMUSIC emerged as the clear winner. The AP-
MUSIC had inferior performance when the data covariance
leaked signal from noisy eigencomponents (Figure 5ab), but
by definition matched the performance of the AP-wMUSIC
when the data covariance had a single component (Figure 5cd).

E. AP method refines the localization of phantom dipoles

We assessed the performance of the AP method in localizing
real experimental data collected using the Elekta phantom.
The data comprised MEG recordings collected during the
sequential activation of 32 artifical dipoles. Each dipole was
activated 20 times with amplitude 200 nAm and 2000 nAm,
yielding a total of 20 trials in each experimental condition.
The true locations of the dipoles are shown in Figure 1b. To
evaluate the ability of the AP method in localizing pairs of
synchronous dipoles, we simulated the simultaneous activation
of two sources by averaging the evoked responses for each of
the 496 possible combinations of pairs of dipoles before source
localization. AP localization relied on the freely-oriented so-
lution (Eq. 25).

The average localization error across all combinations of
pairs of dipoles for both the 200 nAm and 2000 nAm condi-
tions in shown in Figure 6. To investigate the importance of
AP iterations in refining localization, we computed the error
separately for the first and last iteration of the AP algorithm.
We used violin plots that combine the advantages of box plots
with density traces. Each ”violin” contains a box-plot (white
dot, vertical thick black box and thin black line), where the
white dot represents the median of the distribution, the vertical
thick black box indicates the inter-quartile range, and the
thin black line denotes the extensions to the maximum and
minimum values. The median value is also written on the top
of the violin for convenience. The mean value is depicted by
a horizontal line. The shaded areas surrounding the box plot
show the probability density of the data across all pairs of
dipoles, with individual data points plotted as colored circles.

Localization error dropped considerably from the first to
the last iteration of the AP algorithm (Figure 6a). For the 200
nAm condition, the median localization error dropped from
9.7 mm to 4.1 nAm, and for the 2000 nAm condition from

8.2 mm to 2.8 mm. The number of required AP iterations
were similar for the 200 nAm and 2000 nAm conditions, with
an average of 3.10 and 2.97 iterations respectively, indicating
fast convergence of the AP algorithm (Figure 6b). The quality
of dipole localization is exemplified in Figure 7, showing
that errors are considerably reduced from first to the last AP
iteration for both the 200 nAm and 2000 nAm conditions.

F. Characterizing the phantom performance of the AP method

We further explored the factors affecting the quality of
source localization of the AP method. Localization error
was higher for sources with small spatial separation, and
progressively decreased as the true dipoles were further apart
(Figure 8). This was expected, as nearby sources have similar
topographies and are hard to dissociate with each other.

The final localization error was not dependant on the
required number of AP iterations, suggesting that the quality
of source localization did not depend on the initialization
of the algorithm (Figure 9a). Consistent with this idea, the
reduction of localization error (∆ Localization Error) was
higher with increased number of AP iterations, indicating
that each iteration progressively leads to improved localization
performance (Figure 9b).

The final localization error was smaller for the first than the
second detected source (Figure 9c). This is consistent with
the initialization of the AP method, which first detects the
source that achieves the best LS fit and then progressively
detects other sources. Despite this difference in localization
error between the two sources, the reduction of localization
error over iterations was higher for the second than the first
source (Figure 9d).

IV. CONCLUSION

We have presented a new sequential and iterative solution to
the localization of MEG/EEG signals based on minimization
of the LS criterion by the AP algorithm. This solution is appli-
cable to the case of synchronous sources and even a single time
sample, and is computationally similar to all the competing
recursive scanning algorithms based on the beamformer and
MUSIC frameworks with the difference that the algorithm
iterates till convergence. As a by-product, we have also derived
signal subspace versions of this algorithm, referred to as AP-
wMUSIC and AP-MUSIC, which are applicable even in the
case of synchronous sources.

Our simulation and real phantom results demonstrated that
the AP method performs robustly for a wide range of SNR val-
ues, across the entire range of inter-source correlation values,
and for multiple sources. In all simulation experiments, the AP
method had consistently the best performance, excluding the
case of perfectly synchronous sources where the AP-wMUSIC
had a slightly better accuracy.

Taken together, our work demonstrated the high perfor-
mance of the AP algorithm in localizing MEG/EEG sources.
It also revealed the importance of iterating through all sources
multiple times until convergence instead of recursively scan-
ning for sources and terminating the scan after the last
source is found, which is the approach largely followed by
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(a) 3 synchronous sources, signal subspace truncated to 3 components (b) 3 synchronous sources, signal subspace truncated to 1 component

(c) 5 synchronous sources, signal subspace truncated to 5 components (d) 5 synchronous sources, signal subspace truncated to 1 component

Fig. 5: Localization error vs. SNR with Q = 3 (ab) and Q = 5 (cd) perfectly synchronous sources (ρ = 1). The rank of the
data covariance subspace was hard truncated to a reduced number of components as indicated in each subfigure.

existing scanning methods. Last, it paved the way to direct
AP extensions of popular scanning methods, maximizing the
impact of this work.

V. DATA AVAILABILITY

The data and analysis tools used in the current study are
available at https://alternatingprojection.github.io/.
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(a) Localization error vs. required AP iterations (b) Reduction of localization error vs. required AP iterations

(c) Localization error vs. source order (d) Reduction of localization error vs. source order

Fig. 9: Performance of AP algorithm for the 200 nAm phantom dataset. (a) Localization error for different values of the last
AP iteration. (b) Reduction of localization error for different values of the last AP iteration. (c) Localization error for the first
and second source. (d) Reduction of localization error for the first and second source.
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