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ABSTRACT

The dynamic response of the human brain to direct impact was studied by three-dimensional
finite element modeling. The model includes a layered shell closely representing the cranial
bones with the interior contents occupied by an incompressible continuum to simulate the brain.

Falx and tentorium modeled with 4 node membrane element were also incorporated. The

computed pressure-time histories at 4 locations within the brain element compared quite

favorably with previously published experimental data from cadaver experiments.

Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine the effects of the impact direction on

the dynamic response of the brain in children. A parametric study was subsequently conducted

to identify the model response when the age and impact site were varied.
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Fig. 1 Developed 3-D model
(skull, faix and tentorium are not shown)
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