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Vibration sensing is ubiquitous among vertebrates, with the
sensory end organ generally being a multilayered ellipsoidal
structure. There is, however, a wide range of sizes and
structural arrangements across species. In this work, we
applied our earlier computational model of the Pacinian
corpuscle to predict the sensory response of different species
to various stimulus frequencies, and based on the results, we
identified the optimal frequency for vibration sensing and
the bandwidth over which frequencies should be most
detectable. We found that although the size and layering
of the corpuscles were very different, almost all of the
19 species studied showed very similar sensitivity ranges.
The human and goose were the notable exceptions, with
their corpuscle tuned to higher frequencies (130–170 versus
40–50 Hz). We observed no correlation between animal size
and any measure of corpuscle geometry in our model. Based
on the results generated by our computational model, we
hypothesize that lamellar corpuscles across different species
may use different sizes and structures to achieve similar
frequency detection bands.
1. Introduction
Vibrotactile sensitivity across different animal types is fine-tuned
to fit each species’ particular needs [1]. Species rely on vibrotactile
sensitivity for various purposes, ranging from hunting to
predator detection to tool manipulation. The Pacinian corpuscle
(PC) is a cutaneous mechanoreceptor responsible for sensing
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high frequency (20–1000 Hz) vibrations [2–4]. The PC has been reported in species such as mammals,

reptiles and amphibians and has been identified in many anatomical locations, including human
hands [5] and elephant feet [6]. The PC’s avian homologue, the Herbst corpuscle (HC), is found
primarily in the bird’s beak but also in other regions such as the legs [7,8]. These homologous end
organs show functional similarities but some structural differences, such as inner core organization
[4,7]. However, both the PC and HC are ovoid receptors comprising a single myelinated nerve fibre
encapsulated by collagenous lamellae [7]. In this paper, we use the term ‘lamellar corpuscles’ to refer
collectively to Pacinian and Herbst corpuscles.

Specialization in the structural properties of the lamellar corpuscles, as well as their anatomical location,
enables these end organs to serve distinct sensory roles for different species. The somatosensory organs of
snakes are specialized to aid in hunting, as the snakesmust rely on their sense of touch to hunt and catch fish
in complete darkness andmay use vibrations of surrounding water to locate prey [1,9]. Crocodiles also rely
on their sense of touch to hunt in dark environments [1]. The star-nosed mole uses its star organ, which
includes 22 mechanosensitive appendages around the nostrils, to forage in muddy soil [10]. Each
appendage is innervated by various mechanoreceptors, including Pacinian-like corpuscles, and contains
the densest population of mechanosensitive end organs found in mammals [1,10,11].

Birds rely on tactile sensitivity within their skin and beaks or bills. Foragers, such as kiwi and
sandpipers, rely on mechanosensors in their bills to locate invertebrates in sand and soil via ‘remote
touch’ to sense vibrations generated by burrowing prey [1,12]. Anseriformes, including ducks, geese
and swans, use their touch to hunt in aquatic environments. Some species of ducks use ‘dabbling,’
during which they move their mechanosensitive bill back and forth in water, to forage [1].

Mammalian PCs are also implicated in other functions depending on anatomical location. The PCs of
human and monkey hands are localized to areas necessary for gripping and tool manipulation [13].
Elephants are believed to use PCs in their feet to sense low-frequency seismic waves for long-distance
communication [6], and kangaroos may use PCs located in their extremities to sense ground
vibrations, which could aid in predator detection [14].

Given the wide range of lamellar corpuscle size, structure and function across species, one must ask
how the size and structure vary, and what the functional consequences of this variation are. Thus, the
goal of this study was to use our previously published theoretical model of the PC [15–17] to predict
functional differences among lamellar corpuscles of different species based on structural differences.
A literature search was performed to obtain lamellar corpuscle outer core structural parameters. Next,
a three-stage model of the PC’s mechano-to-neural transduction was used in a species-specific manner
to simulate neural responses resulting from surface vibrations. Tuning curves were generated for each
animal, and the peak frequency and bandwidth of these tuning curves were compared across species.
2. Material and methods
2.1. Modelling scheme
A previously published [15] computational model of the PC’s mechano-to-neural transduction was used
to simulate the PC’s neural response to vibration. This model comprises three stages, run in series, each
dealing with specific components of the PC’s transduction process. The input to Stage 1 is a mechanical
vibration applied to the PC’s outer surface and the output of Stage 3 is the spike train elicited by that
vibratory stimulus, as might be recorded in vivo.

Stage 1 of the model is a finite-element mechanical model of the PC’s outer core. The outer core is
modelled as a sphere with alternating layers of fluid and solid to represent the inner structure. The
mechanics of the lamellae and inter-lamellar fluid are based on shell and lubrication theory,
respectively. The lamellae are assigned a Young’s modulus, thickness and radial location, and the
fluid layers are assigned viscosity and thickness. The outermost shell of the Stage 1 model is vibrated
with a spatiotemporal pressure wave whose peaks occur at the poles and equator of the corpuscle and
whose temporal frequency is specified (see equation 31 of [15] for more detail). The resulting
deformation of the innermost shell is obtained and used as the boundary condition for Stage 2.

Stage 2 is a second finite-element mechanical model of the PC’s inner core and neurite in COMSOL.
Five filopodia protrude from the neurite’s surface. These filopodial bases are hypothesized to be the
locations of mechanically gated cation channels critical to the PC’s vibration response [18]. The outer
surface of the inner core is deformed according to the Stage 1 output, and the resulting neurite
surface strains are passed through a saturation function [19] to convert strain to channel current. This
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current is then input to Stage 3, which is a computational electrochemical neurite model in NEURON

[20]. The Stage 3 model simulates the opening of mechanically gated cation channels on the neurite’s
membrane. The resulting action potentials are recorded, and the firing rates generated from vibratory
inputs at various amplitudes are calculated. Combining the three stages, the computational model
allows simulation of the PC’s neural response to an arbitrary vibratory mechanical stimulus applied to
the receptor’s outer surface

2.2. Structural analysis of corpuscles
A literature search was performed to obtain lamellar corpuscle structural parameters. Species were
selected based on the availability of relevant data and quality of published histological images.
For the cat PC, the number of outer core lamellae, lamellar thickness and corpuscle outer radius were
obtained from published findings [21,22]. For the duck HC, the number of lamellae was obtained
from published text [23,24]. In most cases, a diameter range was not reported by the paper in
question, so all other species’ structural properties were measured by analysis of histological images
using ImageJ [25,26]. In some cases, only one histological image of the corpuscle was provided; in
cases where the paper in question reported multiple images, the image with the clearest lamellar
organization was chosen for analysis. Outer core lamellae were counted manually; corpuscle outer
radius and lamellar thickness were measured based on image scale bars. If no scale bar was provided,
corpuscle radius and lamellar thickness were measured in pixels, since the computational model can
be run using only the ratio between thickness and radius when actual values are unavailable. The
lamellar thicknesses estimated in this approach depended on the resolution of the provided image
and did not include factors such as the connective tissues, collagen fibrils and proteoglycans present
between lamellae [27,28].

Linear regressions were performed to compare the statistical relationships between animal size and
corpuscle structural parameters. The p-values were calculated to test the null hypothesis that animal
size had no effect on corpuscle radius, lamellar thickness or number of lamellae. Linear regressions
were also performed to test the relationship between corpuscle outer radius and the thickness and
number of lamellae. The p-values were calculated to test the null hypothesis that corpuscle outer
radius had no effect on lamellar thickness or number of lamellae.

2.3. Mechanical and neural simulations
The measured lamellar corpuscle radius, lamellar thickness and number of lamellae were used as
structural inputs to Stage 1. The elastic (Young’s) modulus for a lamella was set at 1.4 kPa, following
our previous experiments on the human PC [29]. Inter-lamellar fluid viscosity was specified to be
3.5 mPa s, or approximately 5 times that of water at 37°C [30]. Stages 1–3 of the multiphysics PC
model were run for stimuli at 2–1000 Hz.

Neural tuning curves were generated for each animal by determining the surface displacement at
which the evoked neural firing frequency equalled the surface indentation frequency. We defined the
peak frequency to be the minimum of the tuning curve, or the frequency at which the tuning threshold
amplitude was minimized (Amin). Our other measure, the bandwidth, was defined as the frequency
range over which the tuning threshold was less than 3.5Amin. This cut-off was determined by
comparing simulated human results with the reported functional human bandwidth of 40–1000 Hz
[4,31]. When a lower bandwidth limit could not be measured because the tuning threshold remained
low even at very low frequencies, the limit was set at 0 Hz.
3. Results
Usable images of lamellar corpuscles were found for 19 animals; structural data calculated from those
images are summarized in table 1 along with the calculated peak frequency and bandwidth from
neural tuning curves simulated for each animal. For the rat, we used images provided by B. Güçlü.
Table 1 contains a single value, and not a range, for each parameter reported for different species.
While anatomical variation exists between corpuscles in a single species and has been reported in the
literature [21,27,28,39], these detailed evaluations of corpuscle structure and published ranges have
mainly been reported for the cat corpuscle. Therefore, for animal species other than the cat and duck,
a single histological image was analysed and the parameters determined from that one image are
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Figure 1. Lamellar corpuscle structural parameters. (a) Corpuscle outer radius versus animal mass. The colour and shape of the data
points reflect taxonomic class. Outer radii listed in pixels in table 1 are excluded. (b) Average lamellar thickness in the outer core
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reported in table 1. The data are shown graphically in figure 1 to visualize the relationship or lack thereof
between animal size and corpuscle size. Corpuscle outer radius and average lamellar thickness for each
animal are shown in figure 1a,b for the cases in which the histological image included a scale bar.
Lamellar thickness was normalized by corpuscle outer radius in figure 1c for all animals. The number
of lamellae counted in the outer shell is shown in figure 1d. There was no significant correlation with
animal mass or taxonomic class for any calculated quantity ( p > 0.38 for all cases).

The corpuscular structural properties listed in table 1 were analysed to determine whether a
corpuscle’s outer radius correlated with the thickness or number of lamellae in that corpuscle. In
contrast with the lack of effect of animal mass on corpuscle structure, corpuscle outer radius was a
good predictor of lamellar organization. Average lamellar thickness is moderately ( p = 0.07; r2 = 0.23)
correlated with corpuscle outer radius (figure 2a), and the number of lamellae in a corpuscle is
strongly ( p < 0.01, r2 = 0.43) correlated with the outer radius of that corpuscle (figure 2b).

This model has previously been compared with the functional response in the cat [15] and to
psychophysical responses in human subjects [40] but has not been validated with an avian species.
Simulations were performed using published micrographs of HCs in duck [23,24] and goose bills [33].
The simulated tuning curve of the duck corpuscle was compared (figure 3) with published
electrophysiological tuning curves from seven HCs [41], with the caveat that the neurophysiological
and structural studies were performed years apart and on different individual animals; unfortunately,
the neurophysiological study [41] included no structural data, and the structural studies [23,24]
included no neurophysiological data. The neurophysiological data [41] plotted in figure 3 were
obtained from seven HCs that responded to 1–1075 Hz vibrations induced by a 0.5 mm diameter
probe on the bill surface. Detailed methods for the experiment can be found in the published
manuscript by Gregory [41]. The simulated tuning curve shows a lower peak frequency than the
published tuning curves, but it falls comfortably within the range of observed thresholds despite
using no adjustable parameters. Furthermore, the physical properties and in vivo depths for the HCs
tested by Gregory were not reported [41], and knowledge of these parameters would provide insight
into the experimentally obtained tuning curves and how they compare with the simulated response.
The computational curve also has much steeper slopes at the boundaries of the receptive range than
the experimental curves, possibly due to an effect from the surrounding tissue in the experiments that
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was not accounted for in the corpuscle-only simulations. In particular, the distance between the stimulus
and the corpuscle could not be controlled in Gregory’s experiments [41], leading to potential attenuation
of signal [17,42]. Accounting for the surrounding tissue in our computational model would better match
the simulated tuning curve for the duck HC to the published experimental results shown in figure 3. No
tuning curves have been published for HCs in the goose bill, but it has been reported that goose-bill
mechanoreceptors sensitive to sinusoidal stimuli exhibited peak sensitivity between 300 and 600 Hz
[43]. The goose HC simulated in this study had a peak frequency of 165 Hz (figure 4a), which is
below that reported peak sensitivity range [43]. The simulated goose HC response, however, is higher
than that for all other simulated animals (figure 4a), which is consistent with the comparably high
reported sensitivity range for the goose [43]. Furthermore, our simulations predict a higher peak
frequency for the goose (165 Hz) compared with the cat (48 Hz), which is consistent with published
reports that indicate that the goose corpuscle [43] is sensitive to higher frequencies than that of the cat
[3]. These comparisons suggest that this model can provide a good prediction of the vibrotactile
sensitivity range of an animal’s lamellar corpuscle, in spite of various potential factors that we
ignored in our calculations (e.g. differences in neuron electrophysiology).
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The simulations were computed for the other species, for which we do not have published
electrophysiological data. Peak frequencies and bandwidths for each animal are shown in figure 4a.
Tuning curves for four selected animals (human, mouse, rat and mole) are shown in figure 4b–e with
representative drawings of PC structure. In contrast with the highly variable structural data of
figure 1, the tuning data of figure 4a are remarkably consistent. About 14 of the 19 species showed
peak frequencies in the 40–50 Hz range in spite of structural differences. The inter-species consistency
can be seen easily by comparing the tuning curves of the rat (figure 4d ) and the mole (figure 4e). The
rat’s PC is 20 times larger than the mole’s, has almost twice as many lamellae and has lamellae almost
20 times as thick. These differences balance in such a way as to produce almost identical tuning curves.
4. Discussion
Our key finding is that although the different species have a wide range of lamellar corpuscle size and
structure, the simulated peak frequencies for nearly all of the corpuscles tend to cluster in the 20–50 Hz
frequency range, with a preference for 40–50 Hz. This range was achieved in different animals by very
different corpuscular structures. For example, the lamellar layer thickness and PC outer radius in
kangaroo corpuscles are twice those found in the rat (figure 1a,b), but the two PCs produce similar
frequency responses (figure 4a). While the rooster’s mass is 400 times that of the rat and its lamellar
corpuscle is also larger, the two animals possess similar lamellar counts and lamellar thickness to
corpuscle radius ratios (figure 1c,d). The notable exceptions to this frequency focusing are the human,
with a peak frequency of 135–140 Hz, and the goose, with a peak frequency of 165–170 Hz.
The human hand serves many different sensory purposes that are distinct from those of other animals
in table 1, which may require higher frequency sensitivity. The potential evolutionary advantages of
the higher frequency tuning in the human PC merit future exploration. Further, the corpuscle
responds to the vibration imposed on it, which is not necessarily the same as that imposed on the
surface of the skin and may be filtered and transmitted differently because of structure or
compositional differences in the tissues surrounding the corpuscle. Thus, two animals with corpuscles
tuned to the same frequency might still experience very different optimal frequencies for detection
because of other anatomical factors. The current study focused on the corpuscles proper, not on their
location or the properties of the surrounding tissue, which would probably have considerable effect
and could allow for further species-specific ranges for the sensory apparatus as a whole.
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Animals with masses spanning over five orders of magnitude were analysed in this study. Despite

such a large mass difference among the animals, lamellar corpuscle radii collected from histological
images only spanned two orders of magnitude and did not show a strong dependence overall on
animal size; for example, the whale PC is comparable in size to that of the rat. In some animals (e.g.
the star-nosed mole), the operating size of the sensory appendage may in fact limit corpuscle size, but
in other cases (e.g. the elephant), there is clearly enough room for a larger corpuscle. One interesting
exception arises when considering the lamellar corpuscle radii collected in the mammalian class.
When all mammalian corpuscles are analysed over the range of animal sizes (figure 1a), there is no
dependence ( p = 0.71) of lamellar corpuscle radius on animal size. When only terrestrial mammals are
considered and aquatic mammals are removed from the analysis, there is a stronger dependence (p =
0.16) of corpuscle radius on animal size. The corpuscle radii for the two aquatic mammals analysed in
this study (porpoise and whale) are smaller than their terrestrial counterparts of similar size. For
example, the porpoise, which has a mass of 54.5 kg, has a PC outer radius of 18.6 µm. By contrast, the
human, which has an average mass of 62.1 kg, has a PC outer radius of 190 µm. The outer radius for
the lamellar corpuscle in the porpoise analysed in this study falls in the middle of the dimensions
reported for porpoise corpuscles [37] These corpuscles were obtained from the dorsal right phonic lip
of the porpoise. Likewise, the corpuscles analysed in the whale were obtained from the sinus cavity
[38]. While the lamellar corpuscles analysed for the aquatic mammals were found in the rostrum,
those for the terrestrial mammals were localized to the periphery [6,14,29,32,35,36] or internal organs
[21], with the exception of the mole [34], which also has a small PC outer radius compared with the
similarly sized mouse and rat. The differences in anatomical location between corpuscles found in
aquatic and terrestrial mammals, and the functional differences that arise due to these locations, may
account for the differences in lamellar corpuscle outer radius between the two groups. Additionally,
variations in corpuscle biomechanical properties between species were not taken into account in these
simulations, as these data are not available. Mechanical experiments have been performed on human
PCs under steady-state conditions [29], but no biomechanical responses have been reported for
corpuscles from other species or under dynamic conditions such as those experienced in vivo.

Overall, the results of this study show that animal size or class alone cannot be used to predict differences
in corpuscle structure or peak frequency. These data provide insight into the effect of corpuscle size on the
lamellar organization in the outer core. Specifically, corpuscle outer radius can predict the average lamellar
thickness and the number of lamellae within that corpuscle. The dependence of lamellar number and
thickness on corpuscle outer radius (p < 0.07), in contrast with their lack of dependence on animal mass
(p > 0.38), suggests that the internal organization of a lamellar corpuscle is determined by the size of that
corpuscle rather than the size of the corpuscle’s animal host. Future work must be done to understand the
physiological motivations behind species-specific frequency sensitivities in sensory end organs and to
validate the model with experimental findings.

Tuning curves have been constructed from electrophysiological studies on animals such as the cat [3] and
the duck [41]. In both animals, the peak frequency of the recorded corpuscles varies between structures
(approx. 50–500 Hz in the duck bill [41]), but without reports on the size and lamellar organization of the
tested corpuscles these variations in functional response cannot be compared with variations in corpuscle
size or internal structure. Additionally, published micrographs were used to extract structural parameters
for this study. The micrographs selected for publication are only representative samples of what is clearly
a structurally and functionally diverse corpuscle population (figure 3 and its source of [41], figure 1 of
[17], or the particularly thorough account of [5]). There may have been selection bias, such as preference
for larger and thus more easily visible corpuscles. Despite these limitations, our simulated response for
the duck HC based on a single micrograph [24] fell within the range of experimental results [41] (figure 3)
obtained from seven different corpuscles. Those seven corpuscles showed a wide range of behaviours,
which is perhaps not surprising given the high sensitivity to corpuscle radius, lamella thickness and
especially the number of lamellae in the model. These parameters were not reported for the tested
corpuscles [41], so we can only speculate that structural differences would account for the range of the
experimental data in figure 3. We found previously [16] that the optimal frequency predicted by the
model scales linearly with the corpuscle modulus and lamellar thickness and superlinearly (N3.475) with
the number of lamellae. For example, a 22% increase in the number of lamellae, which certainly seems
possible from one corpuscle to another, would double the optimal frequency. It is also notable that the
study of [41] involved stimulation of the duck’s bill, not the isolated Herbst corpuscle, which would
further contribute to the variation observed in figure 3.

We stress that our model for each species is of a single corpuscle, taken from a single published
micrograph for that species and does not involve parameters such as location in the surrounding
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tissue or interactions with other corpuscles [17]. All of these are significant factors and should be

considered in future models, particularly if one were interested in a specific animal and had greater
data available. This work illustrates broad trends in corpuscle response but will need further
refinement for application to a specific species.

Additionally, the model used in this study assumes that the central neurite in each simulated
corpuscle has the same structural and electrophysiological properties. The neurite properties used in
this study were previously tuned to the functional response of the cat PC [3,15]. Fitting the neurite
properties based on the morphology in published micrographs or the electrophysiological response of
tuning curves when applicable would better capture variations between corpuscles in different species.

It must be recognized that the calculations in this study remain quite rudimentary. In addition to the
lack of species-specific neurobiology, we did not account for the fact that the corpuscle may be located at
different depths within the skin in different animals, and that the skin of these animals may have
different mechanical properties and thus transmit vibrations differently. Previous work using this
model has shown that the distance between the stimulating probe and a corpuscle embedded in skin
affects both the amplitude and phase shift of the vibration transmitted to the receptor’s core [17], so
any changes in skin depth or mechanics would affect signal propagation through the tissue.
Nevertheless, this work raises interesting questions about the convergence of lamellar corpuscle
sensitivity across a wide range of animals and provides a survey of corpuscle structural information
for use in future studies.

Ethics. No human or animal subjects were used in this study.
Data accessibility. Data has been uploaded as electronic supplementary material.
Authors’ contribution. V.H.B. and J.C.Q.-H. conceived the study and analysed the data. E.T.B. and O.K.J. performed the
literature search and made measurements. J.C.Q.-H. performed the computations. V.H.B. and J.C.Q.-H. did the
primary writing of the manuscript. All authors reviewed and approved the final manuscript and agree to be held
accountable for the work therein.
Competing interests. The authors declare no competing interests.
Funding. This work was supported by a University of Minnesota Doctoral Dissertation Fellowship to J.C.Q.-H.
Acknowledgements. This is not relevant to the work as everyone who has contributed to the study has met the authorship
criteria.
References

1. Schneider ER, Gracheva EO, Bagriantsev SN.

2016 Evolutionary specialization of tactile
perception in vertebrates. Physiology 31,
193–200. (doi:10.1152/physiol.00036.2015)

2. Talbot W, Darian-Smith I, Kornhuber H,
Mountcastle V. 1968 The sense of flutter-
vibration: comparison of the human capacity
with response patterns of mechanoreceptive
afferents from the monkey hand.
J. Neurophysiol. 31, 301–334. (doi:10.1152/jn.
1968.31.2.301)

3. Bolanowski SJ, Zwislocki JJ. 1984 Intensity and
frequency characteristics of Pacinian
corpuscles. I. action potentials. J. Neurophysiol.
51, 793–811. (doi:10.1152/jn.1984.51.4.793)

4. Bell J, Bolanowski S, Holmes MH. 1994 The
structure and function of Pacinian corpuscles:
a review. Prog. Neurobiol. 42, 79–128. (doi:10.
1016/0301-0082(94)90022-1)

5. Stark B, Carlstedt T, Hallin R, Risling M. 1998
Distribution of human Pacinian corpuscles in the
hand: a cadaver study. J. Hand Surg. [Br] 23,
370–372. (doi:10.1016/S0266-7681(98)80060-0)

6. Bouley DM, Alarcón CN, Hildebrandt T,
O’Connell-Rodwell CE. 2007 The distribution,
density and three-dimensional histomorphology
of Pacinian corpuscles in the foot of the Asian
elephant (Elephas maximus) and their potential
role in seismic communication. J. Anat.
211, 428–435. (doi:10.1111/j.1469-7580.2007.
00792.x)

7. Iggo A, Andres KH. 1982 Morphology of
cutaneous receptors. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 5,
1–31. (doi:10.1146/annurev.ne.05.030182.
000245)

8. Saxod R. 1996 Ontogeny of the cutaneous
sensory organs. Microsc. Res. Tech. 34, 313–333.

9. Catania KC. 2010 Born knowing: tentacled
snakes innately predict future prey behavior.
PLoS ONE 5, e10953. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.
0010953)

10. Catania KC, Kaas JH. 1997 Somatosensory fovea
in the star-nosed mole: behavioral use of the
star in relation to innervation patterns and
cortical representation. J. Comp. Neurol. 387,
215–233. (doi:10.1002/(SICI)1096-
9861(19971020)387:2<215::AID-CNE4>3.0.
CO;2-3)

11. Sawyer EK, Leitch DB, Catania KC. 2014
Organization of the spinal trigeminal nucleus in
star-nosed moles. J. Comp. Neurol. 522,
3335–3350. (doi:10.1007/s11103-011-9767-z.
Plastid)

12. Cunningham SJ, Castro I, Jensen T, Potter MA.
2010 Remote touch prey-detection by
Madagascar crested ibises Lophotibis cristata
urschi. J. Avian Biol. 41, 350–353. (doi:10.1111/
j.1600-048X.2010.05138.x)
13. Kumamoto K, Senuma H, Ebara S, Matsuura T.
1993 Distribution of Pacinian corpuscles in the
hand of the monkey, Macaca fuscata. J. Anat.
183, 149–154.

14. Gregory JE, McIntyre AK, Proske U. 1986
Vibration-evoked responses from lamellated
corpuscles in the legs of kangaroos. Exp. Brain
Res. 62, 648–653. (doi:10.1007/BF00236045)

15. Quindlen JC, Stolarski HK, Johnson MD, Barocas
VH. 2016 A multiphysics model of the Pacinian
corpuscle. Integr. Biol. 8, 1111–1125. (doi:10.
1039/C6IB00157B)

16. Quindlen JC, Güçlü B, Schepis EA, Barocas VH.
2017 Computational parametric analysis of the
mechanical response of structurally varying
Pacinian corpuscles. J. Biomech. Eng. 139,
071012. (doi:10.1115/1.4036603)

17. Quindlen-Hotek JC, Barocas VH. 2018 A finite-
element model of mechanosensation by a
Pacinian corpuscle cluster in human skin.
Biomech. Model. Mechanobiol. 17, 1053–1067.
(doi:10.1007/s10237-018-1011-1)

18. Pawson L, Slepecky NB, Bolanowski SJ. 2000
Immunocytochemical identification of proteins
within the Pacinian corpuscle. Somatosens.
Mot. Res. 17, 159–170. (doi:10.1080/
08990220050020571)

19. Hao J, Delmas P. 2010 Multiple desensitization
mechanisms of mechanotransducer channels

http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/physiol.00036.2015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.1968.31.2.301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.1968.31.2.301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.1984.51.4.793
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0301-0082(94)90022-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0301-0082(94)90022-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0266-7681(98)80060-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7580.2007.00792.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7580.2007.00792.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ne.05.030182.000245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ne.05.030182.000245
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0010953
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0010953
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1096-9861(19971020)387:2%3C215::AID-CNE4%3E3.0.CO;2-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1096-9861(19971020)387:2%3C215::AID-CNE4%3E3.0.CO;2-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1096-9861(19971020)387:2%3C215::AID-CNE4%3E3.0.CO;2-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11103-011-9767-z.Plastid
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11103-011-9767-z.Plastid
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-048X.2010.05138.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-048X.2010.05138.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00236045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C6IB00157B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C6IB00157B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1115/1.4036603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10237-018-1011-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08990220050020571
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08990220050020571


royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rsos
R.Soc.Open

Sci.7:191439
10
shape firing of mechanosensory neurons.

J. Neurosci. 30, 13 384–13 395. (doi:10.1523/
JNEUROSCI.2926-10.2010)

20. Hines ML, Carnevale NT. 1997 The NEURON
simulation environment. Neural Comput. 9,
1179–1209. (doi:10.1080/08990220050020571)

21. Pease D, Quilliam T. 1957 Electron microscopy of
the Pacinian corpuscle. J. Biophys. Biochem.
Cytol. 3, 331–342. (doi:10.1083/jcb.3.3.331)

22. Loewenstein W, Skalak R. 1966 Mechanical
transmission in a Pacinian corpuscle: an analysis
and a theory. J. Physiol. 182, 346–378. (doi:10.
1113/jphysiol.1966.sp007827)

23. Quilliam T. 1966 Unit design and array patterns in
receptor organs. In Touch heat and pain (eds AVS de
Reuck, J Knight), pp. 31–41. London, UK: Churchill.

24. Berkhoudt H. 1980 The morphology and
distribution of cutaneous mechanoreceptors
(Herbst and Grandory corpuscles) in bill and
tongue of the mallard (Anas platyrhynchos L.).
Netherlands J. Zool. 30, 1–34. (doi:10.1163/
002829680X00014)

25. Schneider CA, Rasband WS, Eliceiri KW. 2012
NIH Image to ImageJ: 25 years of image
analysis. Nat. Methods 9, 671–675. (doi:10.
1038/nmeth.2089)

26. Rasband WS. 1997–2018 ImageJ. U.S. National
Institutes of Health, Bethesda, MD. See http://
imagej.nih.gov/ij/ 1997–2019.

27. Sames K, Halata Z, Jojovic M, van Damme EJ,
Peumans WJ, Delpech B, Asmus B, Schumacher
U. 2001 Lectin and proteoglycan histochemistry
of feline Pacinian corpuscles. J. Histochem.
Cytochem. 49, 19–28. (doi:10.1177/
002215540104900103)

28. Munger BL, Yoshida Y, Hayashi S, Takashio M,
Ide C. 1988 A re-evaluation of the cytology of
cat Pacinian corpuscles. Cell Tissue Res. 253,
83–93. (doi:10.1007/bf00221744)

29. Quindlen JC, Bloom ET, Ortega LE, Moeller AT,
Barocas VH. 2017 Micropipette aspiration of the
Pacinian corpuscle. J. Biomech. 63, 104–109.
(doi:10.1016/j.jbiomech.2017.08.005)

30. Biswas A, Manivannan M, Srinivasan MA. 2015
Multiscale layered biomechanical model of the
Pacinian corpuscle. IEEE Trans. Haptics 8, 31–42.
(doi:10.1109/TOH.2014.2369416)

31. Verrillo RT. 1962 Investigation of some
parameters of the cutaneous threshold
for vibration. J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 34,
1768–1773.

32. Rico B, Solas MT, Clément J, Suárez I, Fernández
B. 1996 Ultrastructural study of the Pacinian
corpuscles in the newborn and adult dog
forefoot. Eur. J. Morphol. 34, 311–320.

33. Gottschaldt K, Fruhstorfer H, Schmidt W, Kräft I.
1982 Thermosensitivity and its possible fine-
structural basis in mechanoreceptors in the beak
skin of geese. J. Comp. Neurol. 205, 219–245.
(doi:10.1002/cne.902050303)

34. Marasco PD, Tsuruda PR, Bautista DM, Catania
KC. 2007 Fine structure of Eimer’s organ in the
coast mole (Scapanus orarius). Anat. Rec. 290,
437–448. (doi:10.1002/ar.20511)

35. Organ JM, Muchlinski MN, Deane AS.
2011 Mechanoreceptivity of prehensile tail
skin varies between ateline and cebine
primates. Anat. Rec. 294, 2064–2072. (doi:10.
1002/ar.21505)

36. Albuerne M, De Lavallina J, Esteban I, Naves FJ,
Silos-Santiago I, Vega JA. 2000 Development
of Meissner-like and Pacinian sensory corpuscles
in the mouse demonstrated with specific
markers for corpuscular constituents. Anat.
Rec. 258, 235–242. (doi:10.1002/(SICI)1097-
0185(20000301)258:3<235::AID-AR2>3.0.
CO;2-M)

37. Prahl S, Huggenberger S, Schliemann H. 2009
Histological and ultrastructural aspects of the
nasal complex in the harbour porpoise,
Phocoena phocoena. J. Morphol. 270,
1320–1337. (doi:10.1002/jmor.10760)

38. Berta A, Ekdale EG, Zellmer NT, Deméré TA,
Kienle SS, Smallcomb M. 2015 Eye, nose, hair,
and throat: external anatomy of the head of a
neonate gray whale (Cetacea, Mysticeti,
Eschrichtiidae). Anat. Rec. 298, 648–659.
(doi:10.1002/ar.23112)

39. Loewenstein W, Rathkamp R. 1958 The sites
for mechano-electrical conversion in a
Pacinian corpuscle. J. Gen. Physiol. 41,
1245–1265.

40. Senkow TL, Theis ND, Quindlen-hotek JC,
Barocas VH. 2019 Computational and
psychophysical experiments on the Pacinian
corpuscle’s ability to discriminate complex
stimuli. IEEE Trans. Haptics 12, 635–644.
(doi:10.1109/TOH.2019.2903500)
41. Gregory JE. 1973 An electrophysiological
investigation of the receptor apparatus of the
duck’s bill. J. Physiol. 229, 151–164.

42. Manfredi LR, Baker AT, Elias DO,
Dammann JF, Zielinski MC, Polashock VS,
Bensmaia SJ. 2012 The effect of surface
wave propagation on neural responses
to vibration in primate glabrous skin.
PLoS ONE 7, e31203. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.
0031203)

43. Gottschaldt KM, Lausmann S. 1974
Mechanorceptors and their properties in the
beak skin of geese. Brain Res. 65, 510–515.
(doi:10.1016/0006-8993(74)90239-X)

44. Putterill JF, Soley JT. 2003 General morphology
of the oral cavity of the Nile crocodile,
Crocodylus niloticus (Laurenti, 1768). I. Palate
and gingivae. Onderstepoort J. Vet. Res. 70,
281–297.

45. Crole MR, du Plessis L, Soley JT. 2015
Morphological features of Herbst corpuscles
in the oropharynx of the ostrich (Struthio
camelus) and emu (Dromaius novaehollandiae).
Anat. Rec. 298, 783–796. (doi:10.1002/
ar.23088)

46. von Düring M, Seiler W. 1974 The fine structure
of lamellated receptors in the skin of Rana
esculenta. Z. Anat. Entwicklungsgesch. 144,
165–172. (doi:10.1007/BF00519772)

47. Winkelmann RK, Myers TT. 1961 The
histochemistry and morphology of the
cutaneous sensory end-organs of the chicken. J.
Comp. Neurol. 117, 27–35. (doi:10.1002/cne.
901170103)

48. Kuriyama T, Brandley MC, Katayama A, Mori A,
Honda M, Hasegawa M. 2011 A time-calibrated
phylogenetic approach to assessing the
phylogeography, colonization history and
phenotypic evolution of snakes in the Japanese
Izu Islands. J. Biogeogr. 38, 259–271. (doi:10.
1111/j.1365-2699.2010.02403.x)

49. Feldman A, Meiri S. 2013 Length-mass allometry
in snakes. Biol. J. Linn. Soc. 108, 161–172. (doi:10.
1111/j.1095-8312.2012.02001.x)

50. Nishida Y, Yoshie S, Fujita T. 2000 Oral sensory
papillae, chemo- and mechano-receptors, in the
snake, Elaphe quadrivirgata: a light and electron
microscopic study. Arch. Histol. Cytol. 63,
55–70. (doi:10.1679/aohc.63.55)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2926-10.2010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2926-10.2010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08990220050020571
http://dx.doi.org/10.1083/jcb.3.3.331
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1966.sp007827
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1966.sp007827
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/002829680X00014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/002829680X00014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.2089
http://imagej.nih.gov/ij/
http://imagej.nih.gov/ij/
http://imagej.nih.gov/ij/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002215540104900103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002215540104900103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf00221744
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2017.08.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TOH.2014.2369416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cne.902050303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ar.20511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ar.21505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ar.21505
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0185(20000301)258:3%3C235::AID-AR2%3E3.0.CO;2-M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0185(20000301)258:3%3C235::AID-AR2%3E3.0.CO;2-M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0185(20000301)258:3%3C235::AID-AR2%3E3.0.CO;2-M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jmor.10760
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ar.23112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TOH.2019.2903500
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0031203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0031203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(74)90239-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ar.23088
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ar.23088
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00519772
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cne.901170103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cne.901170103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2699.2010.02403.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2699.2010.02403.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2012.02001.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8312.2012.02001.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1679/aohc.63.55

	An inter-species computational analysis of vibrotactile sensitivity in Pacinian and Herbst corpuscles
	Introduction
	Material and methods
	Modelling scheme
	Structural analysis of corpuscles
	Mechanical and neural simulations

	Results
	Discussion
	Ethics
	Data accessibility
	Authors' contribution
	Competing interests
	Funding
	Acknowledgements
	References


