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Shared somatosensory and motor 
functions in musicians
Moe Hosoda & Shinichi Furuya

Skilled individuals are characterized by fine-tuned perceptual and motor functions. Here, we tested 
the idea that the sensory and motor functions of highly-trained individuals are coupled. We assessed 
the relationships among multifaceted somatosensory and motor functions of expert pianists. The 
results demonstrated a positive covariation between the acuity of weight discrimination and the 
precision of force control during piano keystrokes among the pianists but not among the non-musicians. 
However, neither the age of starting musical training nor the total amount of life-long piano practice 
was correlated with these sensory-motor functions in the pianists. Furthermore, a difference between 
the pianists and non-musicians was absent for the weight discrimination acuity but present for precise 
force control during keystrokes. The results suggest that individuals with innately superior sensory 
function had finer motor control only in a case of having undergone musical training. Intriguingly, the 
tactile spatial acuity of the fingertip was superior in the pianists compared with the non-musicians but 
was not correlated with any functions representing fine motor control among the pianists. The findings 
implicate the presence of two distinct mechanisms of sensorimotor learning elicited by musical training, 
which occur either independently in individual sensorimotor modalities or through interacting between 
modalities.

Plasticity of the nervous system changes sensory and motor functions through training. Musicians provide 
unique opportunities to shed light on the complex biological mechanism underlying the interaction of neuro-
plasticity of the human sensorimotor system with long-term multimodal training from childhood1–3. Previous 
studies evidenced use-dependent plastic changes in both the structure and function of the somatosensory cor-
tex in musicians4,5. A two-point discrimination test further identi�ed superior tactile perception of the �nger-
tips in musicians compared with non-musicians6,7. A similar �nding was also reported in the motor domain, 
in which �ner motor control of musicians relative to non-musicians is associated with neuroplastic changes in 
motor-related regions8,9. A longitudinal study also demonstrated an improvement in �ne motor control through 
extensive piano practice, thus indicating a causal e�ect of musical training on motor dexterity10. However, what 
remains unknown is to what extent the somatosensory functions of trained individuals play a role in �ne motor 
control, and vice versa.

Recent research has revealed a shared mechanism between motor and perceptual learning11–13. For example, 
in speech production, adaptation to altered auditory feedback and altered somatosensory feedback results in 
perceptual shi�s14,15. In contrast, perceptual training, such as passive limb movement, directly enhances motor 
learning16–18. In addition, exposure to extensive tactile stimulation enhances not only tactile acuity but also man-
ual motor dexterity19,20. �ese empirical �ndings support the notion that perceptual and motor learning generally 
occur together. A reciprocal link between neuroplasticity in somatosensory and motor systems corroborates the 
concept of error-feedback learning21, which denotes that sensory feedback signaling motor errors facilitate the 
accuracy of goal-directed movements with training. �us, error-feedback learning envisages that higher sensory 
acuity provides �ner-tuned sensory feedback through trial-and-error learning, which leads to superior movement 
precision. However, recent studies also demonstrated key roles of genetic predisposition in sensorimotor skill22–26. 
�is predicts that even if sensory and motor functions are coupled among trained individuals, either or both of 
the functions do not necessarily result from training27.

�e purpose of the study was to assess the relationships among the somatosensory and motor functions of 
musicians. A spectrum of these functions were evaluated and compared within and between expert musicians 
and non-musicians. We postulated superior somatosensory and motor functions in musicians compared with 
non-musicians and a correlation between somatosensory acuity and �ne motor control in musicians. �e study 
also sought to assess the e�ects of early and deliberate musical practice on somatosensory and motor functions.
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Results
Forty participants including twenty-one pianists and nineteen non-musicians underwent �ve independent senso-
rimotor function tests (passive and active sensory function tests, and music-relevant and music-irrelevant motor 
function tests). Each of the tests was performed with the participant’s non-dominant ring �nger, and assessed a 
variety of sensorimotor functions.

Figure 1 displays the group means for each of the music-irrelevant sensory (le� panel) and motor (right panel) 
tests in the musicians and the non-musicians. Of the sensory tests, only the two-point discrimination test exhib-
ited a signi�cantly lower threshold value in the pianists compared to in the non-musicians (p =  0.027). Neither 
the passive force discrimination nor weight discrimination tests yielded a signi�cant group di�erence (p =  0.722 
and p =  0.076, respectively). Concerning the motor tests, the error between the target and exerted forces was 
signi�cantly smaller for the pianists than for the non-musicians only during the hold phase (p =  0.013). �e error 
was not smaller during the force increasing and decreasing phases (p =  0.273 and p =  0.394, respectively). �e 
results con�rmed that the musicians are superior to the non-musicians in some but not all of the somatosensory 
and motor functions that are irrelevant to musical performance.

Figure 2 illustrates the group means for each of the music-relevant motor tests through the repetitive piano 
keystrokes in the constrained (le� panel) and unconstrained (right panel) conditions in the musicians and the 
non-musicians. �e inter-strike variability of loudness was signi�cantly smaller for the pianists than for the 
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Figure 1. Group means of the music-irrelevant somatosensory and motor functions of the tip of the le� 
ring �nger in the pianists (le� plots) and the non-musicians (right plots). Le� panel: somatosensory acuity 
of the le� ring �ngertip. (A) Tactile spatial acuity threshold measured by the two-point discrimination test, 
(C) passive force discrimination threshold measured by mono�laments, (E) weight discrimination threshold 
measured by successively comparing the weights of two objects. Right panel: Error of the isometric force 
production with the left ring finger during tracking a visually displayed trajectory at the phases of  
(B) increasing, (D) holding, and (F) decreasing force.
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non-musicians in both the constrained (p =  0.003) and unconstrained (p =  0.010) conditions. �e inter-strike 
variability of the timing of the keystrokes was also signi�cantly less for the pianists than the non-musicians for 
the constrained condition (p =  0.002) but not the unconstrained condition (p =  0.078). Overall, the results con-
�rmed more precise control of timing and force during the music-relevant tests for the musicians compared with 
the non-musicians.

To assess the relationships among the somatosensory and motor abilities in the music-relevant and 
music-irrelevant tests, a multiple linear regression analysis was performed for each of the variables evaluated 
among the individuals of the musician and non-musician groups. �e analysis was performed separately for each 
of the two groups owing both to the aforementioned group di�erence in some of the variables and to no hypothe-
sis of di�erences in the regression coe�cient between the groups. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the results. To high-
light a group di�erence in signi�cant predictors of each of the sensory and motor functions, a correlation matrix 
was also depicted based on Tables 1 and 2 (Fig. 3). Some representative examples are plotted in Fig. 4. Among the 
pianists, there was a signi�cant positive regression between the weight discrimination threshold and inter-strike 
variability of loudness in the unconstrained keystroke tasks (Fig. 4, top-le�). �is result indicates a relationship 
between the music-irrelevant somatosensory and music-related motor functions. By contrast, this relationship 
was not evident in the non-musicians (Fig. 4, top-right). �ere was also a signi�cant regression between the 
inter-strike variability of timing and loudness, which was negative and positive in terms of the relationship for the 
pianists (Fig. 4, bottom-le�) and the non-musicians (Fig. 4, bottom-right), respectively.
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Figure 2. Group means of the music-relevant motor functions during the constrained (le� panel) and 
unconstrained (right panel) piano keystrokes with the le� ring �nger in the pianists (le� plots) and the 
non-musicians (right plots). �e variability of loudness (top panel) and timing (bottom panel).
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�e questionnaire that evaluated the participants’ history of musical training was only administered to the 
group of pianists. �e results indicated that the average age at which musical training commenced was 4.1 ±  0.9 
(range: 3–6) years old and that the total amount of piano practice during a lifetime was 21915 ±  11561 (range: 
6570–53290) hours. A multiple linear regression analysis predicting each of the somatosensory and motor func-
tions assessed by the individual tests yielded no signi�cant covariation with each of the two variables represent-
ing the history of musical training (p >  0.05). �erefore, these results indicate that the individual di�erences in 
musical training history among the pianists failed to account for the inter-individual variability of the sensory and 
motor functions evaluated in the study.

Discussion
�e present study demonstrated superior abilities in several particular somatosensory and motor functions in 
trained pianists compared with musically untrained individuals. In agreement with several previous �ndings6,7, 
the two-point discrimination threshold of the trained pianists was lower than that of the non-musicians, con-
�rming enhanced spatial tactile acuity (Fig. 1A) in the trained pianists. A novel observation of the study was the 
lack of e�ects of musical expertise on both the cutaneous pressure threshold and the weight sensibility threshold 
(Fig. 1C,E), which indicates no enhancement in the active and passive force discrimination abilities through 
extensive piano practice. �e �ndings suggest that piano training drives plastic adaptation of the somatosen-
sory system that is speci�cally responsible for spatial tactile acuity. �is �nding is not obvious because playing 
the piano involves repetition of pressing and releasing piano keys with various forces, which may well assume 
enhancement of force discrimination abilities rather than spatial tactile acuity through piano training. In the 
motor domain, the pianists exhibited a lower error of both sustained force production in a music-irrelevant 
task and dynamic force production in a music-relevant task compared with the non-musicians. �e functional 
dissociation between the perception and production of force may imply that the superior controllability of force 
in the pianists compared with the non-musicians is not tightly associated with tactile spatial acuity. However, in 
most cases of depressing a piano key, pianists slide their �ngertip on a key surface along the anterior-posterior 
axis28. �erefore, the spatial tactile perception detects an incremental spatial change of the �ngertip location 
during the key depression, which suggests a role of superior spatial tactile acuity in �ne motor control in pianists. 
Presumably, musical training modulates the somatosensory functions in an instrument-speci�c manner, because 
in contrast to our �nding, a recent study reported a group di�erence in mechanical detection sensitivity but not in 
two-point discrimination between mixed classical musicians (string, keyboard, and wind) and non-musicians29. 
A cross-modal coupling of functional adaptation between the somatosensory and auditory systems30 further 
suggests a possibility that the observed superior somatosensory function in the pianists is associated with their 
superior auditory function, which can be interesting to be addressed in future studies.

In the motor domain, the precision of sustained force production was superior for the pianists compared 
with the non-musicians (Fig. 1D), which suggests a transfer e�ect of musical training on �ne motor control in 

Table 1.  Statistical results of multiple regression analyses between the somatosensory and motor functions 
in the expert pianists. (coef) and (p) indicates a partial-regression coe�cient and p-value derived from the 
multiple regression analysis, respectively. Lines indicates independent variables (i.e. predictors), whereas each 
column indicates each of the dependent variable. A value in bold indicates p <  0.05. E-N indicates ×  10−N.
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non-musical tasks. To the best of our knowledge, this �nding is novel. Previous studies have primarily focused on 
the dynamic aspects of force31,32 and movement control28,33,34 of the �ngers of musicians. A number of neurophys-
iological studies have provided evidence for structural and functional adaptations of the sensorimotor system, 
including the motor cortex, somatosensory cortex, and cerebellum, as a result of extensive musical training1,3. 
Plastic adaptations of the motor system responsible for force control are likely to play a role in the precise control 
of non-musical sustained force production in the pianists.

In contrast with the group di�erence between the pianists and the non-musicians, the inter-individual di�er-
ence in the �ne control of force production during the piano keystrokes among the pianists was accounted for 
by the individuals’ di�erences in weight discrimination ability (Fig. 4A). A possible mechanism underlying the 
correlation of the somatosensory and motor functions is that an innate ability of force discrimination perception 
determined a learning gain of precise control of force production through musical training, although the pres-
ent study was not originally designed to address this issue straightfowardly. �e evidence supporting this idea 
includes no group di�erence in terms of force discrimination ability between the pianists and the non-musicians. 
�ere was also no correlation between the somatosensory and motor abilities of the pianists and their histories 
of musical practice (i.e., early and deliberate musical practice), which might be due to early optimization of these 
abilities through piano training that was commenced before the critical period (i.e. age 7) in all of the present 
pianists. In addition, there was no correlation between spatial tactile acuity, in which the e�ects of musicianship 
were evident, and �ne motor control in the pianists, which does not support an alternative possibility of larger 
enhancement of motor precision in the pianists who acquired �ner somatosensory ability through musical train-
ing. �us, it is presumable that �ner force discrimination ability signaled more accurate information about motor 
error during piano practice and thereby facilitated �ne motor control via the feedback error learning21. It is also 
possible that repetitive and prolonged provision of accurate sensory feedback in itself enhanced the ability of pre-
cise force control owing to a reciprocal link of neuroplasticity in the somatosensory and motor systems12. �ese 
postulations are further compatible not only with our observation of no correlations between these somatosen-
sory and motor functions in the non-musicians, who never underwent extensive multimodal musical training, 
but also with a recent theoretical model of gene-environment interaction26.

One may expect that there can be some particular genetic predisposition that commonly determines both the 
somatosensory and motor functions of pianists, which can explain a correlation of sensory and motor functions 
across pianists. Several recent studies reported the presence of genetic factors that determine musical exper-
tise24,25. We also demonstrated that neither the age of starting musical training nor the amount of deliberate prac-
tice accounted for the inter-individual di�erences in the maximum speed of piano performance among skilled 
pianists31. Similarly, neither factors concerning the history of musical practice covaried with both the somatosen-
sory and motor functions in the present pianists. �erefore, it is possible to postulate that pianists with innately 
superior somatosensory functions are also genetically advantaged in terms of �ne motor control. However, this 

Table 2.  Statistical results of multiple regression analyses between the somatosensory and motor functions 
in the non-musicians. (coef) and (p) indicates a partial-regression coe�cient and p-value derived from the 
multiple regression analysis, respectively. Lines indicates independent variables (i.e. predictors), whereas each 
column indicates each of the dependent variable. A value in bold indicates p <  0.05. E-N indicates ×  10−N.
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idea is incompatible with our observation of no group di�erence in weight discrimination ability between the 
pianists and non-musicians.

An intriguing observation was the correlation between each of the weight and spatial discrimination abilities 
and precision of sustained force production across the non-musicians (Table 2 and Fig. 3). By contrast, these 
somatosensory functions were not correlated with the precision of dynamic force production (i.e., increases and 
decreases in the force level over time). �e results suggest that the individuals capable of �ner weight and spatial 
discrimination performed a feedback control of force production in a more elaborate manner. Compared with 
the trained musicians, the non-musicians relied more on sensory feedback during their �nger movements35. 
However, the e�ects of individual di�erences in daily hand use cannot be ruled out thoroughly.

�e variability in the timing of the constrained piano keystrokes covaried negatively and positively with the 
loudness variability of the keystrokes in the pianists and the non-musicians, respectively. Because constrained 
keystrokes require independent control of movements between the �ngers, a lack of independent movement 
control therefore compromises the control of both timing and force36. It is therefore likely that the non-musicians 
with superior independent control exhibited more precise control of timing and force in the constrained piano 
keystrokes. �e opposite �nding in the present pianists may suggest that the variability of the timing and force 
in the task in the experts was not associated with independent control of �nger movements. Because the present 
constrained task was instructed to elicit both timing and loudness as accurately as possible, the results may re�ect 
an individual di�erence in the attentional focus of these two target variables.

In conclusion, the present study demonstrated that the inter-individual di�erence in the active force percep-
tion ability, which was independent of early and extensive piano training, was associated with that in �ne motor 
control in the pianists. �e result suggests that individuals with innately superior sensory function bene�ted to a 
greater extent from extensive multimodal musical training and thereby acquired �ner motor control. Foster and 
Zatorre (2010) showed a relationship between structural cortical di�erences in musicians and the performance 
on musical transformation tasks, which, however, remained when accounting for the individual amount of musi-
cal training27. �is �nding is also in agreement with the idea that training is not the only cause of the observed 
changes. However, there also remains a possibility that the superior somatosensory-motor functions in the pia-
nists are associated with not quantity but quality of piano practice. Also, a way of calculating the total amount 
of musical practice may in�uence the results37–39, which should be carefully taken into account in future studies.

Methods
Participants. Forty participants took part in the experiments. �e participants included twenty-one right-
handed pianists (eighteen females and three males) aged between nineteen and thirty-four years (24.3 ±  4.7 years) 
and nineteen age-matched right-handed non-musicians (��een females and four males) aged between 19 and 39 
years (21.6 ±  5.2 years). All pianists majored in piano playing and underwent formal musical education at music 
conservatories, whereas the non-musicians had very little or no experience studying piano playing (less than 
three years). In accord with the Declaration of Helsinki, the experimental procedures were explained to all partic-
ipants. Informed consent was obtained from all participants prior to participation in the experiment. �e exper-
imental protocol was approved by the ethics committee at Sophia University, and all methods were performed 
in accordance with the relevant guidelines and regulations. A sample size was determined prior to initiating the 
whole data collection by means of a power analysis using G-Power.
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partial regression coe�cient derived from the multiple regression analysis (p <  0.05) (i.e. Tables 1 and 2).
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Experimental Tasks. �e experiments consisted of �ve sensorimotor function tests (two passive sensory 
function tests, one active sensory function test, and two motor function tests). Each of the tests was performed 
with the participant’s non-dominant ring �nger to minimize confounding linear additive e�ects of hand use dur-
ing daily and recreational activities.

Two-Point Discrimination Test. To evaluate spatial discrimination ability, the discrimination threshold of the le� 
ring �ngertip was measured via a two-alternative forced-choice simultaneous spatial two-point discrimination 
task6. �e participants were asked to place their le� hand palm-up on a table and close their eyes. �e experi-
menter gently pressed two sharp points of a measuring compass (Takei Scienti�c Instruments Co., Tokyo) on each 
participant’s �ngertip. Six pairs of needles with separation distances between 0.5 and 3.0 mm in 0.5-mm steps 
were used. For a control, zero distance was tested with a single needle. Two series of ascending and descending 
distances between the points were tested. Each participant answered whether they could perceive the provided 
stimulus as one point or two points in a binary fashion.
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Figure 4. Scatter plots between some representative somatosensory and motor functions among the 
pianists (le� panel) and the non-musicians (right panel). (A,B) �e weight discrimination threshold versus 
the variability of loudness of unconstrained piano keystrokes, and (C,D) the variability of timing and loudness 
during the constrained piano keystrokes.
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Mono�lament Test. To evaluate passive force discrimination ability, the cutaneous pressure threshold of the le� 
ring �ngertip was measured via a two-alternative forced-choice cutaneous pressure discrimination task using 
mono�laments (North Coast Medical, Inc.). A total of four Semmes – Weinstein mono�laments (touch–test 
sensory evaluator; a uniaxial force of 0.008, 0.02, 0.04, and 0.07 g; radius of 1.65–2.83 µs) were used as stimuli. 
An experimenter pressed a mono�lament carefully and gently against the surface of each participant’s le� ring 
�ngertip for three seconds. Two series of ascending and descending pressures were tested. Each participant closed 
his/her eyes and was asked to report whether he/she could perceive contact with the �lament.

Weight Discriminator Test. To assess active force discrimination ability, the weight sensibility threshold of the le� 
ring �ngertip was measured using a set of weights (Takei Scienti�c Instruments Co., Tokyo). A total of eight di�er-
ent weights (a reference weight of 100 g and comparison weights of + 0, + 3, + 6, + 9, + 12, + 15, + 18, and + 21 g)  
were used. �e experimenter placed two weights on a table in front of the participant. Each participant was asked 
to li� up each weight with the �ngertip of the le� ring �nger as slowly as possible, hold for three seconds, and 
return the weight to the initial position. Each participant then answered whether each of them was heavier or 
both were the same weight in a two-alternative forced-choice fashion.

Music-irrelevant Motor Function Test. We evaluated music-irrelevant motor functions of the le� ring �nger 
using a custom-made force sensor system (Leading-Edge Research and Development Accelerator, Inc.). �e res-
olution and maximum measurable force of the sensor were 0.05 and 49N, respectively. A target trajectory of 
isometric force production was visually displayed on the screen and had a shape of trapezium consisting of three 
successive phases: increase, hold, and decrease of force. Each of these three phases lasted for eight seconds (i.e., 
twenty-four seconds in total) and had a peak of 1.6 N. Each participant exerted force on the force sensor with 
the le� ring �ngertip in an isometric manner to trace the targeted force trajectory as accurately as possible over 
�ve trials. �e force data were sampled at 1 kHz. During the isometric force production, the participants were 
instructed to keep the remaining four digits immobilized.

Music-relevant Motor Function Test. Using a digital piano with wooden keys (Yamaha DGP-5), we evaluated 
music-relevant motor functions of the le� ring �nger. An experimenter sounded a metronome (loudness: 60 
MIDI velocity; tempo: 1 strike per second), and each participant struck a piano key with the le� ring �ngertip 
with a staccato touch to synchronize with the metronome and elicit the target loudness of tones. Each partici-
pant performed the task either by keeping the other four digits immobilized and depressing the adjacent keys 
(“constrained condition”) or without any explicit requirements regarding the motions of the non-striking �ngers 
(“unconstrained condition”). �e participants performed each of the two conditions over �ve trials.

Questionnaire. A short questionnaire that included questions about his/her history of musical training (i.e., age 
at which musical training was initiated and average practice time at each age) was completed by each participant.

Data Analysis. To identify a sensory discrimination threshold according to the results of the individual sen-
sory tests, a logistic regression analysis was performed on the derived datasets. �e threshold was de�ned as the 
e�ectiveness level computed from a logistic regression.

For the music-irrelevant motor test (i.e., visually guided isometric force production with the �ngertip), the 
absolute value of the di�erence between the target force trajectory and the force trajectory produced by a par-
ticipant was computed every millisecond and was then averaged over time for each of the increase, hold, and 
decrease phases to yield an index for the erroneous force production amount. �e computed value was then 
averaged across �ve trials.

For the music-relevant motor test (i.e., repetitive piano keystrokes), the absolute value of the di�erence in 
each of loudness and timing between the targeted tone provided by the metronome and the tone produced by the 
participant was computed every second and was then averaged over time for each of the constrained and uncon-
strained conditions. We used these variables as the indices of timing and force variability of the piano keystrokes.

For each of the individual variables, a two-sample t-test was performed to assess the group di�erence between 
the pianists and the non-musicians (p <  0.05). Neither multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) nor p-value 
correction for multiple comparisons was carried out, �rstly because each of the individual sensory and motor 
tests were performed separately and independently, and secondly because we did not hypothesize a di�erence 
between any pair of the sensory and motor functions. In addition, a multiple regression analysis was performed 
to evaluate the covariation between the individual sensory and motor abilities for each of the pianists and 
non-musicians. �e regression model predicted each of the sensory and motor variables based on the remaining 
variables (p <  0.05). We performed the regression analysis for each of the two groups separately, because we did 
not have any hypothesis regarding a di�erence in the regression coe�cient between the groups.

References
1. Herholz, S. C. & Zatorre, R. J. Musical training as a framework for brain plasticity: behavior, function, and structure. Neuron 76, 

486–502, doi: 10.1016/j.neuron.2012.10.011 (2012).
2. Munte, T. F., Altenmuller, E. & Jancke, L. �e musician’s brain as a model of neuroplasticity. Nat Rev Neurosci 3, 473–478, doi: 

10.1038/nrn843 (2002).
3. Schlaug, G. Musicians and music making as a model for the study of brain plasticity. Prog Brain Res 217, 37–55, doi: 10.1016/

bs.pbr.2014.11.020 (2015).
4. Elbert, T., Pantev, C., Wienbruch, C., Rockstroh, B. & Taub, E. Increased cortical representation of the �ngers of the le� hand in 

string players. Science 270, 305–307 (1995).



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

9Scientific RepoRts | 6:37632 | DOI: 10.1038/srep37632

5. Schulz, M., Ross, B. & Pantev, C. Evidence for training-induced crossmodal reorganization of cortical functions in trumpet players. 
Neuroreport 14, 157–161, doi: 10.1097/01.wnr.0000053061.10406.c7 (2003).

6. Ragert, P., Schmidt, A., Altenmuller, E. & Dinse, H. R. Superior tactile performance and learning in professional pianists: evidence 
for meta-plasticity in musicians. �e European journal of neuroscience 19, 473–478 (2004).

7. Sims, S. E., Engel, L., Hammert, W. C. & Elfar, J. C. Hand Sensibility, Strength, and Laxity of High-Level Musicians Compared to 
Nonmusicians. �e Journal of hand surgery 40, 1996–2002 e1995, doi: 10.1016/j.jhsa.2015.06.009 (2015).

8. Gaser, C. & Schlaug, G. Brain structures di�er between musicians and non-musicians. J Neurosci 23, 9240–9245, doi: 23/27/9240 
[pii] (2003).

9. Vaquero, L. et al. Structural neuroplasticity in expert pianists depends on the age of musical training onset. Neuroimage 126, 
106–119, doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2015.11.008 (2016).

10. Furuya, S., Nakamura, A. & Nagata, N. Acquisition of individuated �nger movements through musical practice. Neuroscience 275, 
444–454, doi: 10.1016/j.neuroscience.2014.06.031 (2014).

11. Censor, N., Sagi, D. & Cohen, L. G. Common mechanisms of human perceptual and motor learning. Nat Rev Neurosci 13, 658–664, 
doi: 10.1038/nrn3315 (2012).

12. Ostry, D. J. & Gribble, P. L. Sensory Plasticity in Human Motor Learning. Trends in neurosciences 39, 114–123, doi: 10.1016/j.
tins.2015.12.006 (2016).

13. Parianen Lesemann, F. H., Reuter, E. M. & Godde, B. Tactile stimulation interventions: in�uence of stimulation parameters on 
sensorimotor behavior and neurophysiological correlates in healthy and clinical samples. Neuroscience and biobehavioral reviews 51, 
126–137, doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2015.01.005 (2015).

14. Lametti, D. R., Krol, S. A., Shiller, D. M. & Ostry, D. J. Brief periods of auditory perceptual training can determine the sensory targets 
of speech motor learning. Psychological science 25, 1325–1336, doi: 10.1177/0956797614529978 (2014).

15. Nasir, S. M. & Ostry, D. J. Auditory plasticity and speech motor learning. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 106, 20470–20475, doi: 10.1073/
pnas.0907032106 (2009).

16. Bernardi, N. F., Darainy, M. & Ostry, D. J. Somatosensory Contribution to the Initial Stages of Human Motor Learning. J Neurosci 
35, 14316–14326, doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1344–15.2015 (2015).

17. Lewis, G. N. & Byblow, W. D. �e e�ects of repetitive proprioceptive stimulation on corticomotor representation in intact and 
hemiplegic individuals. Clin Neurophysiol 115, 765–773, doi: 10.1016/j.clinph.2003.11.014 (2004).

18. Wong, J. D., Kistemaker, D. A., Chin, A. & Gribble, P. L. Can proprioceptive training improve motor learning? J Neurophysiol 108, 
3313–3321, doi: 10.1152/jn.00122.2012 (2012).

19. Kalisch, T., Tegentho�, M. & Dinse, H. R. Repetitive electric stimulation elicits enduring improvement of sensorimotor performance 
in seniors. Neural plasticity 2010, 690531, doi: 10.1155/2010/690531 (2010).

20. Ladda, A. M. et al. E�ects of combining 2 weeks of passive sensory stimulation with active hand motor training in healthy adults. 
PloS one 9, e84402, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0084402 (2014).

21. Kawato, M. Internal models for motor control and trajectory planning. Current opinion in neurobiology 9, 718–727 (1999).
22. Herholz, S. C., Co�ey, E. B., Pantev, C. & Zatorre, R. J. Dissociation of Neural Networks for Predisposition and for Training-Related 

Plasticity in Auditory-Motor Learning. Cereb Cortex, doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhv138 (2015).
23. Macnamara, B. N., Hambrick, D. Z. & Oswald, F. L. Deliberate practice and performance in music, games, sports, education, and 

professions: a meta-analysis. Psychological science 25, 1608–1618, doi: 10.1177/0956797614535810 (2014).
24. Meinz, E. J. & Hambrick, D. Z. Deliberate practice is necessary but not su�cient to explain individual di�erences in piano sight-

reading skill: the role of working memory capacity. Psychological science 21, 914–919, doi: 10.1177/0956797610373933 (2010).
25. Mosing, M. A., Madison, G., Pedersen, N. L., Kuja-Halkola, R. & Ullen, F. Practice Does Not Make Perfect: No Causal E�ect of Music 

Practice on Music Ability. Psychological science, doi: 10.1177/0956797614541990 (2014).
26. Ullen, F., Hambrick, D. Z. & Mosing, M. A. Rethinking expertise: A multifactorial gene-environment interaction model of expert 

performance. Psychological bulletin 142, 427–446, doi: 10.1037/bul0000033 (2016).
27. Foster, N. E. & Zatorre, R. J. Cortical structure predicts success in performing musical transformation judgments. Neuroimage 53, 

26–36, doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.06.042 (2010).
28. Furuya, S., Flanders, M. & Soechting, J. F. Hand kinematics of piano playing. J Neurophysiol 106, 2849–2864, doi: 10.1152/

jn.00378.2011 (2011).
29. Zamorano, A. M. et al. Pain sensitivity and tactile spatial acuity are altered in healthy musicians as in chronic pain patients. Frontiers 

in human neuroscience 8, 1016, doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2014.01016 (2014).
30. Ito, T., Tiede, M. & Ostry, D. J. Somatosensory function in speech perception. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 106, 1245–1248, doi: 10.1073/

pnas.0810063106 (2009).
31. Furuya, S., Oku, T., Miyazaki, F. & Kinoshita, H. Secrets of virtuoso: neuromuscular attributes of motor virtuosity in expert 

musicians. Scienti�c reports 5, 15750, doi: 10.1038/srep15750 (2015).
32. Parlitz, D., Peschel, T. & Altenmuller, E. Assessment of dynamic �nger forces in pianists: e�ects of training and expertise. J Biomech 

31, 1063–1067, doi: S0021929098001134 [pii] (1998).
33. Keller, P. E., Dalla Bella, S. & Koch, I. Auditory imagery shapes movement timing and kinematics: evidence from a musical task. 

Journal of experimental psychology. Human perception and performance 36, 508–513, doi: 10.1037/a0017604 (2010).
34. Repp, B. H. Control of Expressive and Metronomic Timing in Pianists. Journal of motor behavior 31, 145–164, doi: 

10.1080/00222899909600985 (1999).
35. van der Steen, M. C., Molendijk, E. B., Altenmuller, E. & Furuya, S. Expert pianists do not listen: the expertise-dependent in�uence of 

temporal perturbation on the production of sequential movements. Neuroscience 269, 290–298, doi: 10.1016/j.neuroscience.2014.03.058 
(2014).

36. Furuya, S. & Altenmüller, E. Finger-speci�c loss of independent control of movements in musicians with focal dystonia. Neuroscience 
247C, 152–163, doi: 10.1016/j.neuroscience.2013.05.025 (2013).

37. Bengtsson, S. L. et al. Extensive piano practicing has regionally speci�c e�ects on white matter development. Nature neuroscience 8, 
1148–1150, doi: 10.1038/nn1516 (2005).

38. Kleber, B. et al. Voxel-based morphometry in opera singers: Increased gray-matter volume in right somatosensory and auditory 
cortices. Neuroimage 133, 477–483, doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2016.03.045 (2016).

39. Penhune, V. B. Sensitive periods in human development: evidence from musical training. Cortex; a journal devoted to the study of the 
nervous system and behavior 47, 1126–1137, doi: 10.1016/j.cortex.2011.05.010 (2011).

Author Contributions
S.F. developed the study concept and design. M.H. performed the data collection. M.H. and S.F. performed the 
data analyses and statistics. S.F. interpreted the data and dra�ed the manuscript. S.F. and M.H. approved the �nal 
version of the paper for submission.

Additional Information
Competing �nancial interests: �e authors declare no competing �nancial interests.



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

1 0Scientific RepoRts | 6:37632 | DOI: 10.1038/srep37632

How to cite this article: Hosoda, M. and Furuya, S. Shared somatosensory and motor functions in musicians. 
Sci. Rep. 6, 37632; doi: 10.1038/srep37632 (2016).

Publisher's note: Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and 
institutional a�liations.

�is work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. �e images 
or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, 

unless indicated otherwise in the credit line; if the material is not included under the Creative Commons license, 
users will need to obtain permission from the license holder to reproduce the material. To view a copy of this 
license, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
 
© �e Author(s) 2016

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Shared somatosensory and motor functions in musicians
	Introduction
	Results
	Discussion
	Methods
	Participants
	Experimental Tasks
	Two-Point Discrimination Test
	Monofilament Test
	Weight Discriminator Test
	Music-irrelevant Motor Function Test
	Music-relevant Motor Function Test
	Questionnaire

	Data Analysis

	Additional Information
	References


