

  Early- and Late-Light Embryonic Stimulation Modulates Similarly Chicks’ Ability to Filter out Distractors




Early- and Late-Light Embryonic Stimulation Modulates Similarly Chicks’ Ability to Filter out Distractors







Symmetry 2017, 9(6), 84; doi:10.3390/sym9060084




Article



Early- and Late-Light Embryonic Stimulation Modulates Similarly Chicks’ Ability to Filter out Distractors



Cinzia Chiandetti 1,*, Bastien S. Lemaire 2,3, Elisabetta Versace 3 and Giorgio Vallortigara 3





1



Department of Life Sciences, University of Trieste, I-34127 Trieste, Italy






2



Institute of applied biology (IBFA), University of Caen, 14000 Caen, France






3



Center for Mind/Brain Sciences, University of Trento, I-38068 Rovereto, Italy









*



Correspondence: Tel.: +39-040-558-8677







Academic Editor: Lesley Rogers



Received: 24 March 2017 / Accepted: 6 June 2017 / Published: 8 June 2017



Abstract:



Chicks (Gallus gallus) learned to run from a starting box to a target located at the end of a runway. At test, colourful and bright distractors were placed just outside the starting box. Dark incubated chicks (maintained in darkness from fertilization to hatching) stopped significantly more often, assessing more the left-side distractor than chicks hatched after late (for 42 h during the last three days before hatching) or early (for 42 h after fertilization) exposure to light. The results show that early embryonic light stimulation can modulate this particular behavioural lateralization comparably to the late application of it, though via a different route.
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1. Introduction


It is now well established that environmental light stimulation interplays with a genetic cascade of events in promoting brain specialization in two different classes of vertebrates, fish and birds (reviews in [1,2,3]).



A complex chain of developmental steps leads to brain lateralization in zebrafish starting with an asymmetrical expression of a gene network that controls the development of structural left-right differences within the epithalamus, including asymmetric parapineal migration [4,5,6,7]. As a secondary consequence, in the transparent eggs of the zebrafish an early action of light prompts functional brain asymmetries including motor and sensory processing. Fries hatched from eggs exposed to the photic input during the first week after fertilization prefer to attend to conspecifics with the left eye, whereas fries whose embryonic development happened in darkness do not display the same asymmetry [8]. If the light fails to reach the embryos in two distinct moments within the first week post-fertilization, the normal development of some lateralized behaviours is either compromised or prevented. For instance, darkness during the first day results in an inversion of the reaction to a dummy predator: after normal light regimes, zebrafish avoid the predator appearing on the left side, whereas after darkness they respond more intensely to a predator coming from the right side [9]; in contrast, darkness during the third day prevents the appearance of any asymmetric response to the predator [10]. However, the role of light stimulation on brain structural asymmetry has not been conclusively clarified in zebrafish, as no effect of light has been shown on the asymmetry of molecular markers [11], and some behaviours are lateralized while some others are not, independently of the neuroanatomical asymmetries [12].



Embryonic light application influences also the neurodevelopment of cerebral lateralization in the avian brain, but via a different pathway, i.e., by the asymmetric stimulation of one eye. For more than three decades, it has been repeatedly shown that an asymmetrical embryonic positioning before hatching (due to unilateral expression of Nodal signals responsible for the body torsion [13]) allows light penetration of the egg during the final days of incubation to act selectively on one side of the chick’s head and to trigger anatomical and functional brain asymmetries via right eye stimulation [14]. In response to the asymmetric light input to the retinal cells, brain regions in the left hemisphere fed by the right eye develop earlier than their counterparts in the right hemisphere and a higher number of fibers crosses from the left side of the thalamus to the right hemisphere via the supraoptic decussation [15,16,17]. Such structural asymmetry is functionally detectable in several visually-guided behaviours, such as the advantage of the right eye in preventing pecks to not edible elements when searching for food [18]. Furthermore, chicks presenting such an asymmetry outperform chicks hatched in darkness in dual tasks [19] or when they have to combine different kinds of information to master a correct discrimination [20]. The multifaceted role of light is apparent in the fact that light exposure affects not only abilities related to the stimulated right eye but also functions of the left eye related to attack, copulation, predator detection [15], and visuospatial abilities [21]. Moreover, reversing the eye exposed to light by untwisting the embryo’s head and applying a patch to the right eye causes the pattern of asymmetries to be inverted [15,22]. Note, however, that although light exerts such an important role in the establishment of lateralization, some forms of asymmetries as those associated with unilateral eye used during sleep [23] or with the neural mechanisms of social recognition and imprinting [24,25,26] develop even if the incubation process takes place in darkness [27,28].



The depicted scenario shows a composite set of mechanisms at play in the development of brain asymmetries and the common thread to birds and fish seems to indicate that, following two different anatomical routes, light moulds a similar functional cerebral specialization in the two taxa [29]. Broadly speaking, the right hemisphere orchestrates a form of primitive avoidance and wariness while the left-hemisphere complements brain specialization with the control of routine behaviours of feeding and analysis in familiar contexts, counteracting distraction and irrelevant response to novelty credited to the right hemisphere [1,30]. Thus, apparently similar behavioural asymmetries can be generated by different neural asymmetric systems [31,32].



To check whether a different critical period for the application of the light input could be part of the asymmetric neurodevelopment of cerebral functions also in the chick, Chiandetti et al. [33] exposed eggs to light for a brief period after fertilization, when other photosensitive regions are developing but no retinal photoreceptors have been differentiated yet [34,35], and thereafter maintained in the dark. Chicks hatched under this condition performed in a comparable fashion to chicks hatched from eggs light-stimulated in the canonical time-window, i.e., during the last three days of incubation [33]. The testing condition required chicks to avoid an obstacle placed midway between the starting box and the target at the other end. In such a situation, the two light-stimulated groups showed no preference to detour the obstacle by circumventing it well as much from the left as the right side. By contrast, chicks hatched in darkness showed a pronounced bias to detour the obstacle systematically on the left side. In that case, a motoric difference between stimulated and unstimulated individuals was insufficient to explain the pattern of behaviour observed because all the chicks showed the same motor bias to run slightly toward the left side of the environment when tested without any obstacle on their way to the target (for the specificity of light effect, see reviews in [2,31]). Rather, unstimulated chicks’ selective bias emerged only when an obstacle was on the way to the target. It is possible that, when freely running, chicks previously kept in darkness are less able to sustain attention toward the target and need the right eye to view the obstacle in order to keep track of it while running and avoiding the obstacle toward the target.



Here, in the attempt to widen the comprehension of when and how light stimulation is effective in shaping visually-driven asymmetric responses, we assessed stimulated (early and lately) and unstimulated chicks and compared the performance of the three groups of animals in a further testing situation. Briefly, two days old domestic chicks (Gallus gallus) first learned to run from one end of a runway to a target located at the opposite end; then, at day 5 of age, colourful and bright distractors were placed close to the starting area and we scored whether the chicks pecked at the distractor, how many times and whether preferentially on the one positioned on the left, assuming that the novelty would have engaged mainly the left eye (right hemisphere). The task was chosen as a replication of a previous one with a change in the type of distractor that could provide an incremental knowledge about the observed phenomenon.




2. Materials and Methods


The study was carried out in compliance with the European Community and the Italian law on animal experiments by the Ministry of Health, under the authorization of the Ethical Committee of the University of Trieste (protocol number 385 pos II/9 dd 16.03.2012).



2.1. Subjects


Chicks of the Ross 308 (Aviagen) broiler strain hatched in our laboratory under controlled conditions. The eggs were collected from a local commercial hatchery immediately after fertilization and, thereafter, kept in a FIEM snc, MG 100 H incubator under controlled temperature (37.7 °C) and humidity (about 50–60%) conditions, in a darkened room so that no further incidental light could reach the eggs. Fifty eggs were incubated in complete darkness from the arrival to the laboratory and until the hatching day (Di-chicks = 38); fifty eggs were exposed to light from their arrival to the lab and for 42 h and thereafter remained in the dark (EarlyLi-chicks = 39); fifty eggs were maintained in darkness and exposed to light from day 18 and for 42 h before hatching (LateLi-chicks = 36). A 60 W incandescent light bulb or 15 LEDs (18 lumens per LED) provided homogeneous light of about 250 lux within the incubator. As reviewed in [2], high intensity and prolonged exposure to light can exert various effects (from hatchability to interlimb coordination) and this applies to LEDs too; however, the light regime adopted in our protocol is not proven to have comparable side-effects (and see [33] for an analysis of the identical running trajectories in Di-, EarlyLi-, and LateLi-chicks). Immediately after hatching, each chick was reared singly in a metal home-cage (28 cm wide × 32 cm high × 40 cm deep) illuminated by LED (12 L: 12 D cycle) and located in a separate room at 30 °C. Food and water were available ad libitum.




2.2. Apparatus


A white rectangular enclosure (40 cm wide × 50 cm high × 160 cm deep) with sawdust (5 cm in depth) on the floor served as training apparatus. A red conspicuous plastic beacon was placed at the middle of the smaller end of the apparatus and 7 cm above the floor, indicating the presence of a plastic feeder (target) exactly below it. Two lamps of 50 W centered on the top of the smaller ends provided uniform illumination to the apparatus. For the testing, two slanted walls were adjusted close to the starting point on both the left and the right (see Figure 1) and decorated with salient shiny beads placed at about chick’s head height, functioning as distractors.


Figure 1. Schematic layout of the experimental apparatus as prepared for the test, with exemplifier distractors placed on both the left and the right side of the starting point and the red beacon signalling the presence of the plate with the mealworms (available only during training). A chick is inspecting the distractors located on the left of the starting point.
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In order to keep track of the chick’s movements within the apparatus, a black removable sticky paper was temporarily attached on the chick’s back. The behaviour was videorecorded from above and scored offline by an independent observer blind with respect to the hatching conditions of the animals.




2.3. Procedure


On day 2 of age, after 3 h of food deprivation, each chick was first accustomed to the training apparatus by letting it free to explore the environment for about 30 min and reach the target where some mealworm larvae (Tenebrio molitor) were placed. The next two days, each chick was placed within the apparatus at the opposite end in front of the target and left free to run toward the feeder. This procedure was repeated 20 times (10 times per day).



On day 5, each chick was given one trial as used during training to reinstate motivation and immediately after it was tested only once with the distractors. In the single testing trial, no mealworm was available under the target. This procedure was chosen to rule out any potential influence of the presence of the reward. The trial ended as soon as the chick reached the feeder. The positions of the starting point and the target were counterbalanced between subjects in order to control for any undesired asymmetry within the environment. As a dependent measure, we scored the number of pecks directed at right and left distractors.





3. Results


After having verified that the assumption of homogeneity of variances was not satisfied with the Levene’s test, we ran the non-parametric test Kruskal-Wallis on the overall number of pecks, which showed a significant difference between the three hatching groups (χ2(2) = 10.194, p = 0.006): Di-chicks were more distracted than the two stimulated groups on the pecks toward the left distractor (χ2(2) = 9.352, p = 0.009), but not to the right distractor (χ2(2) = 2.844, p = 0.241), as visible in Figure 2. Di-chicks pecked more at the distractor placed on the left side than both EarlyLi- (Z = −2.271, p = 0.023) and LateLi-chicks (Z = −2.588, p = 0.010), whereas no difference emerged between the two light-stimulated groups (Z = −0.368, p = 0.713, Mann-Whitney Post Hoc test).


Figure 2. Plot of the performance (average number of pecks and S.E.M.) of the three groups of chicks in the presence of the distractor (* p < 0.05).
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4. Discussion


In this investigation of the time windows in which embryonic light stimulation affects the development of functional brain asymmetries, we replicated previous findings showing that chicks hatched from eggs exposed to environmental illumination for 42 h, at either an early or a late stage of embryonic development, display a comparable behaviour. Specifically, both EarlyLi- and LateLi-chicks were not distracted by the novel elements placed in proximity of the starting area. Conversely, Di-chicks, hatched from eggs maintained for the whole developmental period in complete darkness, were significantly attracted by the novel elements and could not restrain from pecking at these items before reaching the target, and especially at those placed on their left side. Note that the procedure used here matches the one used in our previous work [33], where we showed a specific effect of light stimulation on hemispheres’ functionality with no detriment of dark incubation condition on a typical motor and cognitive development (see also [36] for comparable results on pigeons).



The observed pattern of chicks’ performance confirms that embryonic application of light stimulation modulates the ability to sustain attention. EarlyLi- and LateLi-chicks ignored the novel elements and focused on the target, directly approaching it in a routine-like behaviour as learned during the familiarization trials without distractors. Both the left and the right eyes seemed equally good in targeting the goal and avoiding the salient distractor elements presented at test. By contrast, Di-chicks were strongly biased toward the distractors. The fact that the distractors placed on the left side resulted more attractive than those placed on the right side, uncovers the brain asymmetry at play in Di-chicks: the right eye is engaged in sustaining attention to the target, while the left eye mediates attention deployment to the novel and salient elements located on the left side. Our findings suggest that in Di-chicks the separation of the two hemispheres also maintains segregated the processing of the target and the distractor. While the left hemisphere would control the routine running behaviour toward the target, the right hemisphere is engaged by novelty and the chicks stop their running to assess the distractor located on the left, as they do when they monitor the predator [19,37].



In LateLi-chicks, instead, it appears that the right hemispheric involvement in response to novelty is modulated by the asymmetric embryonic light stimulation. The cross-talk between the two halves of the brain makes the left hemisphere capable of inhibitory control over the compulsory attention directed toward the novelty, similarly to the testing situation in which the right eye (left hemisphere) inhibits peck at irrelevant elements spread among grains [19].



What remains to be understood is how light induces a comparable performance in LateLi- and EarlyLi-chicks, considering that only on LateLi-chicks light acts asymmetrically on the fully-formed eye. In zebrafish, the involvement of both habenulae in the control of behaviour is shown by the fact that selective inactivation of these nuclei induces a persistent freezing response [38]; furthermore, the use of the right eye to target the food implies that the left hemisphere is engaged in sustained control, with the enrollment of the left lateral habenulae, reducing the probability of being distracted [39,40]. Despite the fact that there is no clear evidence that the role of light on the lateralized behaviour depends directly on a stimulation of the parapineal, this could account for the performance observed in both fish and EarlyLi-chicks. This hypothesis requires further investigation: indeed, in fish, other photosensitive areas than the eye participate in determining lateralization [41,42] and one may wonder whether the involvement of the same regions could be extended to explain chicks’ performance, since analogous cells are developing in the chick embryo at the early stages when we applied the light stimulation [43]. Due to the common differentiation of the diencephalic areas in birds and fish, the involvement of the ephyphysis-habenula axis could be the target for a further window in which light may be operating in chicks as well. A further complication may derive from the fact that the habenular nuclei are asymmetric in several species [44,45] and hence might be differentially stimulated by the action of light. By contrast, in birds the habenulae are assumed to be symmetric, despite one study on chicks showed that there can be individual asymmetries and males tend to present a larger right medial habenula [46]; unfortunately, there was no mention of the incubation condition in this study and hence whether it applies to our results or not is open to speculation. On the basis of atlases of different avian species, it appears that the pineal gland, projecting to the habenulae, is larger in absolute size in chicks than, for instance, in pigeons. The cytochemical characterization of the avian pineal organ demonstrates many structural, functional and biochemical analogies between the retinal and the pineal photoreceptors [47,48]. Furthermore, other brain regions involved in lateralization may have been simply overlooked in previous histological assessments of light stimulation effects. There might also be a further extra-retinal photoreceptive candidate in birds outside the pineal gland. As shown in quails, in the avian ventral thalamus and septal region there are so-called deep photoreceptors that seem to participate in the regulation of seasonal cycles of reproduction [49,50]. These further photosensitive receptors respond to light in the quail and might be activated in domestic chicks as well. Certainly, this hypothesis paves the way to further investigations addressing specifically the neural substrates enrolled by light at precocious stages of the chick’s embryonic development.




5. Conclusions


Here we documented that an early application of light during incubation modulates a particular functional asymmetry in chicks in a similar way to the well-known late stimulation. Light seems to operate on a genetically determined asymmetry by mediating a better cooperation between the two hemispheres. The asymmetrical light stimulation experience does not simply affect hemispheric specialization (like a left-hemispheric dominance of visuomotor control (discussed for instance in [32])) but also how efficiently the hemispheres can interact or cooperate [36,51].



The mechanisms responsible for the early modulation remain to be investigated, however a broader consideration on the effects of light stimulation before birth is worth discussing. Despite it is controversial whether the human foetus is reached by asymmetric light to one eye (it is attested that 2/3 of the embryos are rotated with the right eye toward the external abdominal wall in the latest stages of gestation), in principle the light reaches the intrauterine environment [52]. Indeed, at about 36–40 weeks, the foetus responds to flashes of light to the maternal abdomen with an increment in cardiac frequency and eye and body movements [53]. There are also indications that light can affect the development of cerebral lateralization in human foetuses by modulating the available hormonal levels [54]. Despite assessing this hypothesis has proven to be very difficult, seasonal anisotropy has been recently shown with respect to the distribution of handedness as related to gender: longer photoperiods experienced during the first 14–18 weeks are associated with left-handed males [55]. Hence, at present, a hormonal modulation cannot be ruled out.



Asymmetries induced by genetic factors are shaped by environmental illumination, as indicated by previous results on zebrafish and chicks, but here we showed that in an avian species this takes place in two different time-windows. If light entails two different processes in the two time-windows, a more sensitive test could reveal a specific involvement of each hemisphere. For instance, an investigation of the performance under monocular testing condition [56] could reasonably refine the enrolment of each hemisphere depending on the specific genetic-environment route, since monocular and binocular performances could differ profoundly (e.g., [57]).
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