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Abstract
Background: Sensory processing deficits are frequently co-morbid with neurodevelopmental disorders. For example,
patients with fragile X syndrome (FXS), caused by a silencing of the FMR1 gene, exhibit impairments in visual function
specific to the dorsal system, which processes motion information. However, the developmental and circuit
mechanisms underlying this deficit remain unclear. Recently, the superior colliculus (SC), a midbrain structure
regulating head and eye movements, has emerged as a model for dissecting visual circuit development and
function. Previous studies have demonstrated a critical role for activity-dependent processes in the development
of visual circuitry in the SC. Based on the known role of the FMR1 gene product in activity-dependent synaptic
plasticity, we explored the function and organization of visual circuits in the SC of a mouse model of FXS (Fmr1−/y).
Methods: We utilized in vivo extracellular electrophysiology in combination with computer-controlled visual stimuli to
determine the receptive field properties of visual neurons in the SC of control and Fmr1−/y mice. In addition, we utilized
anatomical tracing methods to assess the organization of visual inputs to the SC and along the retinogeniculocortical
pathway.
Results: Receptive fields of visual neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice were significantly larger than those found in
control animals, though their shape and structure were unaffected. Further, selectivity for direction of movement
was decreased, while selectivity to axis of movement was unchanged. Interestingly, axis-selective (AS) neurons
exhibited a specific hyperexcitability in comparison to AS neurons in control SC and to direction-selective (DS)
neurons in both control and Fmr1−/y SC. Anatomical tracings revealed that retinocollicular, retinogeniculate, and
geniculocortical projections were normally organized in the absence of Fmr1. However, projections from primary
visual cortex (V1) to the SC were poorly refined.
Conclusions: Fmr1 is required for the proper development of visual circuit organization and function in the SC.
We find that visual dysfunction is heterogeneously manifested in a subcircuit-specific manner in Fmr1−/y mice,
consistent with previous studies in human FXS patients. Further, we show a specific alteration of inputs to the SC
from V1, but not the retina. Together, these data suggest that Fmr1 may function in distinct ways during the
development of different visual subcircuits.
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Background
Sensory processing disorders occur frequently in the
pediatric population, affecting as many as 1 in 20 children at some point in their development [1, 2]. The
prevalence of sensory dysfunction is even higher among
those with a neurodevelopmental disorder, such as autism spectrum disorders (ASD) [3] and fragile X syndrome (FXS) [4]. Since sensory deficits may amplify
symptoms and interfere with therapies [5], they present
an attractive target for intervention that may have a
broad and multiplicative impact. However, while sensory
dysfunction is a hallmark feature of many neurodevelopmental disorders, there is a gap in our understanding of
the underlying circuit-level causes.
FXS, an X-linked neurodevelopmental disorder, is the
most common hereditable form of intellectual disability
and the most prevalent single gene cause of ASD. It is
caused by the silencing of the FMR1 gene, resulting in
reduced expression of the gene product, fragile X mental
retardation protein (FMRP), an RNA-binding protein. In
the brain, FMRP is a critical player in activity-dependent
synaptic plasticity, and thus circuit formation and function [6]. Patients with FXS exhibit a wide range of sensory dysfunctions that manifest in multiple modalities,
including vision, audition, and somatosensation [7]. In
the visual domain, patients show impaired magnocellular
pathway function, which processes information about
stimulus movement, while visual form detection is
unaffected [8]. Interestingly, function in this visual domain is also altered in FMR1 premutation carriers [9]
and may be correlated with the level of FMRP expression in healthy individuals [10]. Despite this, little is
known about how loss of FMRP expression affects the
function of visual neurons in the brain.
In recent years, the mouse superior colliculus (SC) has
emerged as an attractive model to understand sensory circuit development, organization, and function [11]. The SC
processes visual, somatosensory and auditory information to
regulate goal-directed head and eye movements [12]. Of
these modalities in the SC, the development of visual circuitry is most well understood and relies on a combination
of molecular cues, axon-axon competition, and
activity-dependent processes [13]. In addition, our understanding of visual function and circuit wiring in the SC has
advanced substantially due to clever application of advanced
genetic, electrophysiological, imaging, and viral tracing techniques [14–18].
Based on the critical role of FMRP in activity-dependent
synaptic plasticity and the dependence of visual circuit
development in the SC on activity-dependent processes,
we tested the hypothesis that visual circuit function and
organization in the SC requires FMRP expression. To do
so, we determined the receptive field properties of visual
neurons in the SC of a mouse model of FXS in which the
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Fmr1 gene is knocked out (Fmr1−/y) [19]. We show that
visual receptive fields are increased in size, but retain normal shape and substructure. Further, we found that selectivity for direction of movement is decreased in the SC of
Fmr1−/y mice, but neurons tuned to the movement of oriented bars along their orthogonal axes are unchanged.
Interestingly,
axis-selective
(AS)
neurons
were
hyperexcitable, despite retaining their tuning properties.
We also found that the terminal areas of inputs to the SC
from the primary visual cortex (V1) are enlarged in Fmr1
knockouts, while those from the retina are unaffected. Together, these data suggest that FMRP is required for the
proper development of visual circuit organization and
function in the SC and, further, that FMRP may function
in distinct ways during the development of different visual
subcircuits.

Methods
Mice

Fmr1 knockout mice were generated and genotyped as
previously described [19]. Mice were back-crossed for at
least five generations and maintained on a C57BL/6 background. Only male mice were used for both experimental
and control animals to avoid potential mosaicism associated with heterozygous females and to facilitate the use of
littermates as controls. Mice were housed in a
temperature and humidity-controlled room under standard 12/12-h light-dark cycle. After weaning, mice were
housed in groups of 1–5 with same-sex siblings. All procedures were performed in accordance with, and approved
by, the Children’s National Health System IACUC.
In vivo electrophysiology

Recordings were performed as previously described [17].
Briefly, adult male mice (postnatal day 60 (P60)–P120)
were anesthetized with isofluorane. The animal’s
temperature was monitored and maintained at 37 °C
through a feedback-controlled heating pad. Silicone oil
was applied on the eyes to prevent drying. A craniotomy
was performed on the right hemisphere ~ 0.5 mm lateral
from the midline suture and between 1.5 to − 0.25 mm
anterior from the lambda suture. A 16-channel silicone
probe (Neuronexus) coated in DiI was lowered between
0.8 and 1.5 mm into the SC at a 35° angle and stabilized
with agarose (1% in PBS). Electrical signals were amplified and filtered between 0.7 and 7 kHz, sampled at
25 kHz, and acquired using a System 3 workstation
(Tucker-Davis Technologies). Individual units were
identified by spike sorting methods using independent
component analysis, as described previously [20].
Visual stimuli and receptive field determination

Visual stimuli were generated using custom software
(MATLAB), as described previously [20]. The monitor
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(52 × 29.5 cm, 60-Hz refresh rate) was placed 22 cm
from the animal in front of the eye contralateral to the
recording penetration, subtending ~ 90 × 70° of visual
space. We utilized a flashing spot stimulus in which a
white square subtending 5 × 5° of visual space was displayed for 500 ms at pseudorandom locations for five
trials at each location. Following presentation, the screen
remained blank for 500 ms before the next stimulus
presentation. Thus, individual trials could be divided
into two sub-stimuli to isolate the ON and OFF
responses of each cell. Spontaneous firing was determined during additional blank stimuli, and the threshold
was set as the mean spontaneous rate plus two standard
deviations. The ON and OFF responses were determined
by counting the number of spikes occurring in a 200-ms
window starting at 50 ms after spot onset and offset,
respectively. The total responses were determined using
the spikes occurring in both the ON and OFF windows.
A cell was considered responsive to either or both stimuli if the spike rate exceeded threshold in at least 40% of
trials. Since we did not assume that receptive fields
would be shaped such that they could be fit with a 2-D
Gaussian, receptive field area was calculated as the number of squares to which an individual unit responded, as
described previously [21]. The length of azimuth (LA)
and elevation (LE) axes, calculated as the number of
squares eliciting a response along the horizontal and vertical axes of the receptive field, respectively, was used to
calculate the axes ratio (LA/LE). Area ratio was calculated using ON and OFF subfield areas (AON/AOFF). The
overlap index measures the degree of overlap between
the ON and OFF subfields while taking into account the
distance between their centers. It is calculated using the
equation: OI = (W1 + W2 − c)/(W1 + W2 + c), where W1
and W2 are the half-widths of the subfields measured
along the line joining the subfield centers, and c is the
distance between the ON and OFF subfield centers [14].
The response ratio was calculated with the peak ON and
OFF responses (Ron,max /Roff,max).
To calculate directional and axial tuning, drifting gratings of 100% contrast at 12 different orientations (30°
spacing) and six different spatial frequencies between
0.01 and 0.32 cpd (six logarithmic steps) were presented.
A temporal frequency of 2 Hz was consistent for all the
gratings. Each stimulus of given orientation and spatial
frequency (or a blank condition) was presented for 1.5 s
in a pseudorandom order for five trials, with an interstimulus interval of 0.5 s. The preferred direction (θpref )
and preferred spatial frequency were determined as
those at which the mean response was greatest. Selectivity was described using two indices: (1) direction selectivity index (DSI) = (Rpref − Ropp)/(Rpref + Ropp), where
Rpref was the response at θpref and Ropp at θpref + π and
(2) axis selectivity index (ASI) = (Rpref − mean(Rorth))/
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(Rpref + mean(Rorth)). The tuning curves were fitted with
a sum of two Gaussians centered at θpref and θpref + π
using the nlinfit function in MATLAB, and the tuning
width was calculated as the half-width at half-maximum
of the fitted curve above the baseline [20]. A cell was
considered direction selective (DS) with a DSI greater
than 0.33 and an OSI greater than 0.33. A cell was considered axis selective (AS) with an OSI greater than 0.33
and a DSI less than 0.33.
Axon tracing

Focal and bulk labeling of retinal ganglion cells (RGCs)
was performed as described previously [22]. Briefly, adult
mice (> P40) were deeply anesthetized by subcutaneous
injection of ketamine/xylazine solution (100/10 mg/kg)
and the eye elevated out of the orbital socket by applying
gentle pressure to the head. For focal labeling, a small
amount (~ 50 nL) of 1,1′-dioctadecyl-3,3,3′,3′-tetramethylindocarbocyanine perchlorate (DiI, ThermoFisher)
(10% in dimethylformamide (DMF)) was pressure
injected into the nasal or temporal regions of the retina
using a pulled glass pipet attached to a Picospritzer III
(Parker-Hannafin). For bulk labeling, ~ 500 nL of
fluorescently conjugated cholera toxin subunit b
(CTb-488 or CTb-555, ThermoFisher) (2 mg/mL in
phosphate-buffered saline (PBS)) was pressure injected
into the posterior eye chamber using a pulled glass pipet
and Picospritzer III.
Focal labeling of V1 neurons for anterograde tracing
to the SC and retrograde tracing to the dorsal lateral
geniculate nucleus (dLGN) was performed as previously
described [23]. Briefly, adult mice were deeply anesthetized by subcutaneous injection of ketamine/xylazine
solution (100/10 mg/kg). For anterograde labeling of
V1-SC projections, a focal craniotomy was made over
V1 using a 25 ga needle, and ~ 50 nL of DiI was pressure
injected with a pulled glass pipet attached to a Picospritzer III. For retrograde labeling of geniculocortical projections, anesthetized mice were head fixed in a stereotaxic
apparatus with ear bars. A focal craniotomy was made
over V1 with an Ideal Micro Drill (Stoelting) and a
Hamilton syringe with 33 ga needle attached was lowered ~ 400 μm into the neuropil. Using a Quintessential
Stereotaxic Injector (Stoelting), 100 μL of CTb-555
(10 mg/mL) was injected at a rate of 0.5 mL/min.
Tissue processing and microscopy

Immediately after in vivo recording or 1 week following
tracer injection, mice were euthanized and intracardially
perfused with ice-cold PBS followed by 4% paraformaldehyde (PFA). The brains and eyes were dissected out
and post-fixed in 4% PFA overnight or 30 min, respectively. For retinal DiI injections, the brains were briefly
washed in PBS and the contralateral cortical hemisphere
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was removed and the underlying SC was imaged in
whole mount. The brains were then embedded in 2%
agarose and 150-μm sections were cut in the coronal
plane with a Manual Slice Vibratome (World Precision
Instruments) in order to image the dLGN. In addition,
the retinas were dissected, flat mounted, and imaged to
verify DiI injection site size and location. For other injections, the brains were briefly washed in PBS, embedded
in 2% agarose and 150-μm sections were cut in the coronal (bulk retinal labeling, CTb in V1) or sagittal (DiI in
V1) plane. All imaging was performed on a BX61 microscope equipped with an AxioCam HR digital camera
(Olympus).
Statistical analysis

All values are reported as mean ± SEM. The distributions of all data were first tested for normality of distribution using the D’Agostino & Pearson normality test.
Normally distributed data were compared using the Student’s t test, while other distributions were compared
using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (K-S test) or the
median ranks were compared using a Mann-Whitney
test. For comparison of baseline and peak firing rates of
the same neuron, a Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed rank
test was used. All statistical tests were evaluated at α =
5% probability of false positives. All analyses were performed with the statistical software package Prism
(GraphPad).

Results
Visual receptive field size and shape

To determine the receptive field properties of visual
neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice, we recorded extracellular signals from the SC of isofluorane anesthetized
mice while presenting computer-controlled visual stimuli. To begin, we presented mice with a flashing spot
stimulus in which a white square occupying 5 × 5° of visual space was shown on gray background in a pseudorandom order (Fig. 1a). Individual units were identified
post hoc and spikes associated with each unit were
correlated with the stimulus presentation. Consistent
with previous studies [14, 24], receptive field structures
in the SC of Fmr1+/y control mice were roughly circular
in shape, with the most robust responses elicited by
stimuli in the center of the receptive field (Fig. 1e & f ).
We found that receptive fields of visual neurons in the
SC of Fmr1−/y mice were qualitatively similar in structure to those of controls, though they appeared larger
(Fig. 1e & f ). Indeed, the mean area of receptive fields in
Fmr1−/y mice was significantly increased compared to
those found in control mice (Fmr1+/y: 425.00 ±
50.13 deg2, n = 17 units from 1 to 3 penetrations each in
9 mice; Fmr1−/y: 566.30 ± 33.49 deg2, n = 31 units from 1
to 4 penetrations each in 11 mice; p = 0.0197, unpaired t
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test) (Fig. 1g). Interestingly, quantification of the extent
of visual space monitored along the horizontal (azimuth)
and vertical (elevation) axes suggested that the shape of
receptive fields was slightly changed in knockouts, as we
observed a significant increase in the mean length of the
azimuth axis (Fmr1+/y: 22.59 ± 1.39°; Fmr1−/y: 26.49 ±
0.81°; p = 0.0124, unpaired t test), but this was not
observed for the elevation axis (Fmr1+/y: 23.09 ± 1.54°;
Fmr1−/y: 26.28 ± 1.16°; p = 0.1059, unpaired t test)
(Fig. 1h). However, we observed no change in the average ratio of azimuth to elevation axes (Fmr1+/y: 0.9863 ±
0.01236; Fmr1−/y: 1.0340 ± 0.02557; p = 0.4576, K-S test)
(Fig. 1f ), suggesting that the shape of receptive fields
were roughly the same for neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y
mice, despite the increase in size.
ON and OFF subfield size, shape, and organization

Most neurons in the SC respond to both the onset and
offset of light presented anywhere in their receptive field.
To determine if there were specific changes in either the
ON or OFF subfield of visual neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/
y
mice, we segregated spikes into bins containing those
occurring when the square was present (ON) and those
occurring when the square had disappeared (OFF) from a
given location (Fig. 1a). Consistent with previous data [14,
24], we found that most cells identified in the SC of both
Fmr1+/y and Fmr1−/y mice had quantifiable ON and OFF
subfields that were roughly circular in shape (Fig. 2a–d).
Interestingly, we found that the mean area of the OFF
subfield was significantly increased in the knockout group
(Fmr1+/y: 404.1 ± 46.24 deg2; Fmr1−/y: 576.0 ± 30.16 deg2;
p = 0.0023, unpaired t test), while the mean area of the
ON subfield was unchanged (Fmr1+/y: 448.3 ± 56.02 deg2;
Fmr1−/y: 573.4 ± 48.27 deg2; p = 0.1127, unpaired t test)
(Fig. 2e). However, this was not reflected in a change the
ON to OFF subfield area ratio (Fmr1+/y: 1.092 ± 0.05394
arbitrary units (A.U.); Fmr1−/y: 1.018 ± 0.07387 A.U.; p =
0.4972, unpaired t test) (Fig. 2f). Similarly, we observed no
difference in the degree of overlap between ON and OFF
subfields (Fmr1+/y: 0.603 ± 0.05394 A.U.; Fmr1−/y: 0.641 ±
0.03346 A.U.; p = 0.5364, unpaired t test) (Fig. 1g). Further,
we observed no change in the ratio of the ON to OFF
response rate (Fmr1+/y: 1.007 ± 0.02449 A.U.; Fmr1−/y:
0.919 ± 0.09185 A.U.; p = 0.4950, unpaired t test) (Fig. 2h).
Together, these data suggest that the increased receptive
field size of visual neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice may
reflect a specific increase in the OFF subfield size, but that
the general structure of receptive fields is not altered in
the absence of Fmr1.
Response to drifting square wave stimulus

We next asked if other aspects of visual function might
be altered in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice by using a drifting
square wave stimulus (Fig. 3a), which allows the
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Fig. 1 Enlarged receptive field size of visual neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice. a Schematic of in vivo visual stimulus presentation set up and
flashing spot paradigm. b Schematic of the silicon multi-electrode array utilized. c Representative parasagittal section through the SC from a
mouse in which recording was performed. The electrode was coated with fluorescent DiI in order to visualize the track and final position within
the superficial layers of the SC. d Representative raw traces from recordings in the SC of Fmr1+/y (black) and Fmr1−/y (red) mice in response to the
stimulus presented in a. e, f Heat maps of the total response to a flashing spot stimulus from representative visual neurons identified in the SC of
Fmr1+/y (e) and Fmr1−/y (f) mice. g Quantification of the average receptive field (RF) area. *p < 0.05, unpaired t test. h Quantification of the length
of the azimuth and elevation axes. *p < 0.05, unpaired t test. i Quantification of the azimuth to elevation axes ratio. j Quantification of the baseline and
peak firing rates for individual neurons. ****p ≤ 0.0001, Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed rank test. For g–j, individual values for each identified neuron
are shown, and the bar indicates the mean

identification
of
direction-selective
(DS)
and
axis-selective (AS) neurons, both of which are found in
relative abundance in the SC. We presented square
waves moving in 12 different orientations and at 6 different spatial frequencies. To begin, we calculated the axisand direction selectivity indices (ASI, DSI), which measure the response rate at the preferred orientation compared to the orthogonal (ASI) or opposing (DSI)
orientation. While we found no difference in the cumulative distribution of ASIs between groups (Fmr1+/y:
0.385 ± 0.02681, n = 80; Fmr1−/y: 0.369 ± 0.02716, n = 82;

p = 0.2032, K-S test) (Fig. 3b), there was a significant
shift in the cumulative distribution of DSIs for visual
neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice towards less selectivity (Fmr1+/y: 0.2613 ± 0.02864; Fmr1−/y: 0.1559 ± 0.02017;
p = 0.0004, K-S test) (Fig. 3c). By plotting the DSI as a
function of ASI for each identified neuron, we were able
to visualize the proportion of DS and AS neurons
(Fig. 3d, e). Neurons classified as DS fall into the upper
right corner of this plot, surpassing our threshold of
0.33 for both ASI and DSI; neurons classified as AS fall
into the bottom right of this plot, surpassing a threshold
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Fig. 2 Enlarged OFF, but not ON, subfield of visual neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice. a–d Heat maps of the isolated ON (a and c) and
OFF (b and d) responses to the flashing spot stimulus from the representative neurons identified in the SC of Fmr1+/y (a and b) and
Fmr1−/y (c and d) mice. e Quantification of the average ON and OFF receptive field (RF) area. **p < 0.01, unpaired t test. f Quantification
of the ON to OFF area ratio. g Quantification of the ratio of ON and OFF subfield overlap. h Quantification of the average evoked firing
rate in the ON and OFF subfields. i Quantification of the ON to OFF subfield response ratio. For e–i, individual values for each identified
neuron are shown, and the bar indicates the mean

of 0.33 for ASI, but falling below this for DSI. Using
these criteria, we found no change in the overall number
of neurons selective for some aspect of the drifting
square wave stimulus (Fmr1+/y: 50.0%; Fmr1−/y: 52.3%),
but we did observe a slight shift in the proportions of
AS and DS neurons (Fmr1+/y: DS = 22.5%, AS = 27.5%;
Fmr1−/y: DS = 17.1%, AS = 35.4%) (Fig. 3f, g); however,
this change was not significantly different (Fisher’s exact
test, two-tailed p = 0.2676). Together, these data suggest
that visual neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice are less
selective for direction of movement, but the proportion
of DS neurons is not altered.

difference in the peak firing rate compared to the baseline
rate for DS neurons in both the Fmr1+/y and Fmr1−/y
groups (Fmr1+/y: baseline = 2.283 ± 0.6782, peak = 9.833
± 2.123, p < 0.0001, Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed rank
test; Fmr1−/y: baseline = 2.6 ± 0.8846, peak = 9.994 ±
1.784, p < 0.0001, Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed rank
test), there was no difference between either across groups
(baseline, p = 0.3590, Mann-Whitney; peak, p = 0.6158,
Mann-Whitney) (Fig. 4f). Together, these data suggest
that despite an overall reduction in selectivity for direction
of movement in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice, the existing DS
neurons are normally tuned.

Direction-selective neurons

Axis-selective neurons

Based on the reduced DSI and slight reduction in proportion of DS neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice, we
next wondered if other aspects of DS tuning might be
affected due to loss of FMRP expression. Representative
examples of the tuning curves of DS neurons from
Fmr1+/y and Fmr1−/y SC are shown in Fig. 4a, b, which
appear grossly similar. Consistent with this, we found no
difference in the proportions of DS neurons exhibiting preference for different directions of movement (p = 0.4375,
K-S test) nor different spatial frequencies (p = 0.9810, K-S
test) (Fig. 4c, d), suggesting that tuning diversity of DS neurons is still intact in the absence of Fmr1. Additionally, the
sharpness of tuning, measured by the average tuning width
of DS neurons was unchanged (Fmr1+/y: 27.90 ± 3.575°, n =
18; Fmr1−/y: 28.68 ± 2.622°, n = 14; p = 0.8682, unpaired t
test) (Fig. 4e). Finally, while we observed a significant

We next evaluated the tuning properties of AS neurons
in each group, representative examples of which are presented in Fig. 5a, b. Similar to what we found for DS
neurons, we observed no change in the proportionality
of AS neurons exhibiting preference for different axes of
movement (p = 0.7591, K-S test) nor spatial frequencies
(p = 0.9995, K-S test) (Fig. 5c, d). Additionally, we found
no difference between groups in the cumulative distribution tuning widths for AS neurons (Fmr1+/y: 35.41 ±
3.439°, n = 22; Fmr1−/y: 43.85 ± 3.563°, n = 29; p = 0.3438,
K-S test) (Fig. 5e), suggesting that the sharpness of tuning is similar between groups. As we observed for DS
neurons, the peak rate of firing was significantly
increased compared to the baseline rate for AS neurons
in the SC of both Fmr1+/y and Fmr1−/y mice (Fmr1+/y:
baseline = 5.776 ± 1.155, peak = 15.26 ± 2.677, p <
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Mann-Whitney; peak: p = 0.0063, Mann-Whitney)
(Fig. 5f ). Taken together, these data suggest that while
the tuning properties of AS neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/
y
mice are not substantially changed, they exhibit hyperexcitability compared to AS neurons in control SC.
Given that we found differences in the baseline and
peak firing rates of AS, but not DS, neurons in the SC of
Fmr1−/y mice, we next wondered if AS neurons in the
SC might be intrinsically more active in comparison to
DS neurons. To do so, we compared the baseline and
peak firing rates of DS and AS neurons in both control
and Fmr1−/y mice. In Fmr1+/y mice, we found no difference in either the baseline or peak firing rates of DS and
AS neurons (baseline: p = 0.1259, K-S test; peak: p =
0.2005, K-S test) (Fig. 6a, b). In contrast, we found that
both the baseline and peak firing rates of AS neurons
were significantly higher than those of DS neurons in
the SC of Fmr1−/y mice (baseline: p = 0.0034, K-S test;
peak: p = 0.0036, K-S test) (Fig. 6a, b). Notably, the average baseline and peak rates of AS neurons were 5.6-fold
and 2.9-fold greater than those of DS neurons, respectively. Together, these data suggest that in the absence of
Fmr1, there is an AS circuit-specific increase in excitability of AS neurons, which is observed in both the
spontaneous rate and visually evoked response.
Organization of visual inputs to the SC

Fig. 3 Decreased direction selectivity of visual neurons in the SC of
Fmr1−/y mice. a Schematic of drifting square wave visual stimulus
paradigm. b Representative raw traces from recordings in the SC of
Fmr1+/y (black) and Fmr1−/y (red) mice in response to the stimulus
presented in a. c, d Quantification of the axis (c) and direction
(d) selectivity indices (ASI, DSI) for all neurons identified in response
to the drifting square wave stimulus. Individual values for each
identified neuron are shown, and the bar indicates the mean. ***p <
0.001, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. e, f Scatter plots of DSI and ASI for
each identified neuron in the SC of Fmr1+/y (e) and Fmr1−/y (f) mice.
Dotted lines at 0.33 indicate threshold for selectivity. Neurons classified
as direction selective (DS) fall in the top right of the plot (light gray
shading), while neurons classified as axis selective (AS) fall into the
bottom right of the plot (dark gray shading). g, h Relative proportions
of each type of neuron identified in the SC of Fmr1+/y (g) and Fmr1−/y
(h) mice

0.0001, Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed rank test;
Fmr1−/y: baseline = 14.63 ± 3.229, peak = 29.01 ± 4.047,
p < 0.0001, Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed rank test)
(Fig. 5f ). Intriguingly, we observed a significant increase
in both the median baseline and median peak firing rate
of AS neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice compared to
AS neurons in control SC (baseline: p = 0.0271,

Thus far, our in vivo electrophysiological data suggests
that in Fmr1−/y mice visual neurons in the SC have larger receptive fields, reduced direction selectivity, and
alterations in the excitability of AS neurons. We next
wondered if the anatomical organization of visual inputs
to the SC might be disrupted in Fmr1−/y mice. The SC
receives visual inputs from retinal ganglion cells (RGCs)
in the eye, as well as layer V neurons in visual cortical
areas [11]. Each of these projections is organized topographically, such that neighbor-neighbor relationships of
cell bodies are recapitulated in their axon terminals in
the target. Further, layer V neurons in primary visual
cortex (V1) terminate such that they are in topographic
alignment with RGC inputs that monitor the same region of space. To begin to determine if Fmr1 expression
is required for proper targeting of visual inputs to the
SC, we focally labeled small regions of the retina with
the lipophillic tracer, DiI, which allows for visualization
of the termination zones (TZs) of labeled RGC axons in
the SC (Fig. 7a). Interestingly, we found that the TZs of
retinal inputs in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice were strikingly
similar to those observed in control mice (Fig. 7b, c). Indeed, we found no difference in TZ size, measured as a
percent of the SC, between groups (Fmr1+/y: 1.912 ±
0.286, n = 5 mice; Fmr1−/y: 1.796 ± 0.3715, n = 7 mice; p
= 0.5455, K-S test) (Fig. 7d). We then traced projections
from the primary visual cortex (V1) to the SC by focally
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Fig. 4 Properties of direction-selective neurons in the SC are unchanged in Fmr1−/y mice. a, b Polar plots of representative direction-selective (DS)
neurons in the SC of Fmr1+/y (a) and Fmr1−/y (b) mice. Orientation of the stimulus is represented around the circumference of the plot, and firing
rate is indicated by concentric rings increasing centrifugally. c Quantification of the cumulative probability of DS neurons with different preferred
directions. d Quantification of the cumulative probability of DS neurons with different preferred spatial frequencies. e Quantification of the tuning
width of each DS neuron, bar indicates the mean. f Quantification of the baseline and peak firing rates for individual DS neurons. ****p ≤ 0.0001,
Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed rank test

injecting DiI into the cortices of adult mice and visualized TZs in sagittal sections (Fig. 7e). We found that
V1-SC TZs in Fmr1−/y mice were localized to the correct
sublamina; however, they appeared larger than those
found in control mice (Fig. 7f, g). Indeed, we found a
significant increase in the TZ size, measured as a percent
of the SC, in Fmr1−/y mice (Fmr1+/y: 12.38 ± 1.206, n = 8
mice; Fmr1−/y: 17.33 ± 1.019, n = 10 mice; p = 0.0207, K-S
test) (Fig. 7h). Together, these data demonstrate that retinal inputs to the SC appear unaffected in the absence of
Fmr1, but that the refinement of cortical V1 inputs may
be disrupted, indicating a possible misalignment with
the retinal map.

One potential explanation for the alteration in V1 inputs to the SC could be that they simply reflect topographic disorganization in the cortex. To test this
possibility, we examined the anatomical organization of
projections along the retino-geniculo-cortical pathway.
We first examined RGC projections to the dorsal lateral
geniculate nucleus (dLGN) by DiI tracing in adult mice
(Fig. 8a). Similar to our findings for retinocollicular projections, we found that TZs in the dLGN appeared similar in both Fmr1+/y and Fmr1−/y mice (Fig. 8b, c). In fact,
we observed no difference in TZ size, measured as a percent of the dLGN, between groups (Fmr1+/y: 3.283 ±
0.5857, n = 4 mice; Fmr1−/y: 4.067 ± 0.8487, n = 5 mice;
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Fig. 5 Increased baseline and peak firing rate of axis-selective neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice. a, b Polar plots of representative axis-selective
(AS) neurons in the SC of Fmr1+/y (a) and Fmr1−/y (b) mice. Orientation of the stimulus is represented around the circumference of the plot, and
firing rate is indicated by concentric rings increasing centrifugally. c Quantification of the cumulative probability of AS neurons with different
preferred directions. d Quantification of the cumulative probability of AS neurons with different preferred spatial frequencies. e Quantification of
the tuning width of each AS neuron, bar indicates the mean. f Quantification of the baseline and peak firing rates for individual AS neurons.
*p < 0.05, Mann-Whitney test; **p < 0.01, Mann-Whitney test; ****p ≤ 0.0001, Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed rank test

p = 0.5635, K-S test) (Fig. 8d). To further investigate the
organization of retinogeniculate projections, we assessed
eye-specific segregation in the dLGN. To do so, we
bulk-labeled RGCs by injecting fluorescently tagged
cholera toxin subunit b of different colors (CTb-488 or
CTb-555) in each eye and visualizing their terminals in
the dLGN (Fig. 8e). Using this technique, we found that
eye-specific segregation in the dLGN of Fmr1−/y mice
appeared similar to that of controls (Fig. 8f, g). Quantification of the overlapped pixels as a percent of the size of
the ipsilateral patch confirmed this, as we found no difference between groups (Fmr1+/y: 10.21 ± 1.792, n = 4
mice; Fmr1−/y: 10.01 ± 0.6233, n = 6 mice; p = 0.9952, K-S

test) (Fig. 8h). Finally, we assessed geniculocortical projection organization by focally injecting CTb-555 into
V1 to retrogradely label neurons in the dLGN (Fig. 8i).
Imaging of the origination zone (OZ) of labeled neurons
revealed a similarly sized and shaped region in the
dLGN of Fmr1+/y and Fmr1−/y mice (Fig. 8j, k). Quantification of OZ size also revealed no significant difference
between groups (Fmr1+/y: 16.31 ± 0.8233, n = 4 mice;
Fmr1−/y: 16.47 ± 0.2582, n = 5 mice; p = 0.4286, K-S test)
(Fig. 8l). Taken together, these data suggest that the
mature anatomical organization of projections along the
retino-geniculo-cortical pathway are grossly normal in
the absence of Fmr1. Combined with our retino- and
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tracing data reveal that inputs to the SC from V1, but
not the retina, are disrupted, having larger TZs than
those found in control animals. Overall, these data argue
that deficits in visual processing and development of
connectivity are subcircuit specific and thus suggest that
FMRP may perform distinct functions in the assembly of
different circuits. Further, elucidation of these deficits in
the SC, a nucleus critically involved in the generation of
goal-directed eye movements, opens the possibility for
future investigations of the SC as a novel therapeutic target in FXS.
A novel role for FMRP in visual circuit formation in the SC

Fig. 6 Comparison of baseline and peak firing rates of direction- and
axis-selective neurons in the SC. a, b Quantification of the baseline (A)
and peak (B) firing rates of direction-selective (light gray) and axis-selective
(dark-gray) neurons in the SC of Fmr1+/y and Fmr1−/y mice. **p < 0.01,
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test

corticocollicular tracing data, as well as our receptive
field mapping, these data suggest that disruptions in V1
corticocollicular circuit formation may underlie deficits
in visual function in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice.

Discussion
Deficits in sensory processing are commonly associated
with many neurodevelopmental disorders including FXS.
While psychophysical data suggests visual deficits in
patients with FXS, as well as premutation carriers, a
circuit-level understanding of visual dysfunction is lacking. Here, we demonstrate that visual circuit function
and organization in a critical midbrain nucleus are disrupted in a mouse model of FXS. Specifically, visual neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice exhibit enlarged
receptive field areas and reduced direction selectivity. In
addition, we found that AS neurons specifically are
hyperexcitable in the absence of FMRP, though their
tuning properties are unaffected. Interestingly, our axon

The development of properly organized receptive fields
in the SC is likely due to a combination of molecular
cues and activity-dependent forces that guide RGCs to
the appropriate post-synaptic partners in the SC. Indeed,
mutant mice lacking ephrin-A molecules involved in
map formation exhibit misshapen receptive fields in the
SC [21]. And, in mouse mutants in which the normal
pattern of spontaneous retinal activity is disrupted
(β2−/−), the receptive fields of neurons in the SC are
increased and expanded along the azimuth axis [25].
Our findings in Fmr1−/y mice are similar to these data,
suggesting a role for FMRP in the activity-dependent
formation of retinocollicular connectivity. Interestingly;
however, we did not observe a disruption in retinocollicular topography, which is evident in β2−/− mice [26],
suggesting that the normal pattern of spontaneous retinal waves remain intact in Fmr1−/y mice and that
FMRP is not required for wave-dependent RGC axon
terminal refinement and pruning. We did find that V1
corticocollicular projections were disrupted and potentially misaligned with the retinal map. Based on our
previous work suggesting visual map alignment is
dependent on cholinergic retinal waves [23], these data
suggest that FMRP may play a specific role in
wave-driven refinement of V1-SC corticocollicular arbors, but not in wave-driven refinement of RGC
terminals.
Previous studies suggest that both RGCs and V1 corticocollicular neurons establish connections with common
post-synaptic targets in the SC [27], so it is unclear why
retinocollicular refinement is unaffected in Fmr1−/y
mice, but the refinement of V1-SC terminals is disrupted. Such specificity could be due to the regulation of
FMRP expression temporally or spatially during development. Retinocollicular mapping occurs during the first
postnatal week, while alignment of corticocollicular projections occurs in the second postnatal week [13]. Thus,
FMRP expression in the SC could be temporally regulated: not expressed in the SC—and, thus, not
required—during retinocollicular refinement, but
expressed during V1-SC corticocollicular refinement to
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Fig. 7 Altered corticocollicular topography in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice. a Schematic of tracing paradigm to assess retinocollicular topography. b, c Whole
mount images of the SC (dashed area) reveal the termination zones (TZs) of focally labeled retinal ganglion cells in Fmr1+/y (b) and Fmr1−/y (c) mice. d
Quantification of the TZ size as a percent of the SC. e Schematic of tracing paradigm to assess corticocollicular topography. f, g Parasagittal
sections through the SCs (dashed area) of Fmr1+/y (f) and Fmr1−/y (g) mice reveal the TZ of Layer 5 neurons labeled in the visual cortex. h
Quantification of the TZ size as a percent of the SC. For d and h, individual values for each identified neuron are shown, and the bar indicates
the mean. *p < 0.05, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test

play a critical role in this process. Alternatively, FMRP
expression could be restricted spatially, which could
result in the differential effects of its loss on retinocollicular and corticocollicular refinement. That is, FMRP
could be specifically expressed by V1 neurons projecting
to the SC, but not in RGCs, during development. While
there is evidence for FMRP expression in adult SC and
retina [28, 29], a better understanding of the developmental timing of FMRP expression is needed in order to
begin testing these possibilities.
Altered direction selectivity in Fmr1−/y mice

The nature of visual dysfunction in patients with FXS
has been described as being specific to the magnocellular pathway [8], which in part processes information
about object location and movement [30]. Intriguingly,
we observed associated circuit-specific deficits in the SC
of Fmr1−/y mice, in that direction selectivity is reduced
and receptive field size is increased, which combined
could reduce the ability to localize objects and detect
their movement. Interestingly, however, while we found
a decrease in DSI, this was not reflected in a significant
change in the proportion of DS neurons in the SC of

Fmr1−/y mice. One possible explanation for this discrepancy is that the remaining DS neurons are less selective,
which could arise if DS neurons became more responsive to movement opposite to their preferred orientation.
Another possibility is that this parameter of tuning is decreased in non-selective or AS neurons, perhaps due to
the elevated basal and evoked firing rates we report
here.
Our data suggest a reduction in direction selectivity in
the SC of Fmr1−/y mice, but the mechanism underlying
this remains unclear. Recent studies in the mouse SC
using distinct methodologies suggest that direction selectivity is inherited from DS RGCs [17, 18]. While our
tracing data suggest that retinal projections to the SC
are grossly normal, it remains possible that the specific
connectivity patterns of DS RGCs are disrupted. Alternatively, the tuning and selectivity of DS RGCs could be
affected, which is in turn relayed to SC neurons.
Another possibility is that loss of FMRP expression results in a loss of DS neurons in the retina. Recent work
suggests multiple changes in retinal function and synaptic protein expression; however, effects were primarily
limited to the outer retina [31]. Future studies leveraging
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Fig. 8 Topography of retinogeniculocortical pathway is preserved in Fmr1−/y mice. a Schematic of tracing paradigm to assess retinogeniculate
topography. b, c Coronal sections through the dorsal lateral geniculate nucleus (dLGN, dashed area) reveal the termination zones (TZs) of focally
labeled retinal ganglion cells (RGCs) in Fmr1+/y (b) and Fmr1−/y (c) mice. d Quantification of the TZ size as a percent of the dLGN. e Schematic of
tracing paradigm to assess eye-specific segregation in the dLGN. f, g Coronal sections through the dLGN (dashed area) reveal the terminations of
bulk-labeled RGCs projecting from the contralateral (red) and ipsilateral (green) eye of Fmr1+/y (f) and Fmr1−/y (g) mice. h Quantification of the
amount of overlap between ipsilateral and contralateral inputs in the dLGN, measured as a percent of the ipsilateral patch. i Schematic of tracing
paradigm to assess geniculocortical topography. j, k Coronal sections through the dLGN (dashed area) reveal the origination zone (OZ) of geniculocortical
neurons labeled in primary visual cortex of Fmr1+/y (l) and Fmr1−/y (g) mice. h Quantification of the OZ size as a percent of the dLGN. For d, h, and l, individual
values for each mouse are plotted, and the bar indicates the mean

molecular markers of particular subtypes of RGCs and
SC neurons are needed to determine if changes in tuning or loss of any specific cell type occurs in Fmr1−/y
mice.
FMRP regulates the excitability, but not tuning, of axisselective neurons

In many neurodevelopmental disorders, including FXS,
alterations in excitatory-inhibitory balance have been
reported in multiple circuits [32–35]. Intriguingly, we
found that in the SC, alterations in excitability were restricted to AS neurons, while DS neurons and ON/OFF
neurons in knockout SC showed similar spontaneous
and evoked firing rates in comparison to controls. This
subcircuit-specific change supports the hypothesis that
FMRP performs distinct functions in a circuit-specific
manner. But how might such a change occur? One possibility is an alteration in the number or strength of

GABAergic inputs to AS neurons in the SC. In support
of this, inhibitory neurons are densely packed into the
SC [36] and the GABAergic transmission is dramatically
altered in Fmr1−/y mice [37]. Alternatively, the disrupted
organization and, presumably, connectivity of V1 corticocollicular neurons in the SC could underlie the
increase in firing rate. Interestingly, the spontaneous rate
of neurons in the SC was increased in a previous study
in which the cortex was removed [14], supporting this
possible mechanism. Optogenetic and/or chemogenetic
manipulation of corticocollicular inputs or local inhibitory neurons are needed to further test these
possibilities.
Surprisingly, we found that despite the increased excitability of AS neurons in the SC of Fmr1−/y mice, the
tuning properties—such as preferred directions, spatial
frequency preference, and sharpness of tuning—of these
neurons was spared. Thus, within the SC, FMRP may
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regulate the gain of AS neuron firing rate, which is separable from the selectivity. Interestingly, the tuning and
gain of response are also separable for neurons in the SC
that are tuned to a looming stimulus [38]. In that study,
activation of V1 reduced the gain of looming neurons,
but other aspects of tuning, such as preferred speed,
were unaffected. These findings are consistent with our
data, in that we found a disorganization of V1 corticocollicular projections. Thus, a primary function of
V1-SC inputs may be to modulate the gain of multiple,
but not all, SC subcircuits. It would be interesting to test
this hypothesis directly using optogenetic techniques.

Conclusions
Here, we demonstrate different deficits in distinct visual
subcircuits in the SC of a mouse model of FXS. These
data suggest that FMRP may function in multiple ways
during the assembly of sensory circuits. Further, our
findings suggest that the SC may be an attractive model
to further understand circuit dysfunction in the context
of FXS and, potentially, be a novel target for therapeutic
intervention.
Abbreviations
AS: Axis selective; ASD: Autism spectrum disorder; ASI: Axis selectivity index;
CTb: Cholera toxin subunit b; DiI: 1,1′-Dioctadecyl-3,3,3′,3′tetramethylindocarbocyanine perchlorate; dLGN: Dorsal lateral geniculate
nucleus; DS: Direction selective; DSI: Direction selectivity index; FMRP: Fragile
X mental retardation protein; FXS: Fragile X syndrome; RGC: Retinal ganglion
cell; SC: Superior colliculus; V1: Primary visual cortex
Acknowledgements
We thank the members of the Triplett and Corbin labs for their critical
feedback on the project, as well as comments on the manuscript.
Funding
The current study was supported by the following grants to JWT: NIH R01
EY025267, Brain & Behavior Foundation NARSAD Young Investigator Award
21259, and Whitehall Foundation Research grant 2013-08-41. In addition, this
publication was supported by Award Number 1U54HD090257 from the NIH,
District of Columbia Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities Research
Center Award (DC-IDDRC) program. Its contents are solely the responsibility
of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official views of the
District of Columbia Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities Research
Center or the National Institutes of Health.
Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analyzed during the current study are available
from the corresponding author on reasonable request.
Authors’ contributions
RBK conceived of the study, designed the experiments, performed the in
vivo electrophysiological recordings, analyzed the data, and aided in editing
the manuscript. NAG designed the experiments, performed the retrograde
axon tracing and in vivo electrophysiological experiments, analyzed the data,
and aided in drafting the manuscript. JWT designed the experiments,
preformed the anatomical tracing, analyzed the data, and wrote and edited
the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.
Ethics approval and consent to participate
All procedures were performed in accordance with and approved by the
Children’s National Health System Institutional Animal Care and Use
Committee.

Page 13 of 14

Consent for publication
Not applicable.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.
Received: 13 March 2018 Accepted: 14 June 2018

References
1. Ahn RRR, Miller LJL, Milberger SS, McIntosh DND. Prevalence of parents’
perceptions of sensory processing disorders among kindergarten children.
Am J Occup Ther. 2004;58(3):287–93.
2. Ben-Sasson A, Carter AS, Briggs-Gowan MJ. Sensory over-responsivity in
elementary school: prevalence and social-emotional correlates. J Abnorm
Child Psychol. 2009;37(5):705–16.
3. Marco EJ, Hinkley LBN, Hill SS, Nagarajan SS. Sensory processing in autism: a
review of neurophysiologic findings. Pediatr Res. 2011;69(5 Pt 2):48R–54R.
4. Baranek G, Roberts J, David F, Sideris J, Mirrett P, Hatton D, Bailey DB Jr.
Developmental trajectories and correlates of sensory processing in young
boys with fragile X syndrome. Phys Occup Ther Pediatr. 2008;28(1):79–98.
5. Gourley L, Wind C, Henninger EM, Chinitz S. Sensory processing difficulties,
behavioral problems, and parental stress in a clinical population of young
children. J Child Fam Stud. 2012;22(7):912–21.
6. Sidorov MS, Auerbach BD, Bear MF. Fragile X mental retardation protein and
synaptic plasticity. Mol Brain. 2013;6:15.
7. Sinclair D, Oranje B, Razak KA, Siegel SJ, Schmid S. Sensory processing in
autism spectrum disorders and Fragile X syndrome-From the clinic to
animal models. Neurosci Biobehav Rev. 2017;76(Pt B):235–253.
8. Kogan CS, Boutet I, Cornish K, Zangenehpour S, Mullen KT, Holden JJA, der
Kaloustian VM, Andermann E, Chaudhuri A. Differential impact of the FMR1
gene on visual processing in fragile X syndrome. Brain. 2004;127(3):591–601.
9. Kéri S, Benedek G. Visual pathway deficit in female fragile X premutation
carriers: a potential endophenotype. Brain Cogn. 2009;69(2):291–5.
10. Kéri S, Benedek G. Fragile X protein expression is linked to visual functions
in healthy male volunteers. Neuroscience. 2011;192:345–50.
11. Ito S, Feldheim DA. The mouse superior colliculus: an emerging model for
studying circuit formation and function. Front Neural Circuits. 2018;12:10.
12. Basso MA, May PJ. Circuits for action and cognition: a view from the
superior colliculus. Ann Rev Vis Sci. 2017;3:197–226.
13. Cang J, Feldheim DA. Developmental mechanisms of topographic map
formation and alignment. Ann Rev Neurosci. 2013;36:51–77.
14. Wang L, Sarnaik R, Rangarajan K, Liu X, Cang J. Visual receptive field
properties of neurons in the superficial superior colliculus of the mouse. J
Neurosci. 2010;30(49):16573–84.
15. Gale SD, Murphy GJ. Distinct representation and distribution of visual
information by specific cell types in mouse superficial superior colliculus. J
Neurosci. 2014;34(40):13458–71.
16. Feinberg EH, Meister M. Orientation columns in the mouse superior
colliculus. Nature. 2015;519(7542):229–32.
17. Kay RB, Triplett JW. Visual neurons in the superior colliculus innervated by
Islet2+ or Islet2− retinal ganglion cells display distinct tuning properties.
Front Neural Circuits. 2017;11:73.
18. Shi X, Barchini J, Ledesma HA, Koren D, Jin Y, Liu X, Wei W, Cang J. Retinal
origin of direction selectivity in the superior colliculus. Nat Neurosci. 2017;
20(4):550–8.
19. Consortium TD-BFX. Fmr1 knockout mice: a model to study fragile X mental
retardation. Cell. 1994;78(1):23–33.
20. Niell CM, Stryker MP. Highly selective receptive fields in mouse visual cortex.
J Neurosci. 2008;28(30):7520–36.
21. Liu M, Wang L, Cang J. Different roles of axon guidance cues and patterned
spontaneous activity in establishing receptive fields in the mouse superior
colliculus. Front Neural Circuits. 2014;8:23.
22. Triplett JW, Pfeiffenberger C, Yamada J, Stafford BK, Sweeney NT, Litke AM,
Sher A, Koulakov AA, Feldheim DA. Competition is a driving force in
topographic mapping. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2011;108(47):19060–5.

Kay et al. Journal of Neurodevelopmental Disorders (2018) 10:23

23. Triplett JW, Owens MT, Yamada J, Lemke G, Cang J, Stryker MP, Feldheim
DA. Retinal input instructs alignment of visual topographic maps. Cell. 2009;
139(1):175–85.
24. Drager UC, Hubel DH. Physiology of visual cells in mouse superior colliculus
and correlation with somatosensory and auditory input. Nature. 1975;
253(5488):203–4.
25. Chandrasekaran AR, Plas DT, Gonzalez E, Crair MC. Evidence for an
instructive role of retinal activity in retinotopic map refinement in the
superior colliculus of the mouse. J Neurosci. 2005;25(29):6929–38.
26. Mclaughlin T, Torborg CL, Feller MB, O’Leary DDM. Retinotopic map
refinement requires spontaneous retinal waves during a brief critical period
of development. Neuron. 2003;40(6):1147–60.
27. Phillips MA, Colonnese MT, Goldberg J, Lewis LD, Brown EN, ConstantinePaton M. A synaptic strategy for consolidation of convergent visuotopic
maps. Neuron. 2011;71(4):710–24.
28. Guimaraes-Souza EM, Perche O, Morgans CW, Duvoisin RM, Calaza KC.
Fragile X mental retardation protein expression in the retina is regulated by
light. Exp Eye Res. 2016;146:72–82.
29. Zorio DA, Jackson CM, Liu Y, Rubel EW, Wang Y. Cellular distribution of the
fragile X mental retardation protein in the mouse brain. J Comp Neurol.
2017;525(4):818–849.
30. Callaway EM. Structure and function of parallel pathways in the primate
early visual system. J Physiol. 2005;566(Pt 1):13–9.
31. Rossignol R, Ranchon-Cole I, Pâris A, Herzine A, Perche A, Laurenceau D,
Bertrand P, Cercy C, Pichon J, Mortaud S, et al. Visual sensorial impairments
in neurodevelopmental disorders: evidence for a retinal phenotype in
fragile X syndrome. PLoS One. 2014;9(8):e105996.
32. Bureau I, Shepherd GMG, Svoboda K. Circuit and plasticity defects in the
developing somatosensory cortex of Fmr1 knock-out mice. J Neurosci. 2008;
28(20):5178–88.
33. Olmos-Serrano JL, Paluszkiewicz SM, Martin BS, Kaufmann WE, Corbin JG,
Huntsman MM. Defective GABAergic neurotransmission and
pharmacological rescue of neuronal hyperexcitability in the amygdala in a
mouse model of fragile X syndrome. J Neurosci. 2010;30(29):9929–38.
34. Gonçalves JT, Anstey JE, Golshani P, Portera-Cailliau C. Circuit level defects in
the developing neocortex of fragile X mice. Nat Neurosci. 2013;16(7):903–9.
35. Garcia-Pino E, Gessele N, Koch U. Enhanced excitatory connectivity and
disturbed sound processing in the auditory brainstem of fragile X mice.
J Neurosci. 2017;37(31):7403–19.
36. Endo T, Yanagawa Y, Obata K, Isa T. Characteristics of GABAergic neurons in
the superficial superior colliculus in mice. Neurosci Lett. 2003;346(1–2):81–4.
37. Paluszkiewicz SM, Martin BS, Huntsman MM. Fragile X syndrome: the
GABAergic system and circuit dysfunction. Dev Neurosci. 2011;33(5):349–64.
38. Zhao X, Liu M, Cang J. Visual cortex modulates the magnitude but not the
selectivity of looming-evoked responses in the superior colliculus of awake
mice. Neuron. 2014;84(1):202–13.

Page 14 of 14

