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Denis Jabaudon obtained his MD-PhD degree at the Universi ties of Lau-
sanne and Zurich in Switzerland, where he studied mechanis ms controlling 
synaptic transmission in the laboratory of Prof. Beat Gähwiler. After a 
 neurology residency at Geneva University Hospital, he completed a post-
doctoral fellowship at Harvard University, in the laboratory of Prof. 
J. Macklis, where he began investigating the genetic mechanisms controlling 
cortical development.

He is currently a professor at the University of Geneva, Switzerland, since 
2009, where he has his independent research group, and also practices as 
a clinical neurologist at Geneva University Hospital.

His work on the genetics of neuronal circuit assembly during cortical de-
velopment has earned him several prestigious prizes, including the Freed-
man Prize for Exceptional Basic Research from the Brain and  Behavior 
Research Foundation (NARSAD), the Pfizer Research Prize, and the Bing 
Prize from the Swiss Academy of Medical Science. Prof. Jabaudon is 
currently the Director of the Geneva University Neurocenter; he is a mem-
ber of the FENS Kavli Network of Excellence and his work is funded by 
the Swiss National Science Foundation (Project and Consolidator Grants) 
and the Brain and Behavior Research Foundation.

Work in the Jabaudon laboratory is aimed at understanding how genetic 
and input-dependent mechanisms interact to control neuronal circuit 
 assembly during development. The approaches his team uses to address 
these questions include the isolation and genetic characterization of single 
forebrain neurons subtypes, in vivo genetic manipulations during develop-
ment and optogenetic interrogation of developing circuits.

The long-term aim of his research is to understand how altered environ-
mental conditions and abnormal gene expression interact to lead to circuit 
miswiring and behavioral changes in neurodevelopmental and psychiat-
ric disorders.
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FATE AND FREEDOM IN THE  DEVELOPING NEOCORTEX

Denis Jabaudon

Summary

The activity of neuronal circuits of the neocortex underlies our abil-
ity to perceive the world and interact with our environment. During 
development, these circuits emerge from dynamic interactions be-
tween cell-intrinsic, genetically determined programs, and input/ac-
tivity-dependent signals, which together shape these circuits into 
adulthood. Over the past decade or so, technological developments 
have progressively allowed us to interrogate these nature-nurture in-
teractions with single gene / single input / single cell resolution. In 
this review, I will discuss some of the genetic and input-dependent 
mechanisms controlling how individual cortical neurons differenti-
ate into specialized cells to form neuronal circuits and highlight, when 
appropriate, the contributions we made to this global effort. This 
monograph is closely adapted from a review I recently published on 
this topic (Jabaudon 2017).
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Introduction

The neuronal circuits of the neocortex underlie our ability to perceive the 
world and conduct meaningful interactions with our surroundings. Neo-
cortical circuits, through their activity, account for processes such as sen-
sory perception and integration, sensory-motor transformation, motor 
planning and execution, long-term memory, and attention. These circuits 
are formed by a diversity of specialized neuronal subtypes, which can be 
distinguished from each other by anatomical, morphological, physiolog-
ical, hodological (i.e. relating to connectivity) and genetic features. 

Neocortical circuits are both robust and flexible: they reliably carry out 
complex repetitive tasks, yet are also able to modify the execution of these 
tasks in response to context and previous experience. To accommodate 
the seemingly opposing constraints of reliability and plasticity, at least 
two main driving forces are at play during development: (1) genetically 
determined processes, which act within single cells and allow the gener-
ation and differentiation of a core set of specialized neuronal cell types, 
and (2) non cell-autonomous, input/activity dependent processes, which 
act during critical periods of development to refine these neurons into 
further subtypes, allowing neural circuit diversification and context-de-
pendent expansion of the behavioral repertoire. Balance between these 
intrinsic developmental programs and external signals is essential for the 
proper differentiation and assembly of neurons into circuits, yet the dy-
namic contribution of these two types of processes to cortical develop-
ment remains unclear.

Over the past decade or so, my laboratory has been interested in teasing 
out how genetic and circuit-derived factors bidirectionally interact dur-
ing development to give rise to the neuronal and circuit diversity found 
in the adult neocortex. In the current monograph, which is closely tran-
scribed and adapted from a review I recently published on this topic 
(Jabaudon 2017), I will first provide an introduction on the cerebral cor-
tex and its cellular diversity, then introduce how different types of input 
modulate cortical neuron differentiation. Throughout this narrative, as 
per the tradition of the Max Cloëtta Series, I will highlight some contri-
butions of my laboratory to the understanding of these processes. 
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The neocortex is organized in layers and areas 

The neocortex consists in a thick sheet of neurons which covers the sur-
face of both hemispheres in mammals (Fig. 1). As introduced above, this 
structure is the place where sensory inputs converge to generate our con-
scious perception of the outside world, and where voluntary motor  actions 
are planned and initiated. The neocortex is radially organized into layers, 
which each are enriched in specialized subtypes of neurons, and tangen-
tially organized into areas, which specialize in diverse sensory, motor, 
and associative functions (Fig. 1). There are six main layers in the 
 neocortex, which have historically been defined by distinct densities of 
neuronal somas, dendrites and axons. These laminae are not only 
 anatomical landmarks, but actually consist of developmentally and func-
tionally distinct subtypes of glutamatergic neurons (Fig. 1) (Jabaudon 
2017; Molyneaux et al. 2007; Harris and Shepherd 2015). 

The deepest cortical layers contain neurons whose axons target subcor-
tical structures such as the thalamus (corticothalamic neurons, layer (L) 
6) and the tectum, hindbrain and spinal cord (“corticospinal” neurons, 
L5). In contrast, neurons located more superficially in layers 2 and 3 

Figure 1: Areal and laminar organization of the neocortex. (a) Schematic representation 
of the distinct primary cortical areas in the mouse, and cell-type specific connectivity of 
cortical projection neurons. A1: primary auditory cortex, CB: Cerebellum, M1 primary 
motor cortex, S1: primary somatosensory cortex, SC: spinal cord, Th: Thalamus, V1: pri-
mary visual cortex. (b) Laminar organization of the neocortex (S1). CUX1 specifically la-
bels intracortical projection neurons while CTIP2 labels corticospinal neurons in layer (L) 
5. Taken from Jabaudon, 2017.

Figure 1: Areal and laminar organization of the neocortex. (a) Schematic representation of the 
distinct primary cortical areas in the mouse, and cell-type specific connectivity of cortical projection 
neurons. A1: primary auditory cortex, M1 primary motor cortex, S1: primary somatosensory cortex, 
V1: primary visual cortex. (b) Laminar organization of the neocortex (S1). CUX1 specifically labels 
intracortical projection neurons while CTIP2 labels corticospinal neurons in layer (L) 5. Taken from 
Jabaudon, 2017. 
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(L2/3), and 4 (L4) have intracortical axonal targets. Neurons in L4 (also 
called the “granular layer”) differ from the neurons present in other lay-
ers in that they are locally-projecting glutamatergic interneurons, i.e. they 
do not send long-range projections. They are the main targets of neurons 
in exteroceptive sensory thalamic nuclei (i.e. which receive input from 
the sense organs) (Petreanu et al. 2009; Erzurumlu, Murakami, and Rijli 
2010; Vitali and Jabaudon 2014), and, as such, form the principal sen-
sory gateway to the neocortex. L4 neurons are particularly sensitive to 
impairments of the sensory organs or their input pathways; as will be dis-
cussed in detail later, this is particularly striking in the rodent somatosen-
sory cortex. Within this cortical area, whisker-input receiving L4 neurons 
are clustered into distinct cellular assemblies called “barrels”, which each 
receive input from a single principal whisker, and are somatotopically 
distributed such that neighboring barrels receive input from neighboring 
whiskers (Vitali and Jabaudon 2014; Erzurumlu, Murakami, and Rijli 
2010; Pouchelon and Jabaudon 2014). As will be discussed below, in sev-
eral of my laboratory’s research projects, we are taking advantage of the 
exquisite sensitivity of L4 neurons to input to study the role of activi-
ty-dependent signals in neuronal differentiation and circuit formation (see 
e.g. Pouchelon et al. 2014; Frangeul et al. 2014; Rossa et al. 2013).

In addition to excitatory glutamatergic neurons, the neocortex contains 
another population of neurons, which are inhibitory, use another trans-
mitter, GABA, and are born from distinct germinal zones (i.e. prolifera-
tive regions where progenitor are located) than excitatory neurons (see 
below). The diverse populations of GABAergic interneurons play a piv-
otal role in the gating and spread of cortical signals through processes 
such as feedforward inhibition, dis-inhibition and feedback inhibition. 

Cortical areas

Layers are not homogenous across the rostro-caudal and latero-medial 
extent of the neocortex. Instead, local cytoarchitecture varies in an often 
discontinuous way across the tangential surface of the cortex, defining 
distinct cortical areas. Histological discontinuities are particularly strik-
ing in species with large cortices, and form the basis of the classical Brod-
mann classification of cortical areas (Zilles and Amunts 2010).
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Each cortical area is reciprocally connected with a defined subset of in-
puts from the thalamus, a structure which relays inputs from the differ-
ent sense organs (e.g. skin mechanoreceptors, retinal photoreceptors, au-
ditory cells in the cochlea, Fig. 2a). Frontally-located cortical areas are 
connected with frontally-located thalamic nuclei, including those in-
volved in motor planning and execution, while parieto-occipital and tem-
poral cortical areas are interconnected with more posterior thalamic nu-
clei, and are involved in sensory perception and integration (López- Bendito 
and Molnár 2003; Clascá, Rubio-Garrido, and Jabaudon 2012). Deline-
ations between individual cortical areas are particularly sharp in areas 
 receiving input from exteroceptive thalamic nuclei, such as the primary 
somatosensory, visual, and auditory cortices. Because of their character-
istic cytoarchitectural features, these primary sensory areas, and particu-
larly the primary somatosensory (S1) and visual (V1) areas have been 
extensively used as model systems to study the role of input on cortical 
differentiation. As a consequence, our understanding of thalamocortical 
organization and information flow is largely based on the connectivity of 
primary sensory areas, and particularly somatosensory and visual areas, 
(Frangeul et al. 2016; Kral 2013). However, these areas only represent a 
small fraction of the total cortical surface, and different connectivities 
and information flow exist in other cortical areas and thalamic nuclei, as 
will be detailed in the next section. A significant part of the work in my 
laboratory has focused on trying to better characterize the relationship 
between primary exteroceptive regions and secondary, associative  regions, 
and on trying to understand how input acts to shape secondary regions 
into primary ones, as discussed later in the text (see e.g. Pouchelon et al. 
2014; Frangeul et al. 2016).

Cortical information flow

Sensation starts with detection of stimulus through activation of periph-
eral receptors, such as skin mechanoreceptors or retinal photoreceptors. 
Input from these receptors reaches neurons located in exteroceptive, “first 
order” thalamic nuclei such as the ventrobasalis nucleus (VB, for tactile 
stimuli), the dorsolateral geniculate nucleus (LG, for visual stimuli), and 
the ventral medial geniculate nucleus (vMG, for auditory stimuli). Sen-
sory information then reaches primary sensory areas of the neocortex, 
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where core stimulus properties are perceived, and is then forwarded to 
secondary sensory (e.g. S2 and V2) and associational areas where stim-
ulus features are dynamically and multi-modally processed (Fig. 2a). 

Within primary sensory areas, first order nuclei project particularly 
strongly onto L4 neurons, which act as the main entry point of extracor-
tical input (Vitali and Jabaudon 2014).  From L4 neurons, information is 
then split into two parallel streams (Fig. 2b): a “classical”, intracortical 
stream, and a more recently characterized extracortical stream. In the in-
tracortical stream, signals are sent to distinct subtypes of L2/3 intracor-
tical neurons, which project to specific sets of cortical areas, including 
S2, V2, and M1; in the other, cortico-thalamo-cortical stream, L4 signals 
are sent to infragranular L5B neurons, which send top-down projections 
to non-exteroceptive, “higher-order” thalamic nuclei (posteromedial nu-
cleus (POm), from S1; lateroposterior nucleus or pulvinar (LP) from V1), 
and dorsal medial geniculate nucleus (dMG), from A1). Higher-order 

Figure 2: Cortical information flow. (a) Exteroceptive, first-order thalamic nuclei VB, LG 
(filled in blue) project to primary cortical areas (S1, V1). Higher order thalamic nuclei and 
secondary cortical areas are outlined in blue. POm: posteromedial thalamic nucleus; LG: 
dorsolateral geniculate nucleus; LP: lateroposterior nucleus; VB: ventrobasalis nucleus. 
(b) Two distinct pathways allow inter-areal communications: an intracortical pathway 
(green) and a cortico-thalamo-cortical pathway (purple), originating from L5B corticos-
pinal neurons and which transits through higher-order thalamic nuclei. Taken from 
 Ja baudon, 2017.

Figure 1: Cortical information flow. (a) Exteroceptive, first-order thalamic nuclei (filled in blue) 
project to primary cortical areas (S1, V1). Higher order thalamic nuclei and secondary cortical areas 
are outlined in blue. POm: posteromedial thalamic nucleus; LG: dorsolateral geniculate nucleus; LP: 
lateroposterior nucleus; VB: ventrobasalis nucleus. (b) Two distinct pathways allow inter-areal 
communications: an intracortical pathway (green) and a cortico-thalamo-cortical pathway (purple), 
originating from L5B corticospinal neurons and which transits through higher-order thalamic nuclei. 
Taken from Jabaudon, 2017. 
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thalamic nuclei in turn project to L4 neurons of secondary sensory (i.e. 
S2, V2) areas, thus closing a cortico-thalamo-cortical loop (Theyel, Llano, 
and Sherman 2010; Guillery and Sherman 2002). Higher-order thalamic 
nuclei do not project exclusively to secondary sensory areas but instead 
have diffuse connections across many cortical areas (Clascá, Rubio-Gar-
rido, and Jabaudon 2012). As such, they may be involved in the coordi-
nation of activity across motor and somatosensory cortices during active 
sensing, as occurs when mice sweep their whiskers back and forth to gen-
erate a tactile representation of their environment. 

Interestingly, these two main inter-areal communication pathways have 
distinct evolutionary histories, since supragranular intracortical projec-
tion neurons are a novel acquisition of mammals. In the absence of such 
intracortical projections, diffuse cortico-thalamo-cortical circuits may 
have been the main pathway allowing different cortical regions to com-
municate with one another, as might still be the case in reptiles. Based 
on results to be discussed below (Pouchelon et al. 2014; Frangeul et al. 
2016; Frangeul et al. 2014), we have proposed that by providing a novel 
pathway to direct information to specific brain areas, supragranular in-
tracortical projection neurons in mammals may have allowed the unteth-
ering of cortical function from input-output thalamocortical loops, and 
emergence of stimulus-dissociated, integrative neocortical functions. 

Development of the neocortex

The processes allowing the emergence and functional specialization of 
cortical circuits start with the genesis of neurons from progenitors and 
extend into adulthood through experience-dependent developmental pro-
cesses. Genetic, cell-intrinsic processes, and input/activity-dependent 
processes thus both play a role in shaping cortical circuits. While in-
put-dependent processes classically occur at later developmental stages, 
activity and environment are likely to play important roles even early dur-
ing differentiation, as suggested by recent, unpublished data from our 
laboratory showing that the bioelectric properties of neuronal progeni-
tors affect their division modes and the type of neurons that they produce. 
This finding would support earlier findings in which input-dependent 
controls over progenitor proliferation via thalamocortical afferents oc-
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curs, which could in principle contribute to area-specific differences in 
cytoarchitectures and cell types (Dehay et al. 2001; Rakic, Suñer, and 
Williams 1991; Zechel, Nakagawa, and Ibáñez 2016).

During embryogenesis, the diverse subtypes of neurons that form cortical 
circuits are born from a pool of progenitors located deep within the brain, 
underneath the developing cortex. The neurons that form the distinct lay-
ers of the neocortex are sequentially born within two main germinal zones 
between E10.5 and E18.5 in the mouse: the ventricular zone (VZ) of the 
dorsal pallium, which gives rise to excitatory glutamatergic neurons (Moly-
neaux et al. 2007), and a parcellated ventral pallial VZ, including the me-
dial and caudal ganglionic eminences and pre-optic area, which gives rise 
to distinct subtypes of cortical inhibitory GABAergic interneurons. 

Glutamatergic neurons migrate radially into the cortex from the pallial 
VZ, which they populate in an inside-out manner (Fig. 3). During early 
corticogenesis (until about E10.5 in mice), VZ progenitors initially 
self-amplify (at this stage, they are called neuroepithelial cells), and then 
begin giving rise directly to neurons (at this stage they are referred to as 
“radial glia”). As corticogenesis proceeds, “direct” neurogenesis de-
creases; instead, VZ progenitors increasingly generate intermediate pro-
genitors (transit amplifying cells, also called basal intermediate progen-
itors), which accumulate between the VZ and the developing cortical plate 
to form an additional germinal zone, the subventricular zone (SVZ), from 
which most L2/3 neurons are thought to be born (Lui, Hansen, and Krieg-
stein 2011; Pontious et al. 2008) (Fig. 3). 

Figure 3: Neurogenic sequence during corticogenesis. The neocortex is built in an inside- 
out manner in which neurons born from deeply located germinal zone migrate past earli-
er-born neurons to reside in more superficial layers. Note that initially, the preplate (PP) 
is split into a subplate (SP) and superficially located marginal zone (MZ) by incoming L6 
neurons, such that early-born neurons are later found in L1. Direct neurogenesis from the 
ventricular zone (VZ) predominates at early developmental stages, while indirect neuro-
genesis from the subventricular zone (SVZ) progressively increases during corticogenesis. 
MZ: marginal zone; PP: preplate; SP: subplate. Taken from Jabaudon, 2017.

Figure 1: Neurogenic sequence during corticogenesis. The neocortex is built in an inside-out manner 
in which neurons born from deeply located germinal zone migrate past earlier-born neurons to reside 
in more superficial layers. Note that initially, the preplate (PP) is split into a subplate (SP) and 
superficially located marginal zone (MZ) by incoming L6 neurons, such that early-born neurons are 
later found in L1. Direct neurogenesis from the ventricular zone (VZ) predominates at early 
developmental stages, while indirect neurogenesis from the subventricular zone (SVZ) progressively 
increases during corticogenesis. MZ: marginal zone; PP: preplate; SP: subplate. Taken from Jabaudon, 
2017. 
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Cortical size depends on the net balance between amplifying divisions, 
which give rise to new progenitors, and differentiative divisions, which 
give rise to postmitotic neurons (Florio and Huttner 2014; Dehay and 
Kennedy 2007). Indirect neurogenesis increases the final number of neu-
rons by amplifying the progenitor pool. This is thought to be a critical 
step in gyrification, the process through which the neocortex becomes 
folded in some mammals. This process allows an increase in cortical sur-
face and neuron number within the confined volume of the cranium. The 
increase in cortical size is particularly striking in supragranular layers 
(i.e. L2/3), suggesting that cortico-cortical connections increase dispro-
portionately compared to subcortical connections in gyrencephalic spe-
cies.

An area of intense research is whether fate-restricted VZ progenitors exist 
(i.e. progenitors which can only give rise to a subset of cortical neurons, 
as is seen in subpallial proliferative zones), or whether there is a single 
progenitor type whose competence progresses throughout development 
(Franco et al. 2012; Eckler et al. 2015). This question has been difficult 
to investigate because it requires assessing the progeny of single progen-
itors with clonal resolution in vivo. Progenitors can sequentially give rise 
to distinct molecularly-defined neuronal cell types in vitro (Gaspard et 
al. 2008; Shen et al. 2006), and classical transplantation experiments in 
ferrets support the notion that progenitors can acquire the competence to 
generate normally later-born, but not earlier-born neurons (McConnell 
and Kaznowski 1991). Interestingly, this question of the neurogenic plas-
ticity of cortical progenitors has not been reassessed with modern mo-
lecular tools and has only been examined in the ferret. The extent to which 
this principle is generalizable, and the mechanisms at play, remain thus 
largely unexplored.

The presence of DNA mosaicism in postmitotic neurons, likely resulting 
from DNA rearrangements immediately following mitosis, represents an 
additional potential source of neuronal functional diversity (Lodato et al. 
2015). Such mosaicism may contribute to inter individual differences in 
cell types, circuits and behavior, and may be relevant to the broad spec-
trum of psychiatric disorders. If clinically relevant, diagnosis of such con-
ditions will be challenging since causal mutations are only present in af-
fected neurons and would not be detected by classical methods of DNA 
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collection, such as buccal swabs or blood samples. In a recent study to 
be described below, we have identified an increase in an enzyme which 
repairs DNA damage shortly after cell division, providing additional sup-
port for a substantial amount of mosaicism in the developing neocortex 
(Telley et al. 2016).

Neocortical neuron specification and migration

Once neurons are born, they still have to migrate and mature (i.e. develop 
their characteristic morphological, molecular and synaptic features). Sev-
eral transcription factors control the differentiation and function of spe-
cific neuronal subpopulations of cortical neurons (Molyneaux et al. 2007), 
some of which I have contributed to characterize during my postdoctoral 
fellowship (Lai et al. 2008; Jabaudon et al. 2011). These include FEZF2 
(Molyneaux et al. 2005; Chen et al. 2005) and CTIP2 (Arlotta et al. 2005) 
for L5B corticospinal neurons, and SATB2 for intracortical projection 
neurons (Alcamo et al. 2008; Britanova et al. 2008). While the initial 
events that control acquisition of neuron-type specific features following 
mitosis remain poorly characterized, we have recently shown that early 
neuronal differentiation is directed by a series of transcriptional waves 
whose sequence is critical for normal progression through development, 
as will now be detailed (Telley et al. 2016). 

The distinct types of neurons that compose the neocortex have different 
connectivities but also different transcriptional signatures. While all ex-
citatory neurons are born from progenitor cells located in the ventricular 
zone, below the cortex, the mechanisms that control the generation and 
differentiation of distinct neuronal cell types from progenitors are over-
all poorly understood. A main limitation in understanding these processes 
has been the inability to identify and isolate pure progenitor / early post-
mitotic cells, since the ventricular zone is a highly heterogeneous and dy-
namic region. To circumvent these limitations, we have developed a tech-
nology we called FlashTag that enables the isolation and visualization of 
neurons at the very moment they are born. Using this approach, we have  
identified transcriptional programs controlling neuronal differentiation  
(Telley et al. 2016). Upon FlashTag injections into the ventricular space, 
dividing progenitors are tagged with a fluorescent marker that persists in 
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their progeny, based on the fact that they undergo mitosis in contact with 
the ventricular wall (Fig. 4). Thus, nascent cohorts of simultaneously-born 
neurons can be labeled and isolated for transcriptional analysis using sin-
gle-cell RNA sequencing (Telley et al. 2016) (Fig. 5). Using this ap-
proach, we identified and functionally characterized neuron-specific pri-
mordial transcriptional programs as they dynamically unfolded (Fig. 6). 
Our results revealed early transcriptional waves that instruct the sequence 
and pace of neuronal differentiation events, guiding newborn neurons to-
ward their final fate. Beyond its contribution to the understanding of early 
neuronal differentiation events, this work potentially provides a genetic 
road map to be used for the reverse engineering of specific classes of cor-
tical neurons from undifferentiated cells. 

Figure 4: FlashTag (FT) labels time-locked cohorts of newborn cells during corticogen-
esis. (A) (Top) Schematic representation of the labeling principle. (Bottom) Pulse-labeling 
of isochronic mitotic cells using FT at E14.5. PH3, phospho-histone 3, an M-phase marker. 
(B) Isochronic cohorts of FT positive cells radially migrate from the VZ to the cortex. PAX6 
and TBR2 delineate the VZ and SVZ. CP: cortical plate; Cx, cortex; IZ, intermediate zone. 
Taken from Telley et al., 2016.

Figure 1: FlashTag (FT) labels time-locked cohorts of newborn cells during corticogenesis. (A) (Top) 
Schematic representation of the labeling principle. (Bottom) Pulse-labeling of isochronic mitotic cells 
using FT at E14.5. PH3, phospho-histone 3, an M-phase marker. (B) Isochronic cohorts of FT positive 
cells radially migrate from the VZ to the cortex. PAX6 and TBR2 delineate the VZ and SVZ. CP: cortical 
plate; Cx, cortex; IZ, intermediate zone. Taken from Telley et al., 2016. 
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Figure 5: Identification of newborn cortical neurons. Apical progenitors, daughter basal 
progenitors, and newborn neurons can be distinguished by unbiased clustering using their 
transcriptional signatures, obtained through single-cell RNA sequencing. Taken from Tel-
ley et al., 2016.

Figure 6: Real-time functional transcriptomics of early postmitotic neurons in vivo. (A) 
Genetically-identified neurons are staggered by age along a pseudotime axis, based on their 
transcriptional similarities. (B) Gene expression dynamics for classical proliferative (Sox2), 
neurogenic (Neurog2), and neuronal (Tbr1) genes can be identified using this pseudotime 
alignment. Note for example that Neurod2 is expressed more strongly and earlier than Tbr1, 
which enables newborn neurons to be identified at earlier time points than previously pos-
sible. QR code, http:// genebrowser.unige.ch/science2016, for access to dynamics of all 
transcripts. Taken from Telley et al., 2016.

Figure 1: Identification of newborn cortical neurons. Apical progenitors, daughter basal pro- 
genitors, and newborn neurons can be distinguished by unbiased clustering using their transcriptional 
signatures, obtained through single-cell RNA sequencing. Taken from Telley et al., 2016. 

Figure 1: Real-time functional transcriptomics of early postmitotic neurons in vivo. (A) Genetically-
identified neurons are staggered by age along a pseudotime axis, based on their transcriptional 
similarities. (B) Gene expression dynamics for classical proliferative (Sox2), neurogenic (Neurog2), and 
neuronal (Tbr1) genes can be identified using this pseudotime alignment. Note for example that 
Neurod2 is expressed more strongly and earlier than Tbr1, which enables newborn neurons to be 
identified at earlier time points than previously possible. QR code, http:// 
genebrowser.unige.ch/science2016, for access to dynamics of all transcripts. Taken from Telley et al., 
2016. 
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Reprogramming postmitotic neurons 

Manipulating gene expression in cortical progenitors can modify their 
competence to generate specific subtypes of neurons (Molyneaux et al. 
2007), but whether neurons can be post-mitotically reprogrammed re-
mained, until recently, unknown. To address this question, in a study pub-
lished a few years ago (De la Rossa et al. 2013), we sought to reprogram 
L4 neurons of the mouse neocortex, which receive input connections from 
the thalamus, into L5B cortical output neurons. For this purpose, we used 
a gene delivery technique developed in the laboratory (De la Rossa and 
Jabaudon 2015), which enables rapid expression of select transgenes in 
postmitotic neurons in vivo, to ectopically express a transcription factor 
specific to layer 5B output neurons, Fezf2, into postnatal L4 neurons. 
Fezf2 was an ideal candidate to act as an identity switch, because it is 
both necessary and sufficient to generate L5B neurons during develop-
ment. Using a combination of in vivo and ex vivo approaches, including 
optogenetic interrogation of the reprogrammed circuits, we demonstrated 
that Fezf2- expressing L4 neurons acquire the cardinal molecular, mor-
phological, physiological, and input/output circuit properties of L5B out-
put neurons. A remarkable feature of the reprogrammed cells was that 
they integrated existing circuits at the correct location (i.e. as expected 
for normal, naturally Fezf2-expressing cells), which we could demon-
strate using cell-type specific optogenetic circuit interrogation (Fig. 7). 
These findings are interesting because they provided a proof-of-princi-
ple for the postnatal re-engineering of neuronal circuits in vivo, demon-
strating for the first time that gene expression dynamically controls the 
circuit identity of cortical neurons. Furthermore, they revealed a previ-
ously unsuspected level of plasticity in postmitotic neurons, which has 
also been found in other cortical cell types (Rouaux and Arlotta 2013). 
Thus, following mitosis, neuronal fate becomes progressively restricted 
rather than irreversibly switched.

The cellular and molecular mechanisms controlling neuron migration 
from the VZ to the cortex have been well described, in particular with re-
gard to the migration along radial glia processes and the critical role of 
extracellular Reelin (Tissir and Goffinet 2003). However, the cell-type 
specific processes controlling final laminar location remain poorly un-
derstood. From mid-corticogenesis on, there appears to be a tight rela-
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tionship between date of birth and laminar position, since VZ-born isoch-
ronic neurons align along a narrow sublamina in L4 and L2/3, but at 
earlier stages, we recently obtained data suggesting that the relationship 
between date of birth and precise laminar location is less strictly deter-
mined (Telley et al. 2016). The mechanisms underlying a more stringent 
control over laminar location (and perhaps cell type identity) are un-
known, and may relate to non-cell autonomous, input-dependent factors, 
including arrival of thalamocortical afferents, which may act to synchro-
nize progenitor cell behavior (Dehay et al. 2001).

In addition to cell-intrinsic genetic programs and extracellular molecular 
gradients, activity-dependent processes also control neuronal migration. 
This has been demonstrated for the tangential migration and differen-

Figure 7: In vivo interrogation of the circuit integration of reprogrammed neurons. L2/3 
neurons are born after L4 neurons, and normally receive unidirectional projections from 
these cells (i.e. they do not project back to L4 neurons). In contrast, L5B neurons receive 
input from L2/3 cells. Using optogenetic stimulation of L2/3 cells (through in utero elec-
troporation of channelrhodopsin, ChR2, into L2/3 cells at the time of their birth), the con-
nectivity between L2/3 cells and L4 cells, Fezf2-expressing L4 cells, and L5B cells, can be 
interrogated. Results show that reprogrammed Fezf2-expressing L4 cells receive L2/3 input, 
as L5B cells normally do. Taken from De la Rossa et al, 2007.

Figure 1: In vivo interrogation of the circuit integration of reprogrammed neurons. L2/3 neurons are 
born after L4 neurons, and normally receive unidirectional projections from these cells (i.e. they do 
not project back to L4 neurons). In contrast, L5B neurons receive input from L2/3 cells. Using 
optogenetic stimulation of L2/3 cells (through in utero electroporation of channelrhodopsin, ChR2, 
into L2/3 cells at the time of their birth), the connectivity between L2/3 cells and L4 cells, Fezf2-
expressing L4 cells, and L5B cells, can be interrogated. Results show that reprogrammed Fezf2-
expressing L4 cells receive L2/3 input, as L5B cells normally do. Taken from Rossa et al, 2007. 
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tiation of specific populations of GABAergic interneurons (De Marco 
García, Karayannis, and Fishell 2011). These cells can be recruited to 
specific target regions in an input-dependent manner, as shown both in 
the neocortex (De Marco García et al. 2015) and in the thalamus (Gold-
ing et al. 2014), providing an input-dependent mechanism for homeo-
static regulation of circuit excitability. In the visual thalamus (i.e. dLGN), 
we showed that input from the retina is critical for GABAergic inter-
neurons to migrate to their proper location and integrate into circuits 
(Golding et al. 2014). In this absence of this input, or upon disruption of 
retinal waves, which are critical for circuit assembly, interneurons mis-
migrate, resulting in an overall hyperexcitable circuit. This process may 
represent a homeostatic mechanism to compensate for decreased exter-
nal inputs. Interestingly, a similar process seems to be at play in the ne-
ocortex, where we found that S1 becomes hyperexcitable upon loss of 
VB input (Pouchelon et al. 2014).

Compared with GABAergic interneurons, early stages of differentiation 
of glutamatergic excitatory neurons appear to be less dramatically af-
fected by activity. Interestingly, cortical lamination appears to proceed 
largely normally in the absence of vesicular neurotransmitter release 
(Washbourne et al. 2002), or in the absence of input/output neocortical 
connectivity (Zhou et al. 2010), although the morphology and connec-
tivity of neocortical neurons is likely to be affected. Supporting this pos-
sibility, chronic hyperpolarization of intracortical projection neurons and 
thalamic neurons affects axonal elongation and arborization (Mire et al. 
2012; Mizuno, Hirano, and Tagawa 2010; Rodríguez-Tornos et al. 2016), 
and sensory input affects interhemispheric connectivity (Suárez et al. 
2014).

Role of input in cortical neuron differentiation

Since the entry point of specific types of thalamic inputs into the cortex 
coincides with the presence of distinctive cytoarchitectural features (e.g. 
barrels in S1), a lot of effort has gone into understanding the cellular 
and molecular mechanisms through which input affects cortical neuron 
 differentiation. This is a topic of particular interest in the laboratory  
(Fig. 8), and this question has been particularly well studied in S1 and 
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V1. Within these sensory areas, there is a topographical representation 
of the sensory periphery on the cortical surface, whereby neighbouring 
neurons respond to activation of neighbouring peripheral receptors, and 
where densely innervated regions occupy proportionally large regions of 
the cortical representation. This topographical layout is called somatot-
opy in S1, retinotopy in V1 and tonotopy in A1. 

In S1, the input dependence of these maps was originally studied by le-
sioning sensory input pathways, such as by section of the infraorbital 
nerve, which conveys input from the whiskers, or by follicle cautery. 
These approaches consistently lead to impaired barrel pattering, with 
shrinkage/disappearance of injured whisker representations and expan-
sion of remaining ones (Fox and Wong 2005; Van der Loos and Woolsey 
1973). 

These results, however, cannot unambiguously be ascribed to purely de-
velopmental mechanisms, since injury-related processes such as axonal 
sprouting or neuronal death may be at play. To circumvent these limita-
tions, pharmacological attempts have been made to manipulate sensory 
input, but dose-dependent effects and lack of specificity limit the inter-

Figure 8: Potential controls over cortical neuron differentiation.Figure 1: Potential controls over cortical neuron differentiation. 
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pretation of these studies. More recently, manipulations of neuronal ac-
tivity with cell-subtype specificity together with transcriptional analysis 
have enabled a better understanding of the molecular and cellular mech-
anisms that control the assembly of neuronal maps. These studies have 
shown that synaptic release of glutamate from the thalamocortical axons 
is required for the assembly of L4 neurons into barrels and dendritic po-
larisation towards these axons, in particular via activation of NMDA re-
ceptors and metabotropic glutamate receptors (López-Bendito and Mol-
nár 2003). In addition, several transcription factors, which we have 
contributed to identify and include Npas4, Zbtb20 function to polarize 
L4 dendrites towards incoming VB axons in S1(Pouchelon et al. 2014; 
Wang et al. 2017; Shetty et al. 2013), and Btbd3 has a similar role in V1-
(Matsui et al. 2013). 

To study the role of input in cortical neuron differentiation, we developed 
a genetic mouse model in which VB thalamic neurons, which normally 
innervate L4 neurons in S1, degenerate shortly after birth, such that the 
latter cells do not receive their normal thalamic input (Pouchelon et al. 
2014) (Fig. 9). Under these circumstances, S1L4 neurons acquired the 
molecular properties of L4 neurons in associative regions, i.e. in this case 
S2. A similar process occurs in the visual system (Chou et al. 2013; Vue 
et al. 2013; Pouchelon et al. 2014). Interestingly, in the case of the soma-
tosensory cortex, deprived S1 circuits acquire S2-like features (i.e. an in-
crease in excitatory/inhibitory ratio), suggesting that thalamic input not 
only affects L4 neurons but also determines downstream circuit assem-
bly (Pouchelon et al. 2014). As already introduced in a previous chapter, 
these findings suggest that associative cortical identity is a ground-state 
feature, and that acquisition of primary cortical area circuit properties is 
imparted by first-order thalamic input. 

Taking a step back, while our early work on the reprogramming of post-
mitotic neurons described above (De la Rossa et al. 2013), in which we 
addressed gene-circuit relationships in the gene-to-circuit direction, here 
instead we manipulated neuronal circuits and assessed how this affects 
the genetic identity of post-synaptic target neurons. In both cases, the 
identity of neurons was congruently reassigned on the genetic, morpho-
logical and input-output circuit level. The Pouchelon et al. study showed 
that the identity of cortical neurons and the circuits they form is signi-
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ficantly determined by sensory input, and identified the molecular mech-
anisms underlying this effect. Therefore, environmental factors strongly 
influence neuronal gene expression and circuit formation during devel-
opment, providing a path through which adverse environmental con-
ditions could lead to abnormal gene expression and secondary circuit 
 miswiring in neurodevelopmental disorders.

More recently, we showed that a similar process is at play within sensory 
thalamic nuclei, where input ablation experiments support the idea that 
higher-order genetic identity is a default feature, and that first-order iden-
tity is acquired in an input-dependent manner (Frangeul et al. 2016). We 
and others showed that in the absence of input from the retina, extero-
ceptive visual nucleus LGN receives input from L5B (Frangeul et al. 
2016; Grant, Hoerder-Suabedissen, and Molnar 2016), a normally higher- 
order nucleus-destined afferent, and develops a corresponding higher- 
order transcriptional identity (Frangeul et al. 2016). This finding is 
 interesting because it suggests that ascending exteroceptive and descend-

Figure 9: Loss of exteroceptive input leads to a respecification of L4 neurons in S1, which 
acquire the characteristics of L4 neurons in S2. A. Under normal conditions, L4 neurons 
in S1 receive VB input and L4 neurons in S2 receive Po input. Upon genetic ablation of the 
VB (bottom), Po input is rewired onto S1. (B) Photomicrographs showing loss of VB 
 following genetic ablation (left, compare top and bottom), and loss of barrel patterning in 
S1 (right). (C) Upon acquisition of Po input, the genetic identity of L4 neurons in S1 ressembles 
that of L4S2 neurons. Photomicrographs from Pouchelon et al., 2014.

Figure 9 
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ing corticofugal inputs may thus compete to innervate thalamic nuclei 
(Fig. 10). 

From an evolutionary perspective, the findings above support the view 
that neurons in primary areas and first-order nuclei/areas may have 
emerged from ancestral secondary/higher-order-type neurons(Slutsky, 
Manger, and Krubitzer 2000; Sanides 1969). We have thus proposed that 
first-order neurons may have been co-opted from a ground-state pool of 
higher-order type neurons based on their ability to convey signals gener-
ated by high-resolution body receptors because of specific metabolic, 
electrophysiological and connectivity features (Frangeul et al. 2016).

Conclusion and outlook

The level of coordination the assembly of distinct subtypes of neurons 
into specialized functional circuits across space and time is staggering 
and raises a number of questions. What is the level of cellular diversity 
necessary to sustain the functions of the neocortex, and which are the 
features that delineate these core cell types? How do these features emerge 
during development and how do they vary across individuals, or in inter-
action with the environment? To which extent are they involved in the 
emergence of neurodevelopmental and neuropsychiatric disorders? 

I believe that studies involving “non-clonal” model animals might con-
tribute to better define the normal spectrum of variability in cell position-
ing and circuit assembly, while raising animals in more natural environ-
ments could be used to gauge the impact of experience of this process. 

Figure 10: Rewiring of descending cortical input onto de-afferented thalamic nuclei. (a) 
Schematic of the experimental setup: Optogenetic stimulation of L5B neurons in the cortex 
normally activates only LP neurons, while LG neurons are not targeted. In the absence of 
retinal input, descending inputs now invade the LG. (b) Experimental results (c) Summary 
of the findings. FO: first order nucleus, HO: higher order nucleus.

Figure 10 
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While these protocols will introduce natural “noise” in the system, the 
increase in the resolution of the tools we use to manipulate and assess 
neurons and circuits, including single-cell RNA sequencing, single-cell 
optogenetics, and targeted gene editing, will contribute to refine the read-
out of these studies and provide a more truthful picture of the degrees of 
freedom in cortical assembly, and on the limits between normal and ab-
normal development. 

Finally, understanding the number and nature of the independent param-
eters that define the configuration of the neocortex will be critical in at-
tempts to reverse engineer developmental processes. Understanding these 
parameters will be important not only to define the relationship between 
developmental gene expression and mature neuronal function, but also 
to account for inter-individual variability in brain circuits and behavior 
in both normal and pathological settings. 



36

Acknowledgements 

I am thankful to the Professor Max Cloëtta Foundation for honoring me and the work of 
my research group with this award. Past and present members of my laboratory have played 
a central role in this achievement. Throughout the years, we’ve shared passionate discus-
sions, interrogations, doubts and unexpected findings, which made it all worthwhile on a 
daily basis. Thank you for your commitment and resilience.

I feel deeply indebted to my scientific and clinical mentors, Beat Gähwiler, Urs Gerber, 
Massimo Scanziani, Teddy Landis, and Jeff Macklis. I am grateful for their generosity and 
trust, and for instilling a sense of confidence in my research path and professional choices. 
I am also thankful to my current colleagues at the Department of Basic Neuroscience, Uni-
versity of Geneva, for seamless and exciting scientific exchanges, and for wonderful per-
sonal interactions. I owe a lot to the Swiss National Science Foundation, which has gene-
rously supported my research throughout the years, and doubled-down when swiss 
researchers transiently lost access to european funding. I feel fortunate to live in a country 
with a such distinguished scientific institution. 

Finally, my thanks go to my wife Valérie and our daughters Pauline et Sarah. Thank you 
for your love, patience and support. 



37

Bibliography

Alcamo, Elizabeth A, Laura Chirivella, Marcel Dautzenberg, Gergana Dobreva, Isabel 
Fariñas, Rudolf Grosschedl, and Susan K McConnell. 2008. “Satb2 Regulates Callosal Pro-
jection Neuron Identity in the Developing Cerebral Cortex.” Neuron 57 (3): 364–77. 
doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2007.12.012.

Arlotta, Paola, Bradley J Molyneaux, Jinhui Chen, Jun Inoue, Ryo Kominami, and Jeffrey 
D Macklis. 2005. “Neuronal Subtype-Specific Genes That Control Corticospinal Motor 
Neuron Development in Vivo..” Neuron 45 (2): 207–21. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2004.12.036.

Britanova, Olga, Camino de Juan Romero, Amanda F P Cheung, Kenneth Y Kwan, Ma-
nuela Schwark, Andrea Gyorgy, Tanja Vogel, et al. 2008. “Satb2 Is a Postmitotic Determi-
nant for Upper-Layer Neuron Specification in the Neocortex.” Neuron 57 (3): 378–92. 
doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2007.12.028.

Chen, Jie-Guang, Mladen-Roko Rasin, Kenneth Y Kwan, and Nenad Sestan. 2005. “Zfp312 
Is Required for Subcortical Axonal Projections and Dendritic Morphology of Deep-Layer 
Pyramidal Neurons of the Cerebral Cortex.” Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America 102 (49): 17792–97. doi:10.1073/pnas.0509032102.

Chou, Shen-Ju, Zoila Babot, Axel Leingartner, Michèle Studer, Yasushi Nakagawa, and 
Dennis D M O’Leary. 2013. “Geniculocortical Input Drives Genetic Distinctions Between 
Primary and Higher-Order Visual Areas..” Science (New York, NY) 340 (6137): 1239–42. 
doi:10.1126/science.1232806.

Clascá, Francisco, Pablo Rubio-Garrido, and Denis Jabaudon. 2012. “Unveiling the Diver-
sity of Thalamocortical Neuron Subtypes.” European Journal of Neuroscience 35 (10): 
1524–32. doi:10.1111/j.1460-9568.2012.08033.x.

De la Rossa,  Andres, Camilla Bellone, Bruno Golding, Ilaria Vitali, Jonathan Moss,  Nicolas 
Toni, Christian Luscher, and Denis Jabaudon. 2013. “In Vivo Reprogramming of Circuit 
Connectivity in Postmitotic Neocortical Neuron..” Nature Neuroscience 16 (2): 193–200. 
doi:10.1038/nn.3299.

De la Rossa, Andres, and Denis Jabaudon. 2015. “In Vivo Rapid Gene Delivery Into 
 Postmitotic Neocortical Neurons Using Iontoporation.” Nature Protocols 10 (1): 25–32. 
doi:10.1038/nprot.2015.001.

De Marco García, Natalia V, Rashi Priya, Sebnem N Tuncdemir, Gord Fishell, and  Theofanis 
Karayannis. 2015. “Sensory Inputs Control the Integration of Neurogliaform Interneurons 
Into Cortical Circuits.” Nature Neuroscience 18 (3): 393–401. doi:10.1038/nn.3946.

De Marco García, Natalia V, Theofanis Karayannis, and Gord Fishell. 2011. “Neuronal 
 Activity Is Required for the Development of Specific Cortical Interneuron Subtypes..” 
 Nature 472 (7343): 351–55. doi:10.1038/nature09865.



38

Dehay, C, P Savatier, V Cortay, and Henry Kennedy. 2001. “Cell-Cycle Kinetics of 
 Neocortical Precursors Are Influenced by Embryonic Thalamic Axons.” The Journal of 
Neuroscience: the Official Journal of the Society for Neuroscience 21 (1): 201–14.

Dehay, Colette, and Henry Kennedy. 2007. “Cell-Cycle Control and Cortical Development.” 
Nature Publishing Group 8 (6). Nature Publishing Group: 438–50. doi:10.1038/nrn2097.

Eckler, Matthew J, Ton D Nguyen, William L McKenna, Ben L Fastow, Chao Guo, John L 
R Rubenstein, and Bin Chen. 2015. “Cux2-Positive Radial Glial Cells Generate Diverse 
Subtypes of Neocortical Projection Neurons and Macroglia.” Neuron 86 (4). Elsevier Inc.: 
1100–1108. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2015.04.020.

Erzurumlu, Reha S, Yasunori Murakami, and Filippo M Rijli. 2010. “Mapping the Face in 
the Somatosensory Brainstem.” Nature Reviews Neuroscience 11 (4): 252–63. doi:10.1038/
nrn2804.

Florio, Marta, and Wieland B Huttner. 2014. “Neural Progenitors, Neurogenesis and the 
Evolution of the Neocortex.” Development (Cambridge, England) 141 (11): 2182–94. 
doi:10.1242/dev.090571.

Fox, Kevin, and Rachel O L Wong. 2005. “A Comparison of Experience-Dependent 
 Plasticity in the Visual and Somatosensory Systems.” Neuron 48 (3): 465–77. doi:10.1016/j.
neuron.2005.10.013.

Franco, Santos J, Cristina Gil-Sanz, Isabel Martinez-Garay, Ana Espinosa, Sarah R 
 Harkins-Perry, Cynthia Ramos, and Ulrich Müller. 2012. “Fate-Restricted Neural Progen-
itors in the Mammalian Cerebral Cortex.” Science (New York, NY) 337 (6095): 746–49. 
doi:10.1126/science.1223616.

Frangeul, Laura, César Porrero, Maria Garcia-Amado, Benedetta Maimone, Madlyne 
 Maniglier, Francisco Clascá, and Denis Jabaudon. 2014. “Specific Activation of the Paral-
emniscal Pathway During Nociception.” The European Journal of Neuroscience 39 (9): 
1455–64. doi:10.1111/ejn.12524.

Frangeul, Laura, Gabrielle Pouchelon, Ludovic Telley, Sandrine Lefort, Christian Luscher, 
and Denis Jabaudon. 2016. “A Cross-Modal Genetic Framework for the Development and 
Plasticity of Sensory Pathways.” Nature 538 (7623): 96–98. doi:10.1038/nature19770.

Gaspard, Nicolas, Tristan Bouschet, Raphael Hourez, Jordane Dimidschstein, Gilles Naeije, 
Jelle van den Ameele, Ira Espuny-Camacho, et al. 2008. “An Intrinsic Mechanism of 
 Corticogenesis From Embryonic Stem Cells.” Nature 455 (7211): 351–57. doi:10.1038/ 
nature07287.



39

Golding, Bruno, Gabrielle Pouchelon, Camilla Bellone, Sahana Murthy, Ariel A Di Nardo, 
Subashika Govindan, Masahuro Ogawa, et al. 2014. “Retinal Input Directs the Recruitment 
of Inhibitory Interneurons Into Thalamic Visual Circuits.” Neuron 81 (5): 1057–69. 
doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2014.01.032.

Grant, Eleanor, Anna Hoerder-Suabedissen, and Zoltán Molnar. 2016. “The Regulation of 
Corticofugal Fiber Targeting by Retinal Inputs.” Cerebral Cortex 26 (3): 1336–48. 
doi:10.1093/cercor/bhv315.

Guillery, R W, and S Murray Sherman. 2002. “Thalamic Relay Functions and Their Role 
in Corticocortical Communication: Generalizations From the Visual System.” Neuron 33 
(2): 163–75.

Harris, Kenneth D, and Gordon M G Shepherd. 2015. “The Neocortical Circuit: Themes 
and Variations.” Nature Neuroscience 18 (2): 170–81. doi:10.1038/nn.3917.

Jabaudon, Denis. 2017. “Fate and Freedom in Developing Neocortical Circuits.” Nature 
Communications 8 (July): 16042. doi:10.1038/ncomms16042.

Jabaudon, Denis, Sara J Shnider, David J Tischfield, Maria J Galazo, and Jeffrey D  Macklis. 
2011. “ROR{Beta} Induces Barrel-Like Neuronal Clusters in the Developing Neocortex.” 
Cerebral Cortex, July. doi:10.1093/cercor/bhr182.

Kral, A. 2013. “Auditory Critical Periods: a Review From System’s Perspective.” Neuro-
science 247 (September): 117–33. doi:10.1016/j.neuroscience.2013.05.021.

Lai, Tina, Denis Jabaudon, Bradley J Molyneaux, Eiman Azim, Paola Arlotta, Joao R L 
Menezes, and Jeffrey D Macklis. 2008. “SOX5 Controls the Sequential Generation of 
 Distinct Corticofugal Neuron Subtypes.” Neuron 57 (2): 232–47. doi:10.1016/j.  
neuron.2007.12.023.

Lodato, Michael A, Mollie B Woodworth, Semin Lee, Gilad D Evrony, Bhaven K Mehta, 
Amir Karger, Soohyun Lee, et al. 2015. “Somatic Mutation in Single Human Neurons 
Tracks Developmental and Transcriptional History.” Science (New York, NY) 350 (6256): 
94–98. doi:10.1126/science.aab1785.

López-Bendito, Guillermina, and Zoltán Molnár. 2003. “Thalamocortical Development: 
How Are We Going to Get There?” Nature Reviews Neuroscience 4 (4): 276–89. doi:10.1038/
nrn1075.

Lui, Jan H, David V Hansen, and Arnold R Kriegstein. 2011. “Development and Evolution 
of the Human Neocortex.” Cell 146 (1). Elsevier Inc.: 18–36. doi:10.1016/j.cell.2011.06.030.



40

Matsui, Asuka, May Tran, Aya C Yoshida, Satomi S Kikuchi, Mami U, Masaharu Ogawa, 
and Tomomi Shimogori. 2013. “BTBD3 Controls Dendrite Orientation Toward Active 
Axons in Mammalian Neocortex.” Science (New York, NY) 342 (6162): 1114–18. 
doi:10.1126/science.1244505.

McConnell, Susan K, and Christine E Kaznowski. 1991. “Cell Cycle Dependence of 
 Laminar Determination in Developing Neocortex.” Science (New York, NY) 254 (5029): 
282–85.

Mire, Erik, Cecilia Mezzera, Eduardo Leyva-Díaz, Ana V Paternain, Paola Squarzoni, Lisa 
Bluy, Mar Castillo-Paterna, et al. 2012. “Spontaneous Activity Regulates Robo1 Transcrip-
tion to Mediate a Switch in Thalamocortical Axon Growth.” Nature Neuroscience 15 (8): 
1134–43. doi:10.1038/nn.3160.

Mizuno, Hidenobu, Tomoo Hirano, and Yoshiaki Tagawa. 2010. “Pre-Synaptic and Post- 
Synaptic Neuronal Activity Supports the Axon Development of Callosal Projection  Neurons 
During Different Post-Natal Periods in the Mouse Cerebral Cortex.” European Journal of 
Neuroscience 31 (3): 410–24. doi:10.1111/j.1460-9568.2009.07070.x.

Molyneaux, Bradley J, Paola Arlotta, Joao R L Menezes, and Jeffrey D Macklis. 2007. 
“Neuronal Subtype Specification in the Cerebral Cortex.” Nature Reviews Neuroscience 8 
(6): 427–37. doi:10.1038/nrn2151.

Molyneaux, Bradley J, Paola Arlotta, Tustomu Hirata, Masahiko Hibi, and Jeffrey D 
 Macklis. 2005. “Fezl Is Required for the Birth and Specification of Corticospinal Motor 
Neurons.” Neuron 47 (6): 817–31. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2005.08.030.

Petreanu, Leopoldo, Tianyi Mao, Scott M Sternson, and Karel Svoboda. 2009. “The 
 Subcellular Organization of Neocortical Excitatory Connections.” Nature 457 (7233):  
1142–45. doi:10.1038/nature07709.

Pontious, Adria, Tom Kowalczyk, Chris Englund, and Robert F Hevner. 2008. “Role of 
 Intermediate Progenitor Cells in Cerebral Cortex Development.” Developmental Neurosci-
ence 30 (1–3): 24–32. doi:10.1159/000109848.

Pouchelon, Gabrielle, and Denis Jabaudon. 2014. “Nurturing the Cortex’s Thalamic Nature.” 
Current Opinion in Neurology 27 (2): 142–48. doi:10.1097/WCO.0000000000000070.

Pouchelon, Gabrielle, Frédéric Gambino, Camilla Bellone, Ludovic Telley, Ilaria Vitali, 
Christian Luscher, Anthony Holtmaat, and Denis Jabaudon. 2014. “Modality-Specific 
Thalamocortical Inputs Instruct the Identity of Postsynaptic L4 Neurons.” Nature 511 
(7510): 471–74. doi:10.1038/nature13390.

Rakic, P, I Suñer, and R W Williams. 1991. “A Novel Cytoarchitectonic Area Induced Ex-
perimentally Within the Primate Visual Cortex.” Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America 88 (6): 2083–87.



41

Rodríguez-Tornos, Fernanda M, Carlos G Briz, Linnea A Weiss, Alvaro Sebastián-Serrano, 
Saúl Ares, Marta Navarrete, Laura Frangeul, et al. 2016. “Cux1 Enables Interhemispheric 
Connections of Layer II/III Neurons by Regulating Kv1-Dependent Firing.” Neuron 89 (3): 
494–506. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2015.12.020.

Rouaux, Caroline, and Paola Arlotta. 2013. “Direct Lineage Reprogramming of Post-Mi-
totic Callosal Neurons Into Corticofugal Neurons in Vivo.” Nature Cell Biology 15 (2): 
214–21. doi:10.1038/ncb2660.

Sanides, F. 1969. “ Comparative Architectonics of the Neocortex of Mammals and  
Their Evolutionary Interpretation.” Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences 167 (1): 
404–23.

Shen, Qin, Yue Wang, John T Dimos, Christopher A Fasano, Timothy N Phoenix, Ihor R 
Lemischka, Natalia B Ivanova, Stefano Stifani, Edward E Morrisey, and Sally Temple. 
2006. “The Timing of Cortical Neurogenesis Is Encoded Within Lineages of Individual 
Progenitor Cells.” Nature Neuroscience 9 (6): 743–51. doi:10.1038/nn1694.

Shetty, Ashwin S, Geeta Godbole, Upasana Maheshwari, Hari Padmanabhan, Rahul 
 Chaudhary, Bhavana Muralidharan, Pei-Shan Hou, et al. 2013. “Lhx2 Regulates a Cortex- 
Specific Mechanism for Barrel Formation.” Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences of the United States of America, November. doi:10.1073/pnas.1311158110.

Slutsky, D A, P R Manger, and L Krubitzer. 2000. “Multiple Somatosensory Areas in the 
Anterior Parietal Cortex of the California Ground Squirrel (Spermophilus Beecheyii).” The 
Journal of Comparative Neurology 416 (4): 521–39.

Suárez, Rodrigo, Laura R Fenlon, Roger Marek, Lilach Avitan, Pankaj Sah, Geoffrey J 
Goodhill, and Linda J Richards. 2014. “Balanced Interhemispheric Cortical Activity Is 
 Required for Correct Targetingof the Corpus Callosum.” Neuron 82 (6). Elsevier Inc.:  
1289–98. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2014.04.040.

Telley, Ludovic, Subashika Govindan, Julien Prados, Isabelle Stevant, Serge Nef,  Emmanouil 
Dermitzakis, Alexandre Dayer, and Denis Jabaudon. 2016. “Sequential Transcriptional 
Waves Direct the Differentiation of Newborn Neurons in the Mouse Neocortex.” Science 
(New York, NY) 351 (6280): 1443–46. doi:10.1126/science.aad8361.

Theyel, Brian B, Daniel A Llano, and S Murray Sherman. 2010. “The Corticothalamo-
cortical Circuit Drives Higher-Order Cortex in the Mouse.” Nature Neuroscience 13 (1):  
84–88. doi:10.1038/nn.2449.

Tissir, Fadel, and André M Goffinet. 2003. “Reelin and Brain Development.” Nature  Reviews 
Neuroscience 4 (6): 496–505. doi:10.1038/nrn1113.



42

Van der Loos, H, and T A Woolsey. 1973. “Somatosensory Cortex: Structural Alterations 
Following Early Injury to Sense Organs.” Science (New York, NY) 179 (71): 395–98.

Vitali, Ilaria, and Denis Jabaudon. 2014. “Synaptic Biology of Barrel Cortex Circuit Assem-
bly.” Seminars in Cell & Developmental Biology, July. doi:10.1016/j.semcdb.2014.07.009.

Vue, Tou Yia, Melody Lee, Yew Ei Tan, Zachary Werkhoven, Lynn Wang, and Yasushi 
 Nakagawa. 2013. “Thalamic Control of Neocortical Area Formation in Mice.” The Journal 
of Neuroscience: the Official Journal of the Society for Neuroscience 33 (19): 8442–53. 
doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5786-12.2013.

Wang, Chia-Fang, Hsiang-Wei Hsing, Zi-Hui Zhuang, Meng-Hsuan Wen, Wei-Jen Chang, 
Carlos G Briz, Marta Nieto, Bai Chuang Shyu, and Shen-Ju Chou. 2017. “Lhx2 Ex pression 
in Postmitotic Cortical Neurons Initiates Assembly of the Thalamocortical Somatosensory 
Circuit..” Cell Reports 18 (4): 849–56. doi:10.1016/j.celrep.2017.01.001.

Washbourne, Philip, Peter M Thompson, Mario Carta, Edmar T Costa, James R Mathews, 
Guillermina López-Bendito, Zoltán Molnar, et al. 2002. “Genetic Ablation of the T-SNARE 
SNAP-25 Distinguishes Mechanisms of Neuroexocytosis.” Nature Neuroscience 5 (1): 19–
26. doi:10.1038/nn783.

Zechel, Sabrina, Yasushi Nakagawa, and Carlos F Ibáñez. 2016. “Thalamo-Cortical Axons 
Regulate the Radial Dispersion of Neocortical GABAergic Interneurons.” eLife 5 (De-
cember). doi:10.7554/eLife.20770.

Zhou, Libing, David Gall, Yibo Qu, Cynthia Prigogine, Guy Cheron, Fadel Tissir, Serge N 
Schiffmann, and Andre M Goffinet. 2010. “Maturation of ‘Neocortex Isole’ in Vivo in 
Mice.” The Journal of Neuroscience: the Official Journal of the Society for Neuroscience 
30 (23): 7928–39. doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.6005-09.2010.

Zilles, Karl, and Katrin Amunts. 2010. “Centenary of Brodmann’s Map – Conception and 
Fate.” Nature Reviews Neuroscience 11 (2): 139–45. doi:10.1038/nrn2776.


