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Abstract
Can mice recognize themselves in a mirror? The answer is unclear. Previous studies have reported that adult mice – when
shown itch-like videos - demonstrated itch empathy. However, this was proven to be unreproducible in other studies. In the
present study, we wanted to examine whether adult mice were able to recognize their mirror image. In our testing, we found
that mice spent more time in the central area in an open field with mirrors surrounding the chamber than those in a normal
open field. In a similar open field test with four mice placed in four directions, mice showed similar behavioral responses to
those with mirrors. These results indicate that mice are able to recognize images in the mirror, however, they cannot distinguish
their own mirror images from the mirror images of other mice. To repeat the experiments of itch empathy, we compared the
itch responses of mice in the mirrored environment, to those without. No significant difference in itching responses was
detected. Differently, in the case of chemical pain (formalin injection), animals’ nociceptive responses to formalin during Phase II
were significantly enhanced in the mirrored open field. A new format of heat map was developed to help the analysis of the trace
of mice in the open field. Our results suggest that mice do recognize the presence of mice in the mirror, and their nociceptive -
but not itch - responses are enhanced.
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Introduction

Mirror self-recognition is the ability to understand the ap-
pearance of oneself. Some animals, including chimpanzees,
orangutans, and even dolphins, also have a primitive sense of
self.1 The mirror test has been used to determine whether an
animal possessed the capacity for visual self-recognition.2 It
has been reported that animals could only pass the mirror test
after training,3,4 suggesting that the mirror test is not related to
self-consciousness.5 However, other studies showed that
mice that had regular exposure to mirrors could distinguish
photographs of their own caged partners from unfamiliar
mice. It remains unclear whether the mice could recognize
their own image in the mirror.

The self-recognition of mice could be affected by other
factors, whether the somatosensory affect the self-recognition
has been not reported. Itch and pain are two common
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somatosensory. Previous studies have reported that adult
mice demonstrated itch-like responses after watching itch-
like videos or seeing other mice having itching responses,
which means that the mice are able to recognize others and
experience empathy.6 However, it has been reported that the
mice failed to pass the mirror test due to their poor vision.7 Dr.
M. Catherine Bushnell group reported that they failed to be
reproduced contagious itch behaviors for normal mice ob-
serving the well-established histamine model of acute itch in
demonstrator mice by employing multiple behavioral anal-
ysis approaches.8 In addition, our group also found that mice
showed no significant itch-like responses after watching
itching video of mice by using a four-iPad paradigm.9

Pain, like itch, is also an unpleasant somatic sensation. A
previous study has shown that pain sensitivity in mice were
altered by exposure to their cage-mates, but not to strangers.10

Recently, our group reported that a long-term observational
pain in mice were found in siblings but not strangers.11

However, it remains to be determined if mice are able to
recognize themselves, and if sensory behavioral responses
such as pain and itch may be affected by observing their
mirror images. In the present study, we combined the mirror
test and open field test to study the mice behavior. Open field
tests are known to cause anxiety to animals due to social
isolation, fear of unknown environments, and open
space.12,13 Mice were allowed to move in a rectangular open
field surrounded either by mirrors on all four sides, mirror on
one side and the rest by walls, or by cages, with their
companions on all four sides. We also examined the mirrors
effects under itch behavior of histamine injected mice and
pain behavior of formalin injected mice in the open field. At
the same time, we developed a new system that generates a
heatmap based on an animal’s trajectory in the open field.

Materials and methods

Animals

All behavior studies were done on male and female C57BL/6
mice purchased from the Experimental Animal Center of
Xi’an Jiaotong University (6–8 weeks old). All mice were
randomly housed by three to four per cage under standard
laboratory conditions (12 h light/12 h dark, temperature 22–
26°C, air humidity 55–60%). Food and water were available
ad libitum. All research protocols performed in this experi-
ment have been approved by the Ethics Committee of Xi’an
Jiaotong University.

Behavioral tests in the open field

Mice were handled and habituated for 30 min in 3 days
before the experiments. Each mouse was tested in the open
field chamber. For mice behavior in the open field with
mirrors, please refer to our previous work.9 For the mirror
condition test, one or four rectangular mirrors leaned against

the walls of the open field to observe whether mice can
recognize the images in the mirror.

Mice were placed in an open field (43.2 × 43.2 ×
30.5 cm3) inside a dimly lit, with constant temperature room
(< 50 lx in the center of the open field). An activity monitoring
system (Smart 3.0, Panlab, USA) and a new systemwere used
to record horizontal locomotor activity. Briefly, Smart 3.0
uses paired sets of photo beams to detect movement (number
of photo beams: 16; space between the beams: 2.5 cm;
number of zones: X: 17, Y: 17). Our proposed system records
the video of the mice behavior and gets all information from
it. Each mouse was placed in the center of the open field, and
activity was measured for 60 min. Central zone was defined
by zones from (4, 4) to (13, 13).14

For companion tests, mice were treated in the same way as
in the previous open field experiment. The companions, not
like the cage-mates or the littermates, were randomly chosen
from the other unfamiliar C57BL/6 mice. We just put one
transparent and sealed chamber (5 × 43.2 × 30.5 cm3)
besides each side. Mice were placed in each chamber. In this
device, the mice in the open field could see, but not smell, its
companions. The behavior of the mice in the open field were
recorded for 60 min.

Itching behavior of mice

The itching demonstrator mouse was chosen randomly, and
500 μg histamine (Sigma, USA) dissolved in 50 μL saline
was injected subcutaneously (s.c.) to the nape of its neck.9,15

The total number of itching bouts of the observers was
recorded for 60 min after injection and then obtained by
manual counting from the video. The scratching bout was
defined as lifting of either hind limb to scratch at the nape of
neck and replacing the paw onto the floor, regardless of the
number of scratching strokes that occurred between the first
lift to final lowering of the hind limb. The mice were ran-
domly put in the open field with or without mirror.

Pain behavior of mice

Each mouse was injected s.c. of left hind paw with 10 μL 5%
formalin. Immediately after injection, the mouse was placed
in the open field, and the activity of the mouse was recorded
by a video camera from underneath the chamber, linked to a
computer placed outside the chamber for observation and
recording. Phase I of the pain behavior (i.e., paw licking) is
caused by the direct effect of formalin on nociceptors, which
peaked for 0–5 min to evoke intense but short-duration pain
behavior. Phase II of the behavior is induced by inflammatory
responses caused by formalin which occurred at 30–45 min
after formalin injection.16,17

Pain-related responses, or nocifensive behavior, flinching
number and the time of pain-related behaviors were recorded
immediately after formalin injection and for up to 60min
post-injection.18 The pain-behavior time is defined as the
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cumulative amount of time the animal spent on licking,
scratching, flicking, or biting the injected hind paw.19

A novel system for behavior video analysis

In order to understand how mice respond to different envi-
ronments, it is necessary to use a computer vision system to
analyze the behavior of mice because we need to be able to
record the mice behavior from the top or the bottom. There
are several existing systems, such as Smart 3.0, that can be
utilized for observation from the top. In our work, we de-
veloped a new system called “Moustat” to extract the tra-
jectory of mouse when inside the open field. The Moustat

system is used to detect and trace the mouse, which then
generates different statistics such as heatmap, average travel
distance, ratio in ROIs, etc. Prior to this system, these sta-
tistics could not be derived easily. The Moustat system
performs a pre-processing step which rectifies the obtained
trajectory coordinate to compensate for the distortion from
imperfect camera angles.

From the video, detecting objects, such as a mouse, is a
standard task in the computer vision community. There exist
many metrics for detecting an object, such as color difference,
background subtraction,20,21 or more complicated deep
neural network based method such as Yolo22 or CenterNet.23

In the Moustat system, we resort to a background subtraction-

Figure 1. Mirror induced behavior changes of mice in the open filed tests. (a) A modified open field with mirrors on the four sides of the
inner wall. (b) Representative traces showed the movement of the mice in the open field without (b) and with mirror (c) during 20–30 min
after being placed in the open field. The red and blue rectangles represented the border of peripheral and center zones individually. (d)Male
mice in the open field with mirrors spent more time in the central area during 20–40 min after being placed in the open field compared with
those put in the open field without mirror (*p < 0.05, n = 8 mice for each group, mirror vs. control, Student’s t-test). The time was
displayed as a ratio of the time spent in the central zone with the time spent in the central zone during the first 10 min after being placed in the
open field. (e) Female mice in the open field with mirror spent more time in the central zone during 20–40 min after being placed in the open
field compared with those put in the open field without mirror (*p < 0.05, n = 8 mice for each group, mirror vs. control, Student’s t-test).
The time was displayed as a ratio of the time spent in the central zone with the time spent in the central zone during the first 10min after being
placed in the open field. (f) Photograph of the one side mirror open field. (g) Traces showed the movement of the mice in the one side mirror
open field during 20–30 min after being placed in the open field. (h) In one mirror open field, mice still spent more time in the central area
compare with those in the normal open field (n = 6 mice). There is no significant change between the central time ratio of mice in the one
mirror open field and mirror surround open field.
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based method to locate image regions (i.e., the mouse) that do
not belong to the static background (i.e., the box). Since the
video is recorded at a constant frame rate (10 fps in our
experiments), each location in the picture represents 0.1
seconds of stay at that location. By accumulating the dwell
time for each pixel, a heatmap can be obtained. In pixel
locations with longer dwell time, there will be higher heat,
and vice versa.

Statistical analysis

All data are expressed as Mean ± SEM. Statistical compar-
isons between two groups were performed to identify sig-
nificant differences. When the data was normally distributed,
and the variance was homogeneous, two-tail unpaired Stu-
dent’s t-test was used. p < 0.05 was considered statistically
significant.

Results

Mirror Open field behavior in mice

To verify whether mice recognize the image in the mirror, we
put the mice in an open-field with four mirrors on each side
(Figure 1(a)), and used the video to record the activity of mice
(Figure 1(b) and (c)). We observed that mice spent more time
in the central area compared with those in a normal open field.
We took the time of mice staying in the central area in the first
10 min as the base 1, and counted the ratio of mice spending
time in the central area every 10 min for 60 min. We found
that the ratios were significantly changed during 20–30 min
and 30–40 min in both the male and the female groups
(Figures 1(d) and (e); mirror vs. control, 2.80 ± 0.33 vs. 0.69
± 0.08 for 20 – 30 min, t = 0.015, and 3.50 ± 0.52 vs. 0.94 ±
0.15 for 30–40 min, t = 0.046, in the male mice group; 3.17 ±
0.19 vs. 1.00 ± 0.27 for 20–30 min, t = 0.031, 2.86 ± 0.15
vs. 1.04 ± 0.27 for 30–40 min, t = 0.043, in female mice
group, *p < 0.05, n = 8 mice for each group, Student’s t-test).
Interestingly, there was no behavior difference between male
and female mice in the open-field with four mirrors on each
side. Next, we attempted to study if the mice spending more
time in the central area was due to fear of the objects in the
mirror or just less anxiety, and thus we performed a side
mirror open field test. We found that the mice in the one
mirror open field still spent more time in the central area as
compared with those in the normal open field (Figures 1(g)
and (h); n = 6 mice). These results suggest that mice can see
the objects in the mirror and are influenced by those images.
Since mice spent more time in the central area, it is believed
that the mice have less anxiety in the open field with mirror.

Heatmap generation of mice trajectory

Specifically, for better visualization, we adopted the Moustat
system to track the mice behavior. We defined a small heat

kernel for each pixel in the frame, such that for each pixel (x,
y) on the obtained trajectory (Figure 2(a)), we added the
kernel to a small neighboring region centering at (x, y). The
heat kernel has a regular Gaussian shape, and the value at the
centering position is 1.0 as shown in Figure 2(b). Note that the
width (covariance) of the Gaussian kernel is not that im-
portant except that larger Gaussian kernel size makes the
obtained heatmap smoother. Once we aggregate the heat from
all positions in a trajectory, we can obtain a heatmap as shown
in Figure 2(c), which more intuitively reflects the residence
time, and position, of mice in the open field. We used the
heatmaps which were generated from the video to show the
mice position and dwell time (Figure 2(d)).

Companion-around Open field behavior in mice

Our next step was to investigate whether less anxiety is due to
the recognition of objects in the mirror, or the recognition of
themselves, and we put four companions around the open
field. The four companions were put into the boxes beside the
open field (Figure 3(a)), and these boxes are transparent and
sealed, such that the test mice in the open field could see the
outside companions but could not smell them. Similarly, the
video tracers were used to record the activity of the mice in
the open field. We found that again the tested mice spent more
time in the central area. We compared the central time ratio in
three conditions and found that, there was no significant
difference between companions or mirror surrounding open
field (Figure 3(b); companion vs. control, 2.64 ± 0.14 vs.
0.69 ± 0.08 for 20–30 min, t = 0.020, and 2.49 ± 0.07 vs.
0.94 ± 0.15 for 30–40 min, t = 0.014, 3.00 ± 0.18 vs. 1.05 ±
0.14 for 40–50min, t = 0.021, #p < 0.05, n = 6 mice for
companion group, Student’s t-test). We used heatmap to
describe the track of the mice (Figure 3(c)) where it is clearly
seen that the mice spent more time in the central area.
Therefore, we concluded that the mice behavior in the
companion-around open field is similar to that in the mirror
surrounding open field. The mice did not distinguish the
image in the mirror from the companions.

Mirror Open field behavior in mice with
histamine-induced itch model

From the above experiments, we found that mice behavior is
affected by the mirror in the open-filed. Since it’s not clear to
what extent mirrors affect the mice, we preformed difference
disease models in the mice and tested the behavior changes in
the open field. We injected the histamine subcutaneously to
the nape of mice neck and then randomly put the mice in the
normal open field or mirror surrounding open field. After we
analyzed the track of mice and counted the number of
scratching bouts, we found that the numbers of scratching
bouts showed no difference in the normal group and the
mirror group, nor between the male and female groups
(Figure 4(b); control vs. mirror, 45.80 ± 7.68 vs. 34 ± 3.84
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for male group, 53.80 ± 11.93 vs. 52.90 ± 7.85 for female
group, n= 5 mice for each group, Student’s t-test). We still
used the heatmap to compare the trajectory and dwell time in
the open field (Figure 4(c)) and found that the mice spent
more time in the corners no matter whether mirrors were
present or not. The dwell time in the center was not increased
in itch behaviors mice in the presence of mirrors (Figure
4(d)). These results suggest that the effect of the mirror to
reduce anxiety is weakened or lost completely after histamine
is injected.

Mirror Open field behavior in mice with formalin
-induced pain model

Next, to investigate the effect of mirrors on the pain behavior
of mice, formalin (5%, 10 μL) was injected into the left hind
paw of the mice, and then the mice were put in the normal or
mirror surround open filed (Figure 5(a)). Flinching number in
phase I and phase II were recorded immediately after formalin
injection for up to 60 min post-injection and the licking time
of pain behaviors was also recorded. In phase I (0–5 min), the

Figure 2. Heatmap generation. (a) 10 min trajectory is generated by video. (b) The processing of Gaussian heat kernel. (c) Generation of
heatmap. (d) The heatmap of mice trajectory in the open field without (up)/with (down) the mirrors. 10 min interval for each heatmap.
Color bar displays the dwell time.

Figure 3. Companions induced behavior changes in mice. (a) Amodified open field with four transparent and sealed boxes on the four sides
of the outer wall. (b)Mice in the open field with companions spent more time in the central zone during 20–50 min after being placed in the
open field compared with those put in the normal open field without mirror (#p < 0.05 companion vs. control, n= 6 mice for companion
group, Student’s t-test). (c) The heatmap of mice trajectory in the open field with companions.
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mice flinch and lick the hind paw quickly, almost all the flinch
bouts were less than one second. We considered it as one time
flinching. In phase II, the mice always kept licking or biting
their hind paw in one flinching. We count the number of
flinching and the time of pain behavior. There was no dif-
ference in the number of flinching either in phase I or phase II
with or without mirror (Figure 5(c); control vs. mirror, 26 ±
0.7874 vs. 25.4 ± 0.23 for phase I, 27.6 ± 1.13 vs. 34.2 ±
0.88 for phase II, n = 5mice for each group, Student’s t-test).
However, in phase II, the time of pain behavior including
licking, scratching, flicking, or biting was greatly increased in
the mirror surround open field compared with those in normal
open field (Figure 5(d); control vs. mirror, 80.20 ± 10.82 vs.
247.60 ± 56.06, t = 0.019, *p < 0.05, n = 5 for each group,
Student’s t-test). This difference in phase I and phase II may
be due to the different pathways of various pain types. The
heatmap (Figure 5(e)) and central time ratio statistical data

(Figure 5(f)) also showed that the mice spent more time in the
corners even the mirror is on, indicating that the effect of the
mirror on the trajectory of the mice is weakened after formalin
injection.

Discussion

Many studies have reported that different animals are able to
pass the mirror test and have good self-recognition ability,
whereas there were very few studies on mice. In our present
study, we want to understand whether the mice can recognize
the images in the mirror, as well as their behavioral changes.
Different kinds of mice behaviors were successfully observed
when they were in the normal or mirror surrounding open
field by using the newly developed video system to record
and analyze the mice trajectory visualized as a heatmap. We
found the mice saw the objects in the mirror and felt less

Figure 4. Itch behavior changes under mirror condition in mice. (a) Photographs of mice in the open field after injecting the histamine. Left
chamber is the normal open field. Right chamber is the open field with mirrors. (b) Mirror did not induce significant change of scratching
behavior (mirror vs. control; p = 0 .207 for male, p = 0.957 for female, n= 5 mice for each group, Student’s t-test). (c) The heatmap of mice
trajectory in the open field without (up)/with (down) the mirrors. (d) There is no significant change between the central time ratio of mice
which are in the open field with or without mirror after injecting the histamine.
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anxiety in the mirror surrounding open field, as if they saw
their companions. We considered that the mouse saw the
images in the mirror. Because the mice trajectory and dwell
time in mirror surround open field and companion-around
open field are highly similar, we speculate that mice cannot
recognize the images are themselves. After injecting hista-
mine or formalin, the anxiolytic effect by viewing mirror was

reduced or even disappeared. However, nociceptive behav-
iors are enhanced, while itch responses are not affected.

The mirror test is a test of self recognitive ability by
distinguishing its own face or body in the mirror. It is not clear
whether the mice could further recognize the mirror image on
their own. Some animals could recognize the self-image in
the mirror through certain learning process,24 while many

Figure 5. Pain behavior changes under mirror condition in mice. (a)We took the videos from the bottom of the open field. (b)Photographs
of mice in the open field after injecting the formalin. Left chamber is the normal open field. Right chamber is the open field with mirrors. (c)
Mirror did not induce significant change of flinching number (mirror vs. control; p = 0.887 for phase I, p = 0.688 for phase II, n = 5 mice for
each group, Student’s t-test). (d) There is significant change in pain-behavior time at phase II (*p < 0.05, n = 5 mice for each group, Student’s t-
test). (e) The heatmap of mice trajectory in the open field without (up)/with (down) the mirrors. (f) There is no significant change between
the central time ratio of mice which are in the open field with or without mirror after injecting the formalin.
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other animals would fail the mirror test.25,26 There is debate
on how to interpretate the results of the mirror test.7 Some
studies suggested that the application of this test to animals
that mainly rely on perception other than vision is not ap-
propriate.1 It’s well known that mice have poor eyesight.27

While in our present study, we found that mice did see the
objects in the mirror by showing less anxiety. It is revealed in
previous reports regarding the social behavior of mice that,
mice would surround their peers, even same gender peers, and
interact with each other.28 In our study, since the mice could
not smell each other in open field surrounded by either mirror
or companions, it is clearly observed that although the anxiety
of mice was reduced, they did not present more interaction
with their peers. Hence, whether the social behavior of mice
needs to be assisted by olfaction in addition to vision needs
further study.

In the present studies, we found that the effects of the
mirror were not significant under itch or pain conditions. In
the itch and short-duration pain, Phase I of formalin-induced
pain, the presence of the mirror resulted in almost no dif-
ference in mice behavior. Interestingly, in Phase II, the effect
of mirror on the behavior of mice, by analyzing the trajectory
of mice action, show no difference. On the other hand, while
the numbers of flinching were about the same, the mice spent
more time on licking or biting their hindpaw. These results
clearly indicate that behavioral nociceptive responses are
clearly enhanced. This finding is consistent with recent results
reported by our group and others in regard of observed or
spread of pain.11,29 Recently, our group reported sibling but
not stranger observer mice exhibit observational pain.11

Smith et al. reported that a brief social interaction with a
mouse experiencing pain or morphine analgesia resulted in
the transfer of these experiences to its social partner.29 These
results consistently indicate that rodents can communicate
with each other of their social emotions, although how they
may communicate such information remain to be determined.
However, we did not observe the contagious itch behavior
under our mirror condition. And in our group previous study,
after watching itch-like videos, normal mice did not show itch
empathy.9 Dr. M. Catherine Bushnell group also reported that
they failed to be reproduced contagious itch behaviors for
normal mice.8 Observing each other’s images and possible
face expression may be one of several communication
methods. In the present study, we found that mice cannot
distinguish their own images from others in the mirror. It is
possible that they may employ other communication methods
such as ultrasonic vocalization30 or odors to convey the in-
formation. Future studies are clearly needed to determine the
exact mediators for social emotion.

To better analyzes the track of mice behavior, in our
present study, we adopted a new Moustat system to visualize
the trajectory from the videos. Comparing Moustat to tra-
ditional behavior recording system, this system can extract
information from the video, no matter recorded from the top
or the bottom, correct the distortion caused by the lens, reset

the ROI and generate the heat map, which is conducive to our
intuitive analysis of the trajectory, dwell position, and time of
the mouse in the open field. This new system allowed us to
collect data which demonstrates that mice did recognize
objects in the mirror, and we found that mice showed less
anxiety when they were in the mirrored open field or under
the companion-around condition. We believe that this system
will be useful for future investigation of mouse behaviors in
the open field.

In conclusion, our results indicate that mice saw the ob-
jects in the mirror, hence the mouse can be a useful exper-
imental model for elucidating the neural mechanisms of
mirror image cognition. Meanwhile, since mice could not
further distinguish between images of themselves from
others, the mechanism of mirror effects requires further in-
vestigation. Anyway, our results clearly indicates that the
mice may help us to reveal the relationship between the
pathway of pain and anxiety.

Acknowledgement

The authors would like to thank Yong-Min Liu for his constructions
of the experiment.

Authors’ contributions

S.B.Z, and M.Z. designed the experiments. S.B. Z., M.X., W. S., K.
F., Y.X.C. performed behavioral experiments and analyzed data.
J.J.W. built the Moustat system, S.B.Z, M.X. J.S.L. Q.Y. C. and
X.H.L, M.Z. drafted the manuscript and finished the final version of
the manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect
to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article: M.Z. is in
part supported by grants from the Canadian Institute for Health
Research (CIHR) project grants (PJT-148648 and 419286). X.H.L. is
supported by grants from the National Science Foundation of China
(32100810).

ORCID iDs

Qi-Yu Chen  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5707-6220
Jing-Shan Lu  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7330-6567
Xu-Hui Li  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4376-6252

References

1. Asendorpf JB, Warkentin V, Baudonnière PM. Self-awareness
and other-awareness II: Mirror. Developmental Psychology,
1996; 32(2): 313–321

2. Gallop GG Jr. Chimpanzees: self-recognition. Science 1970;
167: 86–87. DOI: 10.1126/science.167.3914.86.

8 Molecular Pain

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5707-6220
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5707-6220
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7330-6567
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7330-6567
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4376-6252
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4376-6252
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.167.3914.86


3. Uchino E, Watanabe S. Self-recognition in pigeons revisited. J
Exp Anal Behav 2014; 102: 327–334. DOI: 10.1002/jeab.112.

4. de Waal FB. The thief in the mirror. PLoS Biol 2008; 6: e201.
DOI: 10.1371/journal.pbio.0060201.

5. Epstein R, Lanza RP, Skinner BF. "Self-awareness" in the pigeon.
Science 1981; 212: 695–696. DOI: 10.1126/science.212.4495.695.

6. Yu YQ, Barry DM, Hao Y, Liu XT, Chen ZF. Molecular and
neural basis of contagious itch behavior in mice. Science 2017;
355: 1072–1076. DOI: 10.1126/science.aak9748

7. Coren S.How dogs think: understanding the canine mind. New
York: Free Press, 2004, p. 351

8. Liljencrantz J, Pitcher MH, Low LA, Bauer L, Bushnell MC.
Comment on “Molecular and neural basis of contagious itch
behavior in mice”. Science 2017; 357: 2017. DOI: 10.1126/
science.aan4749

9. Lu JS, Chen QY, Zhou SB, Wu FY, Liu RH, Zhou ZX, Zhang
H, Zhuo M. Contagious itch can be induced in humans but not
in rodents. Molecular brain 2019; 12. DOI: 10.1186/s13041-
019-0455-2.

10. Langford DJ, Crager SE, Shehzad Z, Smith SB, Sotocinal SG,
Levenstadt JS, Chanda ML, Levitin DJ, Mogil JS. Social
modulation of pain as evidence for empathy in mice. Science
2006; 312: 1967–1970. DOI: 10.1126/science.1128322

11. Zhang MM, Geng AQ, Chen K, Wang J, Wang P, Qiu XT, Gu
JX, Fan HW, Zhu DY, Yang SM, Chen QY, Zhou ZX, Fan BY,
Bai Y, Xing KK, Feng JM, Wang JD, Chen Y, Lu YC, Liang Y,
Cao P, Kaang BK, Zhuo M, Li YQ, Chen T. Glutamatergic
synapses from the insular cortex to the basolateral amygdala
encode observational pain. Neuron 2022; 110: 1993–2008.
DOI: 10.1016/j.neuron.2022.03

12. Carola V, D’Olimpio F, Brunamonti E, Mangia F, Renzi P.
Evaluation of the elevated plus-maze and open-field tests for
the assessment of anxiety-related behaviour in inbred mice.
Behav Brain Res 2002; 134: 49–57. DOI: 10.1016/s0166-
4328(01)00452-1

13. Seibenhener ML, Wooten MC. Use of the Open Field Maze to
measure locomotor and anxiety-like behavior in mice. J Vis Exp
2015; 6: e52434. DOI: 10.3791/52434.

14. Zhang MM, Liu SB, Chen T, Koga K, Zhang T, Li YQ, Zhuo
M. Effects of NB001 and gabapentin on irritable bowel
syndrome-induced behavioral anxiety and spontaneous pain.
Mol Brain 2014; 7: 47. DOI: 10.1186/1756-6606-7-47.

15. Descalzi G, Chen T, Koga K, Li XY, Yamada K, ZhuoM. Cortical
GluK1 kainate receptors modulate scratching in adult mice. J
Neurochem 2013; 126: 636–650. DOI: 10.1111/jnc.12351

16. Han ZL,Wang ZL, Li XH, Li N, Pan JX, Zheng T, FangQ,Wang
R. Neuropeptide VF Enhances Cannabinoid Agonist
WIN55,212-2-Induced Antinociception in Mice. Anesth Analg
2015; 121: 1360–1368. DOI: 10.1213/ANE.0000000000000921

17. Li N, Han ZL, Wang ZL, Xing YH, Sun YL, Li XH, Song JJ,
Zhang T, Zhang R, ZhangMN, Xu B, Fang Q,Wang R. BN-9, a
chimeric peptide with mixed opioid and neuropeptide FF re-
ceptor agonistic properties, produces nontolerance-forming

antinociception in mice. Br J Pharmacol 2016; 173:
1864–1880. DOI: 10.1111/bph.13489.

18. Liu Q, Liu Y, Bian J, Li Q, Zhang Y. The preemptive analgesia
of pre-electroacupuncture in rats with formalin-induced acute
inflammatory pain. Mol Pain 2019; 15: 1744806919866529.
DOI: 10.1177/1744806919866529.

19. Kwan KY, Allchorne AJ, Vollrath MA, Christensen AP, Zhang
DS, Woolf CJ, Corey DP. TRPA1 contributes to cold, me-
chanical, and chemical nociception but is not essential for hair-
cell transduction. Neuron 2006; 50: 277–289. DOI: 10.1016/j.
neuron.2006.03.042

20. Zivkovic Z, Heijden F. Efficient adaptive density estimation per
image pixel for the task of background subtraction. Pattern
Recognition Letters 2006; 27: 773–780.

21. Zivkovic. Improved adaptive Gaussian mixture model for
background subtraction. In: Pattern Recognition, 2004 ICPR
2004 Proceedings of the 17th International Conference,
Cambridge, UK, 26-26 August 2004.

22. Redmon J, Divvala S, Girshick R, Farhadi A. You only look
once: unified, real-time object detection. In: Computer Vi-
sion & Pattern Recognition, Las Vegas, NV, 27-30 June
2016.

23. Zhou X, Wang D, Krhenbühl P. Objects as Points. Cornell
University, 2019.

24. Ueno H, Suemitsu S, Murakami S, Kitamura N, Wani K,
Takahashi Y, Matsumoto Y, Okamoto M, Ishihara T. Behav-
ioural changes in mice after getting accustomed to the mirror.
Behav Neurol 2020; 2020: 4071315. DOI: 10.1155/2020/
4071315

25. Anderson JR, Gallup GG Jr. Mirror self-recognition: a review
and critique of attempts to promote and engineer self-
recognition in primates. Primates 2015; 56: 317–326. DOI:
10.1007/s10329-015-0488-9

26. Ocklenburg S, Güntürkün O. Recognizing Yourself and
Others—The Role of the Right Hemisphere for Face and Self
Perception - ScienceDirect. The Lateralized Brain 2018:
185–211.

27. Harvey SD. Chemical investigations of the pheromone systems
of the house mouse. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University,
1988.

28. Alarcon JM, Barco A, Kandel ER. Capture of the late phase of
long-term potentiation within and across the apical and basilar
dendritic compartments of CA1 pyramidal neurons: synaptic
tagging is compartment restricted. J Neurosci 2006; 26:
256–264. DOI: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3196-05.2006.

29. Smith ML, Asada N, Malenka RC. Anterior cingulate inputs to
nucleus accumbens control the social transfer of pain and
analgesia. Science 2021; 371: 153–159. DOI: 10.1126/science.
abe3040.

30. Tang J, Ko S, Ding HK, Qiu CS, Calejesan AA, Zhuo M.
Pavlovian fear memory induced by activation in the anterior
cingulate cortex. Mol Pain 2005; 1. DOI: 10.1186/1744-8069-
1-6.

Zhou et al. 9

https://doi.org/10.1002/jeab.112
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0060201
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.212.4495.695
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aak9748
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aan4749
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aan4749
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13041-019-0455-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13041-019-0455-2
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1128322
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2022.03
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0166-4328(01)00452-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0166-4328(01)00452-1
https://doi.org/10.3791/52434
https://doi.org/10.1186/1756-6606-7-47
https://doi.org/10.1111/jnc.12351
https://doi.org/10.1213/ANE.0000000000000921
https://doi.org/10.1111/bph.13489
https://doi.org/10.1177/1744806919866529
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2006.03.042
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2006.03.042
https://doi.org/10.1155/2020/4071315
https://doi.org/10.1155/2020/4071315
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10329-015-0488-9
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3196-05.2006
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abe3040
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.abe3040
https://doi.org/10.1186/1744-8069-1-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/1744-8069-1-6

	Enhancement of behavioral nociceptive responses but not itching responses by viewing mirror images in adult mice
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Animals
	Behavioral tests in the open field
	Itching behavior of mice
	Pain behavior of mice
	A novel system for behavior video analysis
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Mirror Open field behavior in mice
	Heatmap generation of mice trajectory
	Companion-around Open field behavior in mice
	Mirror Open field behavior in mice with histamine-induced itch model
	Mirror Open field behavior in mice with formalin -induced pain model

	Discussion
	Acknowledgement
	Authors’ contributions
	Declaration of Conflicting Interests
	Funding
	ORCID iDs
	References


