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Free-range broiler chickens usually show an uneven utilization of the outdoor range. In this
work, we tested whether individual differences in the exploration of the outdoor range 1= related
to different motivation for foraging activity between individuals, For this, we compared chick-
ers with different ranging levels (low- and high-ranging chickens, LRC and HRC, respectively)
using a conditioned place preference paradigm to test whether and how individuals ditffer in
contrafreeloading (when individuals work for food instead of acquiring it freelv) and during an
association /extinction of a learned food place preference. During the contrafrecloading study,
chickens (nLRC — 13, nHRC — 16) were conditioned to one chamber presenting a foraging sulb-
strate and mealworms, while in the other chamber mealworms were freely awailable on the Hoor.
For the food place preference study, individuals (nLRC = 1% nHRC = 21) were conditioned (o
one chamber, alwavs presenting a freelv acceszsible food reward (mealworms), while the other
chamber was alwavs empty. During testing trials, for both studies, animals had access to both
empty chambers, and the time spent in each chamber was quantified. During contrafreeloading
tests, HRC showed a marked preference for the foraging substrate + mealworms chamber (p =
0.03). whereas LRC did not show any preference (p = 0.29). For the first testing dav during
the food place preference, both HRC and LRC spent significantly more time in the comditioned
chamber (F1. 17 = 1370, p = 0402}, where they could previously find mealworms. During the
extinction trials, HRC were alzo more immobile than LRC (3 £ 1.4 and 1.25 = 1.75 for HRO
and LRC, respectively, U = ), p = QR Our results sugeest that individual chickens may
value foraging opportunities differently, with LRC being less prome to contrafreeload and being
more resistant to the extinction of a learned food place preference, partially explaining their
motivation to remain near the barn where free food 1= available constantly and predictably.

* [t e e a1t



Where is the free food? Contrafreeloading and food place preference
extinction in free-range broiler chickens

Vitor Hugo Bessa Ferreiral' 2, Arthur Simoni?!, Karine Germain3, Christine Leterrier?, Léa Lansade?, Anne Collin?, Sandrine
Mignon-Grasteau?, Elisabeth Le Bihan-Duval?, Elodie Guettier?, Hélene Leruste?, Ludovic Calandreau?, Vanessa Guesdon'

1 JUNIA ISA, Comportement Animal et Systemes d’Elevage, 48 bd Vauban 59046 Lille Cedex, France
2 INRAE, CNRS, IFCE, Université de Tours, Centre Val de Loire UMR Physiologie de la Reproduction et des Comportements, 37380 Nouzilly, France
3 INRAE, UE EASM, Le Magneraud, CS 40052, 17700 Surgeres, France
4 INRAE, Université de Tours, BOA, 37380 Nouzilly, France

Contacts : vitor.bessa-ferreira@junia.com ; vanessa.guesdon@junia.com

INTRODUCTION

Free-range broiler chickens usually show an uneven utilization of the outdoor range. While some individuals use it more,

others use it less. .
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Research question : Are individual differences in the exploration of the outdoor range related to different motivation for
foraging activity between individuals?

METHODS

How individuals differ in their contrafreeloading (i.e., How individuals differ during an association/extinction of a
individuals work for food instead of acquiring it freely)? learned food place preference
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Low and High rangers were conditioned to one chamber at a time. Following this conditioning, the chickens were then
exposed to the entire arena, but this time it was empty. The time spent in each chamber was quantified for both
experiments and a preference index was calculated.

Preference index (PI) Trials without moving
. RESULTS
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Both groups preferred significantly
the conditioned chamber (with
mealworms). However, during the
test trials, High rangers were more

Egam AN immobile than Low rangers (U =
Mealworms + Straw

0.2 | | ' - 20, p =0.048).
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| CONCLUSION

High rangers prefer to make efforts to obtain |
their food (Positive PI, p = 0.03). While low 1 High rangers are more likely to make efforts to access their food

rangers do not have any preference (Negative PI, : (foraging), while low rangers seem to be more motivated to look for
p = 0.29). | food that is easier to access. These differences may explain their

range use and should be taken into greater consideration.
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