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Alcohol use disorder generates devastating social, medical and economic burdens, making it a major global health issue. The persistent nature of memories associated with intoxication experiences often induces cravings and triggers relapse in recovering individuals. Despite recent advances, the neural and molecular mechanisms underlying these memories are complex and not well understood. This makes finding effective pharmacological targets challenging. The investigation of persistent alcohol-associated memories in the fruit fly, Drosophila melanogaster, presents a unique opportunity to gain a comprehensive understanding of the memories for ethanol reward at the level of genes, molecules, neurons and circuits. Here we characterize the dose-dependent nature of ethanol on the expression of memory for an intoxication experience. We report that the concentration of ethanol, number of ethanol exposures, length of ethanol exposures, and timing between ethanol exposures are critical in determining whether ethanol is perceived as aversive or appetitive, and in how long the memory for the intoxicating properties of ethanol last. Our study highlights that fruit flies display both acute and persistent memories for ethanol-conditioned odor cues, and that a combination of parameters that determine the intoxication state of the fly influence the seemingly complex retention and expression of memories associated with intoxication. Our thorough behavioral characterization provides the opportunity to interrogate the biological underpinnings of these observed preference differences in future studies.
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INTRODUCTION

A critical component of the recurring nature of alcohol use disorder (AUD) involves the cravings elicited by ethanol exposures (priming doses), cues, and stress (Ludwig and Wikler, 1974; Hodgson et al., 1979; Le et al., 1998, 1999; Gass and Olive, 2007). Cue reactivity to ethanol-conditioned cues is an indicator of urges, predictor of relapse, and used to monitor putative treatments (Niaura et al., 1988; Monti et al., 1993; Rohsenow et al., 1994; Sayette et al., 1994; McGeary et al., 2006; Witteman et al., 2015). Although these studies recognize the importance of cue reactivity, the biological underpinnings of cue reactivity are not fully delineated. Moreover, in a natural environment cravings may be elicited in a more complex manner. Comprehensively understanding how ethanol-associated cue memories are formed and expressed may provide valuable insight to understanding the recurring nature of AUD.

Model systems provide the opportunity to characterize the biology underlying cue-induced cravings. Memory for ethanol associated cues are demonstrated in a wide range of species, from nematodes to primates (Smith et al., 1984; Reid et al., 1985; Bozarth, 1990; Colombo et al., 1990; Suzuki et al., 1992; Lee et al., 2009; Mathur et al., 2011). Although rodent models are the predominant model organism used to study cue-induced ethanol seeking, Drosophila melanogaster offer distinct advantages in defining the biology of cue-induced ethanol seeking. Not only do the genetic tools available in Drosophila permit precise spatial and temporal control of gene expression (Venken and Bellen, 2005; del Valle Rodriguez et al., 2011), but Drosophila show persistent preference for an odor cue previously associated with ethanol intoxication (Kaun et al., 2011). This provides the ability to define precise circuit motifs, and the accompanying molecular mechanisms required for behavior. However, before leveraging these tools in Drosophila, extensive characterization of factors impacting cue-induced ethanol preference is required. This is a critical step in avoiding mis- or overinterpretation of the results derived from future mechanistic studies.

In humans, dose-response relationships for addictive substances such as ethanol follow an inverted ‘U’ shaped curve where the ascending slope builds towards a peak appetitive response associated with reward and euphoria, and the descending slope depicts aversive states of dysphoria, anxiety and withdrawal (Van Etten et al., 1995; Tomie et al., 1998; Uhl et al., 2014). Similarly, in rodent models the dose and duration of ethanol intoxication affects the valence and strength of memories for a cue-associated experience (Bozarth, 1990; Risinger and Oakes, 1996; Shimizu et al., 2015). Although sensitivity and tolerance to ethanol have been well characterized in Drosophila, less is understood about the behavioral intricacies underlying the appetitive and aversive properties of the intoxication experience. We hypothesized that the extent and timing of intoxication would impact an animal’s preference for cues associated with alcohol. Using a conditioned preference assay to test preference for an olfactory cue previously associated with ethanol intoxication, we characterized how intoxication affects valence and magnitude of cue memory for intoxication in Drosophila. We also characterized the administered dose concentration, duration, number of exposure sessions, latency between exposures, and time until testing to understand how these variables shape preference. This extensive characterization provides a framework within which future investigations will inform behavioral and pharmacological interventions to inhibit cue-induced cravings and relapse.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Stocks and Conditions

Canton-S (CS) wild-type flies were used for all experiments. Flies were reared at 25°C and 70% humidity on a 12:12 Light:Dark (L:D) cycle with lights on at 8:00am. Flies were raised in 9.5 cm (height) × 2.5 cm (diameter) polypropylene vials on standard Bloomington cornmeal, molasses, and yeast media. Groups of 50 male flies were collected 0–1 days after eclosion under CO2-induced anesthesia. Flies were given 2 days to recover from the CO2 anesthesia, stored in groups of 50 in food vials at 25°C and 70%, on the same 12:12 L:D cycle. Behavior experiments were initiated when flies were 3–5 days old (adult flies). Importantly, because flies were sacrificed following each test, different groups of flies were used for each experiment reported here.

Environmental Conditions for Behavior Experiments

All behavioral experiments were based on the original cue-induced ethanol seeking or ‘ethanol reward memory’ behavior paradigm outlined in Kaun et al. (2011), and described in more detail below (also see Figure 1): For all behavioral experiments, flies were not food- or water-deprived prior to training. Throughout training and testing periods, flies were kept in a dark-room under red-light at 22–23°C and 70% humidity. The temperature was controlled with an oil-filled radiator (DeLonghi TRD0715T, Dubuque, IA, United States) and humidity controlled with a warm-mist humidifier (Vicks V745A, Procter & Gamble, San Ramon, CA, United States). Temperature and humidity were constantly monitored throughout training and testing to ensure consistent conditions across experiments.
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FIGURE 1. Ethanol conditioning assay. (A) Schematic of behavioral training apparatus and fly training conditions. Behavioral training is done under red light, with temperature and humidity controlled throughout. Male flies (n = 50) are transferred into perforated vials with 1 mL of 1% agar and acclimated in the behavioral boxes for 15 min with 130 U of humidified air. Air pressure for ethanol and humidified air is controlled to adjust the administered dose. A passive vacuum is present within the behavioral boxes for air/odorant removal. (B) Olfactory-cues are paired with vaporized ethanol during training. Varying ethanol concentrations are achieved by adjusting the flow rates of 95% vaporized ethanol and humidified air. Flies are trained with two neutral or appetitive odors: one unpaired with the ethanol and the other paired with ethanol. A reciprocal paradigm is used to control for innate odor preference. (C) Flies are tested with the two odor cues in a Y-maze (displayed above). Reciprocally trained flies are tested concurrently. (D) A preference index (PI) is calculated by subtracting the flies that move towards odor one from the flies that move towards odor two, dividing the resultant number by the total number of flies, and multiplying that number by 100. A conditioned preference index (CPI) is calculated by subtracting the preference index for odor two from the preference index for odor one and dividing the resulting number by two. A positive CPI value indicates preference, while a negative value indicates aversion. Each individual sample (N) is composed of 100 flies.



Ethanol-Odor Training

Flies were trained in perforated vials (2.5 cm diameter and 9.5 cm height) containing 1 mL of 1% agar. Vials contained 64 evenly-spaced perforations (∼1 cm spacing throughout 74 cm2 surface area of vial without top and bottom circular surfaces) and a mesh lid to facilitate uniform distribution of ethanol within the vials. Vials were placed into a test-tube holder in a 30 cm length × 15 cm height × 15 cm width training chamber (Aladin Enterprises, Inc., San Francisco, CA, United States). The training chamber contained three nozzles to allow for air/odorants/ethanol to stream in and one exhaust nozzle for waste. Flies were given a 10–15 min acclimation period within the training chamber prior to the start of experiments.

Humidified air was bubbled through 95% ethanol to vaporize ethanol, which was then combined with humidified air in various proportions. Humidified air was streamed over odors placed in a 2.5 cm diameter and 13 cm height cylinder at a flow rate of 130 U for training and 100 U for tests (where 100 U is equal to 1.7 L/min at room temperature). Odor flow rates were decreased during the test to ensure that the odors do not intermix in the Y-ends, allowing the flies to sufficiently discriminate between the two different odors during the choice test. The odors we used were either 3 mL iso-amyl alcohol (1:36 in mineral oil) or a mixture of 2 mL ethyl acetate (1:36 in mineral oil) and 1 mL acetic acid (1:400 in mineral oil). Odors were replaced daily to reduce any effects of odor evaporation. Humidified air (130 U) was flowed through training boxes during acclimation and rest periods.

Reciprocal odor training was performed to account for any inherent odor preference. Unless stated otherwise, a training period generally consisted of exposure to odor cue 1, followed by exposure to odor 2 with vaporized ethanol. A separate group of flies was simultaneously trained with exposure to odor 2, then odor 1 with vaporized ethanol (Figure 1). These training periods varied in exposure duration, number of training sessions and rest periods throughout this study. Vials of flies from Group 1 and Group 2 were paired according to placement in the training chamber and tested simultaneously. Vials tested simultaneously were averaged together to get a conditioned preference index.

Conditioned Odor Preference Test

The testing chamber was a 6 cm cube with a mesh Y-maze in the middle (Aladin Enterprises, Inc., San Francisco, CA, United States). During testing periods odors were streamed in through opposite arms of the Y (each 6 cm). Vials of flies were placed at the base of the Y and flies climbed up the mesh cylinder, where they chose between opposing arms of the Y that were capped with collection vials (2.5 cm diameter, 9.5 cm height). After 2 min, vials were removed, plugged, and covered with tape to trap flies within the collection tubes. The number of flies that moved into the odor 1 and odor 2 vials were counted after vials were frozen at either -20°C for 1 h, or -80°C for 20 min. Preference index (PI for each group was calculated as [(# flies in odor 1 vial – # flies in odor 2 vial) / total # flies] ∗ 100. A conditioned performance index (CPI) for conditioned odor preference or aversion was calculated by subtracting the PI for reciprocal group 2 from the PI of reciprocal group 1 and dividing by 2.

Memory was tested either 30 min or 24 h post-training. For all flies tested 24 h post-training, yeast pellets were carefully added to the training vials 1 h post-training to ensure flies did not become food deprived prior to testing. For characterization experiments that took place across several days, flies were trained on food containing 10 g yeast, 10 g sugar and 4 g agar boiled in 200 mL water.

Statistical Analysis

All conditioned preference indexes are plotted as bars representing means +/- standard error. Individual data points plotted represent N = 1 (∼100 flies) calculated by averaging preference indexes per reciprocally trained groups (∼50 flies), accounting for any innate odor preference. On all data plotted here, CPIs of zero depict no memory formation, CPIs greater than zero depict appetitive memory, and CPIs less than zero depict aversive memory (see ‘Test for Conditioned Odor Preference’ above and Figure 1 for a more detailed explanation).

Statistical analysis was performed using JMP® Pro 13.2.0 licensed to Brown University. Comparisons were made between Preference Indexes for each reciprocal group within a condition. This tested whether preference for the paired odor was significantly different than for the unpaired odor, while controlling for innate preferences for either odor. All data conformed to equal sample sizes and the assumption of normality (Shapiro-Wilk test). The data between different doses did not consistently meet the assumption of equal variances using a Brown-Forsythe test, thus, a test that permits comparisons between groups with unequal variances was deemed necessary. Data was considered statistically significant when p < 0.05 using a Welch’s unequal variances two-tailed t-test. No data were removed as outliers in order to provide an accurate depiction of variability within the data.

RESULTS

Ethanol Dose Influences Valence of Cue Memories

In Drosophila, ethanol dose affects ethanol-induced increases in locomotion, sedation, tolerance, and consumption (Moore et al., 1998; Scholz et al., 2000; Singh and Heberlein, 2000; Wolf et al., 2002; Berger et al., 2004; Devineni and Heberlein, 2009; Kaun et al., 2012). We previously showed that three doses of 53% vaporized ethanol (approximately 6mM or 0.025 g/dl body alcohol content per dose) induces an aversive memory shortly after exposure, and an appetitive memory 18 h to 7 days after exposure (Kaun et al., 2011). We sought to understand how changing the parameters of odor-ethanol pairings affected expression of memory for the odor cue.

We first characterized single exposure trainings across ethanol concentrations and exposure durations (10, 15, and 20 min), followed by testing for preference at 30 min and 24 h post-training. Of note, most of the single-dose characterizations did not display statistical significance, so we focus on observed trends to guide the following experiments and interpretation in our study. When testing preference 30 min after a single 10 min exposure there is a significant appetitive memory when training with an ethanol concentration of 87% (Figure 2A), however, this memory did not last 24 h (Figure 2B). Interestingly, we observed that a dose that induced a trend toward aversive memory 30 min after training (67% ethanol, Figure 2A), resulted in a lasting appetitive memory 24 h later (Figure 2B). This lasting appetitive dose for ethanol corresponding to a single low-dose results in approximating 9 mM body ethanol concentration or 0.04 g/dl (corrected for baseline) (Kaun et al., 2011). Thus, we used 67% and the slightly lower 60% ethanol doses as a reference to try increasing the duration of ethanol exposure to 15 or 20 min. 46% and 100% were included as lower and upper limits accordingly.
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FIGURE 2. Ethanol preference is dose-dependent. (A) Distinct groups of flies were exposed to ethanol at increasing concentrations and sacrificed prior to calculating a preference score. Flies receiving a 67% dose of ethanol vapor showed a trending aversive memory [t(13.75) = 2.08, p = 0.06] whereas flies receiving a 87% ethanol vapor dose show a significant appetitive memory [t(13.81) = -2.34, p = 0.04]. (B) Flies receiving a 67% ethanol vapor dose show a significant appetitive memory [t(14.00) = -2.56, p = 0.02]. (C) A non-significant trend toward aversive preferences occurs at 30 min post-training when exposure duration is increased to 15 min. (D) A non-significant trend toward appetitive ethanol preference is displayed at 24 h with a 15 min exposure duration. (E) Increasing the exposure duration to 20 min results in significant appetitive memory at 30 min post-training with 46% ethanol [t(14.00) = 2.74, p = 0.02]. (F) Exposure duration of 20 min results in a long-term appetitive ethanol preference with 67% ethanol [t(11.96) = -3.51, p = 0.004]. (G) Heat map summary of 30 min ethanol preference across different exposure durations suggesting that single 10 and 15 min exposure trainings trend toward an aversive (blue) response to ethanol at 30 min post-training. Schematics of single exposure training paradigm are depicted. (H) Heat map summary suggests a trend towards appetitive (red) ethanol preference at 24 h. Bars represent mean +/- standard error. N∼8 per group where individual data points represent N = 1 (∼100 flies) CPI. ∗p < 0.05.



Fifteen minute exposures showed a similar trend to 10 min exposures where seemingly aversive 30 min memories corresponded to 24 h appetitive memories, however, none of these results were statistically significant (Figures 2C,D). Training with 20 min exposures results in a significant appetitive preference at 46% ethanol 30 min but not 24 h after training, whereas a 67% concentration results in an appetitive preference 24 h but not 30 min after training (Figures 2E,F). Thus, although single ethanol exposures don’t produce a large conditioned preference score, the most notable observation from the data is that the subtle shift from aversive or neutral valence towards an appetitive preference 24 h later is consistent across many doses (Figures 2G,H).

Binge-Like Intoxication Induced Short-Lived Appetitive Cue Memories

Repeated exposure to the same cue during intoxication strengthens the memory for that cue, making it a more salient predictor of ethanol reward (Tomie et al., 2002; Krank, 2003). Drinking norms observed in social environments often involve binge-consumption of ethanol, in which consecutive drinks are consumed before the effects of the first drink tapers. How this affects initial memory for cues associated with intoxication is, for the most part, unknown. We found 53% ethanol vapor did not significantly affect memory 30 min or 24 h after training (Figures 3A,B). Two, or three doses of 60% ethanol trended towards an appetitive memory 30 min after training (Figure 3C), which persisted 24 h after training following two but not three doses of 60% ethanol (Figure 3D). Interestingly, two, three or four consecutive doses of 67% ethanol induced a small but significant memory 30 min after training (Figure 3E). This memory did not persist 24 h after training (Figure 3F). Together, the trends in our data suggest that initially a single exposure of alcohol may result in an aversive memory whereas, two or more binge-like low-dose ethanol exposures trend towards a short-lived appetitive memory with few lasting effects (Figures 3G,H).
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FIGURE 3. Binge-like alcohol-odor pairings results in an appetitive ethanol preference. No statistically significant ethanol preference is observed (A) 30 min post-training or (B) 24 h post-training with two, three, or four consecutive training trials of 53% ethanol. (C) Two [t(13.37) = -2.14, p = 0.051] or three [t(12.88) = -2.11, p = 0.054] consecutive doses of 60% ethanol trend towards an appetitive ethanol preference 30 min. (D) There is an observed 24 h ethanol preference following two, but not three or four consecutive doses of 60% ethanol [t(13.86) = -2.33, p = 0.04]. (E) Appetitive ethanol preference is observed at 30 min following two [t(13.89) = -2.26, p = 0.04], three [t(13.89) = -2.26, p = 0.04] or four [t(12.98) = -2.35, p = 0.03] consecutive doses of 67% ethanol. (F) No significant ethanol preferences are displayed 24 h following two, three, or four consecutive doses of 67% ethanol. (G) A heat map summary of the data from both the single exposure training and binge-like training demonstrates that binge-like training results in trend towards an appetitive ethanol preference at 30 min with multiple consecutive pairings. Schematic of the training paradigms are depicted. (H) A heat map summary of conditioned preference at 24 h post-training suggests very little lasting appetitive preference regardless of concentration and number of training trials. Bars represent mean +/- standard error. N∼8 per group where individual data points represent N = 1 (∼100 flies) CPI. ∗p < 0.05.



Number of Spaced Ethanol Doses Determines Valence of Cue Memories

Long-lasting memory is induced by associations spaced by rest periods (Spreng et al., 2002; Commins et al., 2003). In the context of memories associated with alcohol intoxication, one might consume two or more glasses of wine over several hours. The wine may be consumed at a slow pace and consistently spaced over time, thus maintaining a mild euphoria throughout consumption. This consistent spacing doesn’t allow for inebriation to occur. Alternatively, it may be consumed more quickly and promote inebriation, rather than constant mild euphoria.

To test how spacing ethanol exposures over time affects cue memory, we exposed flies to two, three or four ethanol-odor pairings with a 50 min rest period in between pairings (Figure 4). This rest period was sufficient to decrease body ethanol concentration to ethanol-naive levels (Kaun et al., 2011). Three spaced pairings between an odor and 53% vaporized ethanol resulted in a significant aversive memory for an odor cue 30 min after training (Figure 4A), and appetitive memory 24 h after training (Figure 4B). Spaced-training with 60% ethanol vapor resulted in no 30 min memory (Figure 4C), but an appetitive memory trend after two pairings, and a significant aversive memory after three pairings (Figure 4D). Spaced training with 67% ethanol induced no 30 min memory (Figure 4E), but resulted in a significant appetitive memory after two training sessions (Figure 4F). Together, this data suggests that the strongest lasting appetitive response occurs after low dose exposures that include two spaced pairings with each dose approximating 8–9 mM (0.03–0.04 g/dl), or three spaced pairings of 6 mM (0.025 g/dl). Further, the trends suggest that too many ethanol exposures result in either the absence of 24 h memory or an aversive 24 h memory. This suggests that perhaps mild intoxication with sufficient rest to account for metabolism, rather than inebriation, is initially most appetitive. Additionally, reminiscent of memory after a single ethanol-odor pairing (Figure 2), conditions that trended toward short-term aversion also trended toward appetitive memory 24 h later (Figures 4F,G).
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FIGURE 4. Preferences following spaced training depend on ethanol dose. (A) Three spaced training sessions of 53% ethanol concentration resulted in a significant aversive preference at 30 min [t(13.45) = 3.57, p = 0.003]. (B) The same training conditions induced a significant appetitive preference when tested at 24 h [t(12.58) = -6.57, p = 0.0001]. (C) Spaced training sessions with 60% ethanol concentration do not induce a preference at 30 min, but (D) result in a trend toward an appetitive memory after two trials [t(11.79) = -0.83, p = 0.09] and an aversive memory after three trials [t(11.86) = 3.92, p = 0.002] at 24 h post- training. (E) Spaced sessions with 67% ethanol concentration do not induce significant preference at 30 min, but (F) result in an appetitive ethanol preference after two trials [t(13.05) = -2.49, p = 0.03] at 24 h post-training. (G) Heat maps summarizing the 30 min preference relationships with training trial number and ethanol concentration suggest a complex dose relationship where an increase in the number of training trials and dose of ethanol trends towards a switch from appetitive (red) to aversive (blue) memory. Schematic of the training paradigms are depicted. (H) Inversely, heat maps displaying the preference trends at 24 h suggest that an increase in the number of training trials and dose of ethanol trends towards a switch from appetitive (red) to aversive (blue) memory. Bars represent mean +/- standard error. N∼8 per group where individual data points represent N = 1 (∼100 flies) CPI. ∗p < 0.05.



Daily Ethanol Induces Long-Lasting Appetitive Cue Memories

Although a single early experience with ethanol can induce a lasting appetitive response (Warner and White, 2003), repeated daily ethanol consumption is more characteristic of consumption in modern society (Grant et al., 2017). Thus, we tested whether spacing single odor-intoxication pairings by 1 day induced a dose-dependent, lasting appetitive memory. We found that conditioned preference for an odor cue associated with 53 or 60% ethanol vapor generally increased as the number of training days increased (Figures 5A,B). A significant appetitive memory was observed at 4 and 5 days of training with 53% ethanol (Figure 5A), and after 2 days with 60% ethanol (Figure 5B). Increasing the number of days of training to 4 days with 60% ethanol appeared to increase the appetitive memory (Figure 5B). Training with 67% ethanol vapor resulted in a significant appetitive memory after 1 day of training, with a trend towards a decrease in preference as the number of days of training increased (Figure 5C). This suggests that daily doses of approximately 8mM (0.03 g/dl) produce the strongest cue-induced ethanol seeking (Figure 5D). This data is also most reminiscent of the U-shaped curve, where very low dose exposures for few days does not produce a lasting memory, moderately low dose exposures for a moderate number of days produces a strong appetitive memory, and moderately high dose exposures for many days does not produce a lasting memory.
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FIGURE 5. Single daily exposures result in an appetitive ethanol preference. (A) Appetitive ethanol preference at 24 h increases with the number of single daily training exposures with a 53% ethanol concentration [4 trials t(11.66) = -5.76, p = 0.0001; 5 trials t(13.01) = -4.70, p = 0.0004]. (B) Similarly, the number of daily exposures correlates with the magnitude of appetitive ethanol preference observed at 24 h with a 60% ethanol concentration [2 trials t(13.83) = -2.27, p = 0.04; 3 trials t(13.09) = -4.36, p = 0.0007, 4 trials t(8.42) = -5.36, p = 0.0006; 5 trials t(11.01) = -4.07, p = 0.002]. (C) Daily sessions of 67% ethanol concentration suggest saturated appetitive ethanol preference with greater than three training days, [1 trial t(9.82) = -2.95, p = 0.01; 2 trials t(10.33) = -2.43, p = 0.03, 3 trials t(11.43) = -4.27, p = 0.001]. (D) Heat map summaries suggest that the number of daily exposure trainings correlate with the observed appetitive preference at 24 h, with the strongest responses in the middle, characteristic of a U-shaped response. Schematic of the training regimes are depicted. Bars represent mean +/- standard error. N∼8 per group where individual data points represent N = 1 (∼100 flies) CPI. ∗p < 0.05.



Ethanol Intoxication, Not Odor, Induces Cue Memories

In our paradigm, flies are exposed to ethanol odor simultaneously with a neutral or appetitive odor cue. Although it is unclear whether flies can form an associative memory between two odors, 2 min training sessions with sucrose are sufficient to produce a memory for the associated cue (Schwaerzel et al., 2003; Burke et al., 2012). Importantly, 2-min exposures of 53% ethanol vapor are not sufficient to produce the locomotor stimulatory effects of ethanol (Kaun et al., 2011). Three 2-min pairings between an odor cue and 53% ethanol, spaced by 1 h rest periods produced no preference 30 min or 24 h after training (Figure 6A). Similarly, single 2 min pairings between 53% ethanol and an odor cue across 4 training days resulted in no odor preference (Figure 6B). Since similar training paradigms produced persistent memory when the ethanol exposure was long-enough to produce locomotor stimulatory effects (Kaun et al., 2011), this suggests that flies are forming memories between the pharmacological or intoxicating properties of ethanol rather than the odor of the ethanol vapor.
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FIGURE 6. Memory is formed for ethanol intoxication, not odors. (A) Two minute exposure durations resulted in no preference valence with the spaced-training paradigm at 30 min, or 24 h post-training with a 53% ethanol concentration. (B) Single 2 min duration exposures across 4 days is not sufficient to form a cue-memory with a 53% ethanol concentration, when tested on the fifth day. Two minute exposures are not sufficient to yield increased locomotor responses that correlates with ethanol intoxication (Kaun et al., 2011). (C) Heat map summaries suggest no strong preference valence for either training paradigm with a 2 min exposure duration. Schematic of the training regimes are depicted. Bars represent mean +/- standard error. N∼8 per group where individual data points represent N = 1 (∼100 flies) CPI.



DISCUSSION

In order to further our understanding of how ethanol can co-opt the natural reward systems within the brain, it is important to understand how exposure parameters affect the reward system. Ethanol displays a dose-dependent relationship in humans that can drastically alter the displayed physiological response, and, importantly, the consumption of ethanol (Van Etten et al., 1995). Understanding how different concentrations can alter memory of the intoxication experience, and ultimately cravings, can inform our understanding of the neurobiology underlying AUD.

Drosophila have proven to be an effective model to study mechanisms of ethanol-induced hyper-locomotion, tolerance, reward, and sedation (Moore et al., 1998; Scholz et al., 2000; Singh and Heberlein, 2000; Wolf et al., 2002; Berger et al., 2004; Devineni and Heberlein, 2009; Kaun et al., 2011, 2012; Robinson et al., 2012; van der Linde et al., 2014; Zer et al., 2016). The genetic tractability of Drosophila has allowed researchers to identify genetic components underlying these ethanol-related behaviors (Heberlein et al., 2004; Kong et al., 2010; Rodan and Rothenfluh, 2010; Devineni et al., 2011). Advancements in the field have also implicated the complicated nature of ethanol-related behaviors, where an animal’s internal-state (hunger, circadian rhythm, sexual deprivation, stress, etc.) is an important factor to consider (Corl et al., 2005; van der Linde and Lyons, 2011; Shohat-Ophir et al., 2012). However, the behavioral parameters mediating the aversive or rewarding properties of ethanol memory in Drosophila is less understood.

In this study we provide a comprehensive characterization of a behavioral paradigm for memory of cues associated with intoxication in Drosophila, where we analyze the relationships between: dose concentration, number of exposure pairings, exposure duration, training paradigm, testing period, and observed preference. We found that all these factors affect the observed ethanol preference, with the most important factor being the administered dose.

Ethanol-Dose Is a Major Determinant of Displayed Preference

In humans, there is a dose-dependent relationship between ethanol consumption and the dose concentration (Van Etten et al., 1995). Ethanol consumption increases as a function of increasing ethanol concentration. This trend continues up to a peak concentration at which point further increases in concentration result in less ethanol consumption. This inverted U-shaped relationship is conserved in rodents, where the conditioned lever-press responses increase as the dose of injected ethanol increases (Tomie et al., 1998). Once the maximum conditioned response is reached, the average lever presses decline with increasing ethanol dose (Tomie et al., 1998).

We observed that single exposure training sessions across moderate ethanol vapor concentrations display a mild trend towards an inverted U-shaped dose-preference relationship in Drosophila when tested 30 min post-training (Figure 2A). However, these memories were not long-lasting (Figure 2B). Similarly, we observe a mild U-shaped trend 24 h after training with a single exposure of low ethanol vapor concentrations (Figure 2B). The data that most resembles a U-shaped curve, however, is when flies are exposed to a single dose of ethanol vapor once a day for up to 5 days (Figure 5). The trend in this data suggests that doses too infrequent and too low, or conversely too frequent and too high do not produce a strong appetitive response. The ‘goldilocks’ training paradigm to produce the strongest appetitive response appears to be a dose of ethanol approximating 8mM (0.03 g/dl) body alcohol content, once a day for 4 days. Remarkably, this dose of alcohol approximates one that induces a mild euphoria in humans due to about one drink.

This dose-dependent response profile is notably similar to that seen in humans and rodents, suggesting that similar biological mechanisms may be underlying these preferences. However, it is of note that initial studies looking at these dose response relationships in humans and rodents are vastly different. The timescale across studies is not consistent, where these observations are made across weeks and months in rodent and human studies. Additionally, the methodology is vastly different. Although we are similarly looking at cue-induced responses, we are using different measures to characterize this. Whether it is via volitional intake of alcohol with lever-press studies in rodents, or through looking at physiological responses and cravings in clinical studies.

Understanding which ethanol concentration distinguishes between an aversive or appetitive response to an ethanol-associated cue can shape the way we understand how levels of intoxication are perceived and stored as memories. We speculate that both the immediate and long-term preferences are dose-dependent, but the level of intoxication dictates whether the flies find the associated cue appetitive or aversive. Lower concentrations are initially aversive, whereas slightly higher concentrations are sufficiently intoxicating to overcome ethanol’s aversive properties. This reflects the first exposure to ethanol being initially aversive in humans, until an association is formed between the drug and subsequent euphoria.

Our data also demonstrate that low doses of alcohol (0.025 – 0.04 g/dl body alcohol content) result in the highest appetitive memory 24 h after exposure. Despite low-dose ethanol being most behaviorally relevant in inducing alcohol preference, limited attention has been given to understanding the molecular and cellular targets of in vivo low-dose ethanol responses (Cui and Koob, 2017). Our results highlight the relevance of using Drosophila to investigate how low doses of alcohol influence the neural and molecular mechanisms underlying memory formation and behavioral decisions.

Differences in Training Sessions Drastically Alter Choice Outcome

Training paradigms in which ethanol exposures are given in consecutive short intervals reflect the preferences that are observed in single exposure training. Flies have heightened levels of intoxication following multiple consecutive binge-like exposures (no ‘rest’ period between exposure pairings), which is rewarding shortly after training (Figure 3). This acute reward, however, does not induce a strong lasting memory. Intriguingly, when exposures were spaced by 1 h to allow sufficient ethanol metabolism, lower doses that were aversive shortly after training were remembered as more appetitive the following day (Figure 4). This is consistent with the observation that many abused substances are initially aversive until the rewarding properties are learned to be associated with the drug (Wise et al., 1976; White et al., 1977; Riley, 2011).

This stark switch in valence hints at the complex nature of how drugs of abuse may unnaturally act on the reward system. In rodents pre-exposure to ethanol conditions an appetitive memory for ethanol (Bienkowski et al., 1995; Cunningham et al., 1997; Cunningham and Henderson, 2000; Carrara-Nascimento et al., 2014). Similarly, in humans, a priming dose directly affects subsequent craving responses (Ludwig and Wikler, 1974; Hodgson et al., 1979). We speculate that this priming dose functions to initially activate circuits mediating aversion. This is later followed by the simultaneous inhibition of aversion circuits and stimulation of reward circuits inducing an enhanced appetitive response. This is affirmed by observation that single exposures of ethanol across multiple days results in stronger appetitive memories. In this case, the first day of training is a priming dose, and further activation of this reward circuitry by subsequent training increases preference.

Relevance for Understanding Cue-Induced Cravings

Behavioral characterization in this present study highlights the similarities and differences shared across animal models in cue-induced ethanol memories. Initially, our study looks at cue-induced ethanol memory immediately following a single exposure pairing (30 min post-training) and the following day (24 h post-training) across different ethanol concentrations. As stated previously, we observe that cue-induced memory valence and strength depends on the ethanol concentration. This relationship is similar to those observations in rodent and human literature, where conditioned responses are shaped by the concentration used (Bozarth, 1990; Monti et al., 1993; Van Etten et al., 1995; Risinger and Oakes, 1996; Tomie et al., 1998; Uhl et al., 2014; Shimizu et al., 2015).

However, it is important to highlight that rodent and human studies observe these effects on a different timescale than fruit flies. Training paradigms for rodent studies typically require weeks of training, while most human studies look at patients with a history of alcohol-dependence that developed after years of alcohol abuse. Similarly, when flies are trained on a longer time scale, such as once a day for 4 days, they maintain an appetitive memory of the experience as long as the dose of alcohol is enough to be intoxicating (unlike in Figure 6) but not too high (as in Figures 5A,B but not Figure 5C).

Additionally, we show that concentrations that are initially found to be aversive tend to result in long-term appetitive memories. This is reminiscent of studies where ethanol is initially found to be aversive, and priming doses are used in training to elicit conditioned responses (Ludwig et al., 1974; Bienkowski et al., 1995; Cunningham et al., 1997; Cunningham and Henderson, 2000; Carrara-Nascimento et al., 2014). Interestingly, this valence switch is not observed across all concentrations and training paradigms in our study. The conditions resulting in this valence switch may be more comparable to current rodent and human studies, but training conditions that do not result in this switch may provide valuable information missing from the field. The flexibility of our behavioral system allows us to change training conditions with ease and test how different parameters result in different conditioned preferences. Thus, the behavioral flexibility provided by Drosophila allows us to ask questions that may be more costly in other model systems, while preserving the behavioral responses.

Our careful characterization of how ethanol concentration, timing, and number of exposures influence expression of memory for a cue associated with intoxication provides a framework for investigating the circuit, cellular and molecular mechanisms affected by low-dose ethanol exposure. This affirms the viability of Drosophila as a model to study mechanisms underlying cue-induced cravings at multiple levels: from molecules to single cells to network activity within a relatively complex circuit.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

KK designed, performed, and analyzed the experiments. RA designed and developed the experimental apparatus. KN and KK wrote and revised the manuscript.

FUNDING

Research reported in this publication was supported by the National Institute of General Medical Sciences (NIGMS) training award (T32GM077995), the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (R01AA024434), Brown Institute for Brain Science (BIBS) Center for Nervous System Function COBRE (NIGMS P20GM103645 to J. Sanes), and BIBS and NPNI New Frontier Pilot Award. Kavin Nuñez is a Howard Hughes Medical Institute Gilliam Fellow.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Dr. Ulrike Heberlein and members of the Heberlein Lab whose insight, support, and discussions inspired this work. We also thank Dr. John McGeary, all members of the Kaun Lab, and the Brown community for the helpful insight, suggestions, discussions, and support.

REFERENCES

Berger, K. H., Heberlein, U., and Moore, M. S. (2004). Rapid and chronic: two distinct forms of ethanol tolerance in Drosophila. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 28, 1469–1480. doi: 10.1097/01.alc.0000141817.15993.98

Bienkowski, P., Kuca, P., and Kostowski, W. (1995). Conditioned place preference after prolonged pre-exposure to ethanol. Pol. J. Pharmacol. 47, 189–191.

Bozarth, M. A. (1990). Evidence for the rewarding effects of ethanol using the conditioned place preference method. Pharmacol. Biochem. Behav. 35, 485–487. doi: 10.1016/0091-3057(90)90191-J

Burke, C. J., Huetteroth, W., Owald, D., Perisse, E., Krashes, M. J., Das, G., et al. (2012). Layered reward signalling through octopamine and dopamine in Drosophila. Nature 492, 433–437. doi: 10.1038/nature11614

Carrara-Nascimento, P. F., Olive, M. F., and Camarini, R. (2014). Ethanol pre-exposure during adolescence or adulthood increases ethanol intake but ethanol-induced conditioned place preference is enhanced only when pre-exposure occurs in adolescence. Dev. Psychobiol. 56, 36–48. doi: 10.1002/dev.21089

Colombo, G., Kuzmin, A., Fadda, F., Pani, L., and Gessa, G. L. (1990). Conditioned place preference induced by ethanol in a rat line selected for ethanol preference. Pharmacol. Res. 22(Suppl. 3):48. doi: 10.1016/S1043-6618(09)80021-2

Commins, S., Cunningham, L., Harvey, D., and Walsh, D. (2003). Massed but not spaced training impairs spatial memory. Behav. Brain Res. 139, 215–223. doi: 10.1016/S0166-4328(02)00270-X

Corl, A. B., Rodan, A. R., and Heberlein, U. (2005). Insulin signaling in the nervous system regulates ethanol intoxication in Drosophila melanogaster. Nat. Neurosci. 8, 18–19. doi: 10.1038/nn1363

Cui, C., and Koob, G. F. (2017). Titrating tipsy targets: the neurobiology of low-dose alcohol. Trends Pharmacol. Sci. 38, 556–568. doi: 10.1016/j.tips.2017.03.002

Cunningham, C. L., and Henderson, C. M. (2000). Ethanol-induced conditioned place aversion in mice. Behav. Pharmacol. 11, 591–602. doi: 10.1097/00008877-200011000-00006

Cunningham, C. L., Okorn, D. M., and Howard, C. E. (1997). Interstimulus interval determines whether ethanol produces conditioned place preference or aversion in mice. Anim. Learn. Behav. 25, 31–42. doi: 10.3758/bf03199022

del Valle Rodriguez, A., Didiano, D., and Desplan, C. (2011). Power tools for gene expression and clonal analysis in Drosophila. Nat. Methods 9, 47–55. doi: 10.1038/nmeth.1800

Devineni, A. V., and Heberlein, U. (2009). Preferential ethanol consumption in Drosophila models features of addiction. Curr. Biol. 19, 2126–2132. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2009.10.070

Devineni, A. V., McClure, K. D., Guarnieri, D. J., Corl, A. B., Wolf, F. W., Eddison, M., et al. (2011). The genetic relationships between ethanol preference, acute ethanol sensitivity, and ethanol tolerance in Drosophila melanogaster. Fly 5, 191–199. doi: 10.4161/fly.5.3.16987

Gass, J. T., and Olive, M. F. (2007). Reinstatement of ethanol-seeking behavior following intravenous self-administration in Wistar rats. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 31, 1441–1445. doi: 10.1111/j.1530-0277.2007.00480.x

Grant, B. F., Chou, S. P., Saha, T. D., Pickering, R. P., Kerridge, B. T., Ruan, W. J., et al. (2017). Prevalence of 12-month alcohol use, high-risk drinking, and DSM-IV alcohol use disorder in the United States, 2001-2002 to 2012-2013: results from the national epidemiologic survey on alcohol and related conditions. JAMA Psychiatry 74, 911–923. doi: 10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2017.2161

Heberlein, U., Wolf, F. W., Rothenfluh, A., and Guarnieri, D. J. (2004). Molecular genetic analysis of ethanol intoxication in Drosophila melanogaster. Integr. Comp. Biol. 44, 269–274. doi: 10.1093/icb/44.4.269

Hodgson, R., Rankin, H., and Stockwell, T. (1979). Alcohol dependence and the priming effect. Behav. Res. Ther. 17, 379–387. doi: 10.1016/0005-7967(79)90009-3

Kaun, K. R., Azanchi, R., Maung, Z., Hirsh, J., and Heberlein, U. (2011). A Drosophila model for alcohol reward. Nat. Neurosci. 14, 612–619. doi: 10.1038/nn.2805

Kaun, K. R., Devineni, A. V., and Heberlein, U. (2012). Drosophila melanogaster as a model to study drug addiction. Hum. Genet. 131, 959–975. doi: 10.1007/s00439-012-1146-6

Kong, E. C., Allouche, L., Chapot, P. A., Vranizan, K., Moore, M. S., Heberlein, U., et al. (2010). Ethanol-regulated genes that contribute to ethanol sensitivity and rapid tolerance in Drosophila. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 34, 302–316. doi: 10.1111/j.1530-0277.2009.01093.x

Krank, M. D. (2003). Pavlovian conditioning with ethanol: sign-tracking (autoshaping), conditioned incentive, and ethanol self-administration. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 27, 1592–1598. doi: 10.1097/01.ALC.0000092060.09228.DE

Le, A. D., Poulos, C. X., Harding, S., Watchus, J., Juzytsch, W., and Shaham, Y. (1999). Effects of naltrexone and fluoxetine on alcohol self-administration and reinstatement of alcohol seeking induced by priming injections of alcohol and exposure to stress. Neuropsychopharmacology 21, 435–444. doi: 10.1016/S0893-133X(99)00024-X

Le, A. D., Quan, B., Juzytch, W., Fletcher, P. J., Joharchi, N., and Shaham, Y. (1998). Reinstatement of alcohol-seeking by priming injections of alcohol and exposure to stress in rats. Psychopharmacology 135, 169–174. doi: 10.1007/s002130050498

Lee, J., Jee, C., and McIntire, S. L. (2009). Ethanol preference in C. elegans. Genes Brain Behav. 8, 578–585. doi: 10.1111/j.1601-183X.2009.00513.x

Ludwig, A. M., and Wikler, A. (1974). “Craving” and relapse to drink. Q. J. Stud. Alcohol 35, 108–130.

Ludwig, A. M., Wikler, A., and Stark, L. H. (1974). The first drink: psychobiological aspects of craving. Arch. Gen. Psychiatry 30, 539–547. doi: 10.1001/archpsyc.1974.01760100093015

Mathur, P., Berberoglu, M. A., and Guo, S. (2011). Preference for ethanol in zebrafish following a single exposure. Behav. Brain Res. 217, 128–133. doi: 10.1016/j.bbr.2010.10.015

McGeary, J. E., Monti, P. M., Rohsenow, D. J., Tidey, J., Swift, R., and Miranda, R. Jr. (2006). Genetic moderators of naltrexone’s effects on alcohol cue reactivity. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 30, 1288–1296. doi: 10.1111/j.1530-0277.2006.00156.x

Monti, P. M., Rohsenow, D. J., Rubonis, A. V., Niaura, R. S., Sirota, A. D., Colby, S. M., et al. (1993). Alcohol cue reactivity: effects of detoxification and extended exposure. J. Stud. Alcohol 54, 235–245. doi: 10.15288/jsa.1993.54.235

Moore, M. S., DeZazzo, J., Luk, A. Y., Tully, T., Singh, C. M., and Heberlein, U. (1998). Ethanol intoxication in Drosophila: genetic and pharmacological evidence for regulation by the cAMP signaling pathway. Cell 93, 997–1007. doi: 10.1016/S0092-8674(00)81205-2

Niaura, R. S., Rohsenow, D. J., Binkoff, J. A., Monti, P. M., Pedraza, M., and Abrams, D. B. (1988). Relevance of cue reactivity to understanding alcohol and smoking relapse. J. Abnorm. Psychol. 97, 133–152. doi: 10.1037/0021-843X.97.2.133

Reid, L. D., Hunter, G. A., Beaman, C. M., and Hubbell, C. L. (1985). Toward understanding ethanol’s capacity to be reinforcing: a conditioned place preference following injections of ethanol. Pharmacol. Biochem. Behav. 22, 483–487. doi: 10.1016/0091-3057(85)90051-6

Riley, A. L. (2011). The paradox of drug taking: the role of the aversive effects of drugs. Physiol. Behav. 103, 69–78. doi: 10.1016/j.physbeh.2010.11.021

Risinger, F. O., and Oakes, R. A. (1996). Dose- and conditioning trial-dependent ethanol-induced conditioned place preference in Swiss-Webster mice. Pharmacol. Biochem. Behav. 55, 117–123. doi: 10.1016/0091-3057(96)00069-X

Robinson, B. G., Khurana, S., Kuperman, A., and Atkinson, N. S. (2012). Neural adaptation leads to cognitive ethanol dependence. Curr. Biol. 22, 2338–2341. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2012.10.038

Rodan, A. R., and Rothenfluh, A. (2010). The genetics of behavioral alcohol responses in Drosophila. Int. Rev. Neurobiol. 91, 25–51. doi: 10.1016/S0074-7742(10)91002-7

Rohsenow, D. J., Monti, P. M., Rubonis, A. V., Sirota, A. D., Niaura, R. S., Colby, S. M., et al. (1994). Cue reactivity as a predictor of drinking among male alcoholics. J. Consult. Clin. Psychol. 62, 620–626. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.62.3.620

Sayette, M. A., Monti, P. M., Rohsenow, D. J., Gulliver, S. B., Colby, S. M., Sirota, A. D., et al. (1994). The effects of cue exposure on reaction time in male alcoholics. J. Stud. Alcohol 55, 629–633. doi: 10.15288/jsa.1994.55.629

Scholz, H., Ramond, J., Singh, C. M., and Heberlein, U. (2000). Functional ethanol tolerance in Drosophila. Neuron 28, 261–271. doi: 10.1016/S0896-6273(00)00101-X

Schwaerzel, M., Monastirioti, M., Scholz, H., Friggi-Grelin, F., Birman, S., and Heisenberg, M. (2003). Dopamine and octopamine differentiate between aversive and appetitive olfactory memories in Drosophila. J. Neurosci. 23, 10495–10502.

Shimizu, C., Oki, Y., Mitani, Y., Nakamura, T., and Nabeshima, T. (2015). Factors affecting ethanol-induced conditioned place preference and locomotor sensitization in mice. Biol. Pharm. Bull. 38, 1935–1945. doi: 10.1248/bpb.b15-00626

Shohat-Ophir, G., Kaun, K. R., Azanchi, R., Mohammed, H., and Heberlein, U. (2012). Sexual deprivation increases ethanol intake in Drosophila. Science 335, 1351–1355. doi: 10.1126/science.1215932

Singh, C. M., and Heberlein, U. (2000). Genetic control of acute ethanol-induced behaviors in Drosophila. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 24, 1127–1136. doi: 10.1111/j.1530-0277.2000.tb02075.x

Smith, B. R., Amit, Z., and Splawinsky, J. (1984). Conditioned place preference induced by intraventricular infusions of acetaldehyde. Alcohol 1, 193–195. doi: 10.1016/0741-8329(84)90097-1

Spreng, M., Rossier, J., and Schenk, F. (2002). Spaced training facilitates long-term retention of place navigation in adult but not in adolescent rats. Behav. Brain Res. 128, 103–108. doi: 10.1016/S0166-4328(01)00266-2

Suzuki, T., Shiozaki, Y., Moriizumi, T., and Misawa, M. (1992). Establishment of the ethanol-induced place preference in rats. Arukoru Kenkyuto Yakubutsu Ison 27, 111–123.

Tomie, A., Cunha, C., Mosakowski, E. M., Quartarolo, N. M., Pohorecky, L. A., and Benjamin, D. (1998). Effects of ethanol on Pavlovian autoshaping in rats. Psychopharmacology 139, 154–159. doi: 10.1007/s002130050700

Tomie, A., Sparta, D. R., Silberman, Y., Interlandi, J., Mynko, A., Patterson-Buckendahl, P., et al. (2002). Pairings of ethanol sipper with food induces Pavlovian autoshaping of ethanol drinking in rats: evidence of long-term retention and effects of sipper duration. Alcohol Alcohol. 37, 547–554. doi: 10.1093/alcalc/37.6.547

Uhl, G. R., Drgonova, J., and Hall, F. S. (2014). Curious cases: altered dose-response relationships in addiction genetics. Pharmacol. Ther. 141, 335–346. doi: 10.1016/j.pharmthera.2013.10.013

van der Linde, K., Fumagalli, E., Roman, G., and Lyons, L. C. (2014). The FlyBar: administering alcohol to flies. J. Vis. Exp. 87:50442. doi: 10.3791/50442

van der Linde, K., and Lyons, L. C. (2011). Circadian modulation of acute alcohol sensitivity but not acute tolerance in Drosophila. Chronobiol. Int. 28, 397–406. doi: 10.3109/07420528.2011.577921

Van Etten, M. L., Higgins, S. T., and Bickel, W. K. (1995). Effects of response cost and unit dose on alcohol self-administration in moderate drinkers. Behav. Pharmacol. 6, 754–758. doi: 10.1097/00008877-199511000-00011

Venken, K. J., and Bellen, H. J. (2005). Emerging technologies for gene manipulation in Drosophila melanogaster. Nat. Rev. Genet. 6, 167–178. doi: 10.1038/nrg1553

Warner, L. A., and White, H. R. (2003). Longitudinal effects of age at onset and first drinking situations on problem drinking. Subst. Use Misuse 38, 1983–2016. doi: 10.1081/JA-120025123

White, N., Sklar, L., and Amit, Z. (1977). The reinforcing action of morphine and its paradoxical side effect. Psychopharmacology 52, 63–66. doi: 10.1007/BF00426601

Wise, R. A., Yokel, R. A., and DeWit, H. (1976). Both positive reinforcement and conditioned aversion from amphetamine and from apomorphine in rats. Science 191, 1273–1275. doi: 10.1126/science.1257748

Witteman, J., Post, H., Tarvainen, M., de Bruijn, A., Perna Ede, S., Ramaekers, J. G., et al. (2015). Cue reactivity and its relation to craving and relapse in alcohol dependence: a combined laboratory and field study. Psychopharmacology 232, 3685–3696. doi: 10.1007/s00213-015-4027-6

Wolf, F. W., Rodan, A. R., Tsai, L. T., and Heberlein, U. (2002). High-resolution analysis of ethanol-induced locomotor stimulation in Drosophila. J. Neurosci. 22, 11035–11044.

Zer, S., Ryvkin, J., Wilner, H. J., Zak, H., Shmueli, A., and Shohat-Ophir, G. (2016). A simple way to measure alterations in reward-seeking behavior using Drosophila melanogaster. J. Vis. Exp. 118:e54910. doi: 10.3791/54910

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2018 Nunez, Azanchi and Kaun. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fphys-09-00438-g006.jpg
A
[Ethanol] 53 %
60 2 min spaced

8 40
c °
o
Q 20
o
o o o
- o—?—¥—
(0]
C °
L2 : ¢
©
=
8 -40

-60

30 min 24 hr

Test time

53 %
2 min daily

+

24 hr

Training Regime
M Odor 1
1 Odor 2
[Ethanol] # Ethanol
53
o
£ —/" /_f“ "i Time
c 0 1060 70 120 130 (mim
®©
= [y | DV | DN ||
1 2 3 4 Day
Cond. Pref.
E -
-40 0 40





OPS/images/fphys-09-00438-g005.jpg
B C
[Ethanol] 53 % 60 % 67 %

(o]
o

N
o

Conditioned Preference

24 hr odor memory
* % i

1. 2 3 4 5 1. 2 3 4 5 1.2 3
# Days Trained

Training Regime

[Ethanol] » B Odor 1
53 60 67 0_40 (Trme) M Odor 2
o) 1 B = Ethanol
2
T 2 E B
~ 3 E E E
2 4 B B H R
| 5 E E E E E
—/f—/F/—/F/—//— Day
1 27737 47" 5
Cond. Pref.
| -

-40 0 40





OPS/images/fphys-09-00438-g004.jpg
A
[Ethanol] 53%

60% 67%
30 min odor memory
40 o Training Regime
8 . [Ethanol] S
o > ° o o 536067 M Odor 2
o ¢ © 1 B # Ethanol
o [
a A =i 2 E E
D =
g . ° § 3 K [ [ |}
o) © 4 BE E E E
=1 - Time
° Cond. Pref. 0 120 180 240 (min)
c E |
8 -40 0 40
-60 ;
B D F H
24 hr odor memory
* - % Training Regime
1 I [Ethanol] B Odor 1
o Y » 53 60 67 % Odor 2
o T © 1B #: Ethanol
Y f -
o = 2 H N
o o
- = S E E E
o ° R=
S o ®© 4 E E E E _
= ° - Time
= : Cond. Pref 0 60 120 180 240 (min)
° o [ =
S -40 ; o 40 0 40
c 2 3 4 2 3 4 2 3 4

# Training Trials





OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Physiology

Cue-Induced Ethanol Seeking in
Drosophila melanogaster Is
Dose-Dependent





OPS/images/fphys-09-00438-g003.jpg
A
[Ethanol] 53%

60% 67%
30 min odor memory
80
8 60 ‘
2 *
o
QD 40 .
q) L ]
| -
o © . °
- 20 : o
9] .
C °
2 0 e
g ® ® - o
3-20] - . .
-40
B D F
24 hr odor memory
L]
o 40 "
0 . P :
[J] © o ‘ * ° ° .
o 20| - ¥
© o 8 1
& o kbt dal
pe} ° ° ° ’
o s ¢ .
$ ]
S -20 -
= L4 °
2
O -40 .
O
2 3 4 2 3 4 2 3 4

# Training Trials

Training Regime

M Odor 1
[ Odor 2

|2 e

|3 mmEEEE
4 EEEEE
0 20 40 60 80

[Ethanol]
53 60 67

Training Trials

Time
100 (min)

Cond. Pref.
| e |
-40 0 40

Training Regime

M Odor 1
1 Odor 2
= Ethanol

[Ethanol]
53 60 67

1 EE
2 G
3 I

|4 e

0 20 40 60 80
Cond. Pref.
E -
-40 0 40

Training Trials

Time
100 (min)






OPS/images/fphys-09-00438-g002.jpg
;’;‘5‘,‘;,:‘3 10 min 15 min
40, 30 min odor memory %

Conditioned Preference

Conditioned Preference

30

60
50

40

30
20

D F
24 hr odor memory
* ° -
L]
L] L]
. . .
L] L] A
3 o .
: Coe =
i .
: L] L]
d L]
46 53 60 67 73 80 87 93 100 46 60 67 100 46

Ethanol Vapor Concentration (%)

60 67

20 min

100

Time (min)

Time (min)

[Ethanol]
46 60 67 100

Cond. Pref.

| 3 R ]
-40 0 40

[Ethanol]
46 60 67 100

Cond. Pref.

[ = -
-40 0 40

Training Regime

M Odor 1
Odor 2
= Ethanol

10 WS
15
20

Time
0 20 40 60 (min)

Training Regime
M Odor 1
[ Odor 2
#: Ethanol
10 WNEE
15 ENEE
20 G
0 20 40 60

Time
60 (min)





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Physiology





OPS/images/fphys-09-00438-g001.jpg
3-5 Day Old
Flies (n = 50)

Pressure

22-23°C  70% Humidity

46%, 53%, 60%,
67%, 73%, 80%,
87%, 93%, 100%

Ethanol Concentrations:

B W Odor 1 Training
Chamber 1

|
Unpaired Odor
Chamber 1 Chamber 2

Time(min)

Reciprocally trained flies are
concurrently tested

Training
Chamber 2

Time (min)

Ethanol Paired Odor
Chamber 1 Chamber 2

Reciprocal Group 1

M Odor 1 W Odor 2
LYY " FETS
ik LT L
4 3 Poym b8 piw™y™
Reciprocal Group 2
.-
2 N It 2
L) R
Pyt dhaTy™ Fim A

Preference Index =

100 x _(#Flies odor 2 - #Elies odor 1)
(Total #Flies)

Conditioned Preference Index =
(PI for Group 1) - (PI for Group 2)
2






