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Abstract: Alcohol use during adolescence is a serious public health problem, with binge drinking and
high-intensity drinking being particularly harmful to the developing adolescent brain. To investigate
the adverse consequences of binge drinking and high-intensity adolescent drinking, adolescent
rodents were intermittently exposed to ethanol through intragastric gavage, intraperitoneal injection,
or vapor inhalation. These models revealed the long-lasting behavioral and neural consequences
of adolescent intermittent ethanol (AIE) exposure. The present study was designed to characterize
a different AIE model, namely, intermittent exposure to a single bottle of 10% ethanol as the only
source of fluids on a 2 days on/2 days off (water days) schedule, and to determine whether this
AIE exposure model would produce changes in hormonal and neuroimmune responsiveness to
challenges of differing modalities. Assessments of ethanol intake as well as blood and brain ethanol
concentrations (BECs and BrECs, respectively) in adult male and female rats (Experiment 1) revealed
that BECs and BrECs peaked following access to ethanol for a 2 h period when assessed 1 h into the
dark cycle. Experiment 2 revealed age differences in ethanol intake, BECs, and BrECs following a 2 h
access to ethanol (1 h into the dark cycle), with adolescents ingesting more ethanol and reaching
higher BECs as well as BrECs than adults. In Experiment 3, intermittent exposure to a single bottle
of 10% ethanol for 10 cycles of 2 days on/2 days off was initiated either in early or late adolescence,
followed by an acute systemic immune challenge with lipopolysaccharide (LPS) in adulthood. LPS
increased corticosterone and progesterone levels regardless of sex and prior ethanol history, whereas
an LPS-induced increase in cytokine gene expression in the hippocampus was evident only in
ethanol-exposed males and females, with females who underwent early exposure to ethanol being
more affected than their later-exposed counterparts. In Experiment 4, intermittent ethanol exposure
in females was initiated either in adolescence or adulthood and lasted for 12 ethanol exposure
cycles. Then, behavioral (freezing behavior), hormonal (corticosterone and progesterone levels), and
neuroimmune (cytokine gene expression in the PVN, amygdala, and hippocampus) responses to
novel environments (mild stressors) and shock (intense stressors) were assessed. More pronounced
behavioral and hormonal changes, as well as changes in cytokine gene expression, were evident
in the shock condition than following placement in the novel environment, with prior history of
ethanol exposure not playing a substantial role. Interleukin (IL)-1β gene expression was enhanced
by shock in the PVN, whereas shock-induced increases in IL-6 gene expression were evident in the
hippocampus. Together, these findings demonstrate that our intermittent adolescent exposure model
enhances responsiveness to immune but not stress challenges, with females being more vulnerable to
this AIE effect than males.

Keywords: alcohol; neuroimmune; adolescent intermittent ethanol; lipopolysaccharide; drinking;
rat model

1. Key Findings

• The present experiments revealed age differences in ethanol intake during exposure to
a single bottle of 10% ethanol solution as the only liquid available, with adolescent
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rats ingesting more ethanol than adults and demonstrating higher blood and brain
ethanol concentrations.

• Chronic intermittent ethanol exposure using a single bottle of 10% ethanol solution as
the only liquid available that was initiated either in early or late adolescence enhanced
cytokine expression to lipopolysaccharide (LPS) challenge, with this effect being more
evident in females following early ethanol exposure.

• Chronic intermittent ethanol exposure of females to a single bottle of 10% ethanol
initiated in adulthood exacerbated behavioral signs of distress (freezing), an effect that
was not evident after adolescent ethanol consumption.

2. Introduction

Adolescent drinking is a serious public health problem in the United States and world-
wide. According to the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration [1],
1.8 million adolescents aged 12 to 17 initiated alcohol use in 2021 [1], whereas in 2022,
52% of high school seniors used alcohol within the last 12 months [2]. Early initiation of
alcohol use is viewed as a risk factor for developing alcohol use disorder (AUD) later in
life. Adolescents who begin drinking before the age of 15 are more likely to develop AUD
than those who begin to use alcohol later in adolescence [3,4]. While adolescents tend to
drink less frequently than adults, they typically consume higher quantities of alcohol per
occasion, often demonstrating binge drinking, defined as the consumption of at least five
drinks by males or four drinks by females within a 2 h period that brings blood alcohol
concentrations to 80 mg/dL or higher [5]. Some adolescents also report high-intensity
drinking, characterized by consuming 10 or more drinks per occasion [6]. Binge drinking
and high-intensity drinking are thought to be particularly harmful to the developing ado-
lescent brain, and findings from human longitudinal studies suggest that these patterns of
alcohol use are associated with neural alterations and cognitive impairment [7,8]. Substan-
tial maturational changes occur in the brain during adolescence, including reductions in the
volume of gray matter via synaptic pruning, as well as concurrent increases in white matter
volume associated with continued myelination of axons [9]. Adolescent binge drinking
and heavy drinking can affect these developmental trajectories, with accelerated gray mat-
ter volume decreases and attenuated white matter volume increases evident in drinking
adolescents relative to their non-drinking counterparts [10]. Adolescents with a history of
binge drinking demonstrate elevations in risky decision-making and impulsive behavior,
as well as impairments in executive functions, attention, and memory [7,9,11]. There is
some evidence that cognitive alterations associated with adolescent binge drinking are
more pronounced in females than males [12]. Neurobehavioral consequences of adolescent
alcohol use may be related, at least in part, to alcohol-induced neuroinflammation, since
numerous preclinical studies have shown that alcohol activates immune signaling in the
brain [13,14].

Laboratory rodent models of adolescence have been extensively used for the iden-
tification of adverse consequences associated with adolescent binge drinking [7,15–17].
Employment of laboratory rodent models in alcohol research is based on certain similarities
between human adolescents and adolescent rats and mice in terms of behavioral, hormonal,
and neural alterations that occur during this developmental period [18]. Behaviorally,
adolescent rats, like human adolescents, find interactions with peers more rewarding than
adult rats, demonstrate increased levels of novelty-seeking as well as risk-taking, and
voluntarily consume more ethanol per occasion than adults [18–20]. Furthermore, region-
and system-specific neural alterations that occur during adolescence and contribute to
adolescent-typical behavioral alterations are conserved across mammalian species [18,19].
In rats, the age range between postnatal day (P) 25 and P45 is considered the pre- and
peri-pubertal period of early to mid-adolescence, whereas the age range between P45 and
P65 is viewed as late adolescence/emerging adulthood [21,22].

Although no currently available animal model can reproduce complex human be-
haviors, including alcohol use, some findings from preclinical studies are consistent with
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human research. For instance, adolescent intermittent ethanol (AIE) exposure in labora-
tory rodents produces long-lasting cognitive deficits, with tasks that require behavioral
flexibility (i.e., the ability to change behavior in response to changing environmental con-
tingencies) being particularly affected [23–25]. Other behavioral alterations associated with
AIE exposure include increases in anxiety-like behavior, impulsivity, and risk taking [25–29].
Similar to humans, laboratory rodents with a history of AIE exposure show structural brain
alterations, including increased volumes of the orbitofrontal cortex and cerebellum [30].
Importantly, animal models of adolescent alcohol exposure not only replicate human data
but also provide insight into new areas of research. Recent animal studies have found
AIE-associated long-lasting alterations in neuroimmune function [14,31,32]. These neu-
roimmune alterations include activation of microglia [33,34], upregulation of multiple
pro-inflammatory Toll-like receptors (TLRs) and nuclear factor kappa B (NFκB) signal-
ing [29], as well as enhanced expression of cytokines and chemokines in the brain [33,35,36].
Cytokine expression induced by acute ethanol challenge is also enhanced in adult rats with
a history of AIE [35].

Recent preclinical studies of AIE-associated consequences that included both sexes
have shown sex differences in the induction of pro-inflammatory markers [37]. For
instance, AIE-exposed female mice demonstrated increased levels of several cytokines
and chemokines in the PFC during acute withdrawal, with no such changes evident
in males [38]. Adult female rats with a history of AIE but not their male counterparts
showed enhanced expression of interleukin (IL)-1β in the hippocampus [35]. Together,
these findings suggest that females may be more sensitive to AIE-associated alterations in
neuroimmune function, although more studies that include both sexes are needed for a
better understanding of the sex-dependent consequences of AIE exposure.

For the investigation of adverse consequences associated with binge drinking and
high-intensity drinking during adolescence, adolescent rodents have been intermittently
exposed to ethanol through intragastric gavage (IG), intraperitoneal injection (IP), or vapor
inhalation [15,35,39]. In these exposure paradigms, adolescent rats or mice receive relatively
high doses of ethanol, resulting in rapid elevation of blood ethanol concentration (BEC)
as well as brain ethanol concentration (BrEC). These AIE models have certain advantages.
For instance, IG ethanol administration allows for precise control over the dose of ethanol
given to the animal, and ethanol absorption occurs through the gastrointestinal tract. IP
ethanol administration results in very rapid absorption and high peak BECs. Exposure to
ethanol vapor is a non-invasive procedure that allows BECs to be kept at a targeted level
for hours. However, all these AIE exposure models have some limitations. AIE exposure to
4–5 g/kg ethanol via IG gavage requires administration of large volumes into the stomach,
with ethanol absorption dependent on the gastric content at the time of administration [40].
The main limitation of IP ethanol administration is that ethanol injected directly into the
peritoneal cavity can cause irritation as well as peritoneal inflammation [41]. In general,
experimental subjects are exposed to ethanol vapor for 14 h [42], and this duration of
intoxication seems too long for modeling adolescent binge drinking [43].

While adolescent rats demonstrate higher ethanol intake than adult rats, most rat
strains avoid ethanol and are not inclined to consume unadulterated ethanol solutions,
making it difficult to develop a voluntary consumption-based approach for determining
long-lasting neurobehavioral alterations associated with AIE exposure. However, rats will
ingest ethanol when it is the only source of fluids (i.e., the forced ethanol consumption
paradigm). Chronic consumption of ethanol as the only liquid available brings BECs to
95–100 mg/dL, with adolescents consuming more ethanol per kg of body weight and
demonstrating higher BECs than adults [44]. Intermittency of chronic ethanol exposure
during adolescence, mimicking human adolescent drinking patterns, may be necessary for
inducing long-lasting behavioral and neural alterations [45]. We have shown previously
that chronic intermittent ethanol exposure to a single bottle providing ethanol is sufficient
to induce amyloid beta deposits in aging rats (10–14 months of age), which was also
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associated with an apparent increase in phagocytic activity of microglia, a common index
of neuroimmune priming [46].

The main goal of the present experiments was to characterize adolescent intermit-
tent exposure to a single bottle of 10% ethanol as the only source of fluids on a 2 days
on/2 days off (water days) schedule and determine whether this exposure paradigm would
produce changes in hormonal and neuroimmune responsiveness to challenges of differing
modalities. For better characterization of the model, in Experiment 1, we assessed intake
from a single bottle of 10% ethanol in the home cage, as well as corresponding BECs and
BrECs in adult males and females. Experiment 2 was designed to test whether ethanol
intake as well as BECs and BrECs would differ in adolescent and adult rats. Our previous
studies have shown that AIE exposure via intragastric gavage produced long-lasting and
sex-specific changes in stress sensitivity [47] and neuroimmune responses [35,36]. There-
fore, Experiment 3 was designed to test the generalizability of these AIE-induced alterations
using intermittent exposure to a single bottle of 10% ethanol for 2 days, followed by water
for 2 days, instead of intragastric gavage. Given previous studies that have observed timing-
specific effects of AIE, with more pronounced consequences evident after exposure during
early to mid-adolescence than late adolescence/emerging adulthood [21], intermittent
exposure to the single ethanol bottle was initiated either during early or late adolescence
and was followed by an acute systemic immune challenge with lipopolysaccharide (LPS)
in adulthood. Following Experiment 3, we found that females appeared to be uniquely
responsive to the age of initiation of ethanol exposure. In Experiment 4, we followed up
on this finding by using the intermittent exposure to a single bottle of ethanol of female
rats initiated either in early adolescence or adulthood and followed by a stress challenge.
Animals were either placed in a novel environment (moderate intensity stressor) or exposed
to shock (high-intensity stressor), and their behavioral, hormonal, and neuroimmune stress
responses were assessed.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. General Methods
3.1.1. Subjects

Experimental subjects were adolescent and adult male and female Sprague–Dawley
rats bred on site from breeders purchased from Envigo. Litters were culled on postnatal
day (P) 1 to 8–10 pups, with an even sex ratio maintained (4–5 males and 4–5 females).
On P21, rats were weaned and pair-housed with a same-sex, non-littermate in standard
Plexiglas cages with chew blocks provided for enrichment. Animals were pair housed
in a temperature-controlled (22 ± 1 ◦C) vivarium maintained on a 12:12 h light/dark
cycle (lights on at 0700) with ad libitum access to food prior to and for the duration of
all experiments (Purina Rat Chow, Lowell, MA, USA). Rats were handled for 2–3 min for
2 days prior to all experimentation. Animals were maintained and treated in accordance
with PHS policy and the Institutional Care and Use Committee (IACUC) at Binghamton
University, and experimental protocols were approved prior to procedures.

3.1.2. A Single Bottle Chronic Intermittent Ethanol Exposure Paradigm

In this study, experimental subjects were chronically exposed to a single bottle of
ethanol on a 2 days on/2 days off (water days) schedule. Ethanol-consuming groups
were given 48 h access to a single bottle of 10% (v/v) ethanol solution as the only source
of fluids, followed by 48 h access to a single bottle of tap water [46]. This 4-day cycle
was repeated 10 times (Experiment 3) for a total of 40 days, or 12 times (Experiment 4)
for a total of 48 days. Bottle weights were recorded immediately prior to drinking, 24 h
following access, and immediately following the drinking cycle to approximate the amount
of ethanol consumed. Body weights were assessed prior to ethanol exposure for each 4-day
cycle. Bottles were changed and weighed approximately 1 h prior to the lights going off to
minimize disruption to the heavy bout of food and fluid consumption that occurs in rats
and mice in the first few hours of the dark cycle.
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3.2. LPS Challenge

LPS purchased from Sigma (serotype E0111:B4) was diluted in sterile, pyrogen-free
physiological saline (0.9%) to a 0.1% concentration (1.0 mg/mL) and stored at −20 ◦C. On
the day of experimentation, LPS solution was prepared fresh to a 0.001% concentration
(100 µg/mL) and given IP in a volume of 1.0 mL/kg.

3.3. Stress Challenge

In Experiment 4, females underwent a procedure of varying stress intensity to examine
the effects of chronic intermittent exposure to a single ethanol bottle on behavioral fear
responses indexed via freezing behavior [48]. Rats were assigned to one of three conditions:
(1) being allowed to stay in their home cage (HC) until the time of tissue collection; (2) being
placed in a novel environment for 30 min (NE); or (3) receiving 3 electric shocks in a
novel environment (SH). Both the novel environment as well as shock conditions took
place in Med Associates footshock, sound-attenuating chamber (model MED-VFC-SCT-R;
Med Associates Inc., Fairfax, VT, USA). In the NE condition, animals were placed in the
footshock chambers (no shocks were delivered), and behavior was recorded with a near-
infrared camera and scored using automated Med Associates freezing software. Subjects
were recorded at 30 frames per second, and an instance of freezing was defined as no
movement for at least 18 frames. In the SH condition, animals were placed in the chambers
for a 5 min acclimation period followed by three presentations of scrambled footshock
(3 shocks, 1.0 mA, 1 s each, variable intertrial interval = 90 s) delivered over the course of
3 min, shock parameters adapted from [48]. Animals were left in the chambers for another
22 min (a total of 30 min in the shock environment). Subjects were recorded, and freezing
behavior was scored as defined above. In both NE and SH conditions, tissue collection
occurred at the end of the 30 min period. Chambers were cleaned after each session with a
wet paper towel.

3.4. Tissue Collection

Non-anesthetized rats were rapidly decapitated, and trunk blood collected into EDTA-
coated glass collection tubes was centrifuged to separate plasma. Plasma was stored at
−20 ◦C until protein assay analysis. In Experiments 1 and 2, brain regions were collected
by gross dissection and stored at −80 ◦C until analysis. For Experiments 3 and 4, brains
were removed, flash frozen in 2-methylbutane on dry ice, and then stored at −80 ◦C until
punched on a Leica cryostat. Tissue punches were taken using Paxinos and Watson’s 2nd
Edition Brain Atlas from the paraventricular nucleus of the hypothalamus (PVN), amygdala
(AMG), ventral hippocampus (vHPC), and dorsal hippocampus (dHPC). Tissue punches
were stored in 2 mL microcentrifuge tubes at −80 ◦C for PCR analysis.

3.5. Corticosterone and Progesterone Analysis

Corticosterone was assessed in plasma using a commercially available EIA kit (ADI-
901-097; Enzo Life Sciences, Farmingdale, NY, USA). Samples were heat-inactivated to
denature endogenous corticosteroid binding globulin (CBG) in 75 ◦C water for 60 min,
and then the manufacturer’s instructions were followed. Inter-assay variability was 2.3%,
and intra-assay variability was 1.7%. Progesterone was assessed similarly in plasma using
a commercially available EIA kit (ADI-901-011; Enzo Life Sciences, Farmingdale, NY,
USA). Samples were heat inactivated and denatured in 75 ◦C water for 60 min, and the
manufacturer’s instructions were then followed. Inter-assay variability was 3.7%, and
intra-assay variability was 1.0%.

3.6. Reverse-Transcriptase Polymerase Chain Reaction

RT-PCR was conducted using procedures described previously [49]. Reagent (In-
vitrogen, Grand Island, NY, USA) was spiked into tissue punches along with a 5 mm
stainless-steel bead, then homogenized using a Qiagen Tissue Lyser (Qiagen, Valencia,
CA, USA). RNA was extracted using RNeasy mini columns (Qiagen) and eluted in 65 ◦C
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RNase-free water. Nanodrop (ThermoScientific, Waltham, MA, USA) was used to deter-
mine RNA concentration and quality, and then normalized using RNase-free water. A
QuantiTect reverse transcription kit (Qiagen) was used to synthesize cDNA following the
manufacturer’s instructions. cDNA was amplified in a 10 µL reaction, consisting of 0.5 µL
cDNA, 5 µL SYBR Green Supermix (Bio-Rad, Hercules, CA, USA), 0.5 µL primer, and 4 µL
RNase-free water. RT-PCR was conducted using a CFX384 real-time PCR detection system
(Bio-Rad) in a 384-well plate. Samples were pipetted in triplicate and underwent a 3 min
start, then were denatured at 95 ◦C for 30 s, annealed (30 s at 60 ◦C), and extended (30 s at
72 ◦C) for a total of 40 cycles. To ensure product alignment, samples were again denatured
for 1 min at 95◦ C and annealed for 1 min at 55 ◦C. Following annealing, samples were
heated at a rate of 0.5 ◦C every 15 s until 95 ◦C to analyze the melt curve for specificity to
the target gene. Data were analyzed relative to expression of the ultimate control using the
2∆∆C(t) method [50].

3.7. Blood and Brain Ethanol Concentrations

BECs and BrECs were measured by head-space gas chromatography using a Clarus
580 Gas Chromatograph. For BrECs, tissue samples were weighed, and 2 mL/g of water
was added to each sample. A 5 mm stainless-steel bead was added to each tube and
homogenized using a Qiagen Tissue Lyser. A 25 µL aliquot of each sample was placed
into an airtight vial and loaded into the headspace. BECs and BrECs were determined
using TotalChrom software by comparing the peak under the curve of each sample to the
standard curve. BECs were recorded in mg/dL and BrECs were recorded in mg/100 g
brain tissue.

3.8. Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed using Prism software and Statistica to perform factorial ANOVA
with the designs described below. Significant main effects and interactions were further
clarified using Tukey’s HSD where appropriate.

3.9. Experimental Designs and Procedures

Experiment 1: Blood and brain ethanol concentrations in adult male and female rats following
exposure to a single bottle of 10% ethanol for 2, 4, or 6 h.

Experiment 1 assessed peak blood and brain ethanol concentrations following access
to a single bottle of 10% ethanol [23]. In this experiment, adult (P75-83) male and female
Sprague–Dawley rats were given access to a single bottle of 10% ethanol solution for 24 h
on Day 1. On Day 2, animals were given access to ethanol for 2, 4, or 6 h (1, 3, or 5 h into the
dark cycle), and blood and brain samples were collected (see Figure 1A for details). BrECs
were assessed in the hippocampal tissue. Ethanol intake on a g/kg basis was estimated
by subtracting initial bottle weights from final bottle weights, then dividing by the sum of
animal body weights within the cage. Ethanol intakes on Day 1 (24 h access) and Day 2 (2,
4, or 6 h access) were measured and analyzed. The design of Experiment 1 was a 2 (sex) × 3
(time of drinking in the dark) factorial, with 10 animals placed in each group (N = 60).

Experiment 2: Blood and brain ethanol concentrations in adolescent and adult rats following
exposure to a single bottle of 10% ethanol for 2 h.

It has been shown previously that adolescent rats consume more ethanol and conse-
quently reach higher BECs than adults [44,51,52]. Therefore, Experiment 2 was designed to
investigate age-related drinking patterns from a single bottle of 10% ethanol by assessing
ethanol intake, BECs, and BrECs. Adolescent (P28-31) and adult (P81-87) male and female
rats were given access to a single bottle of 10% ethanol for 24 h on Day 1. On Day 2,
animals were given 2 h access to ethanol (1 h before and 1 h after lights were turned off)
and euthanized for blood and brain tissue collection. Ethanol intake on Day 1 and Day 2,
as well as blood and brain ethanol concentrations, were assessed and analyzed. The design
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of this experiment was a 2 (age) × 2 (sex) factorial, with 10 animals placed in each of the
four groups (N = 40).
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Figure 1. Experiment 1: Timeline (A), ethanol intake, and blood and brain ethanol concentrations
(BEC and BrEC, respectively). N = 60, n = 10/group. Ethanol intake (B) was significantly higher in
adult female rats than in their male counterparts, with data collapsed across time of ethanol access.
Animals given access to ethanol for 2 h (1 h into the dark cycle) ingested significantly less ethanol
than those given access for 4 or 6 h. BECs (C) and BrECs (D) were the highest in animals given access
to ethanol for 2 h and differed significantly from the BECs and BrECs of animals given access to
ethanol for 6 h. $ marks sex differences, p < 0.05; # marks differences between ethanol exposure
timing, with data collapsed across sex, p < 0.05, ##—p < 0.01.

Experiment 3: Intermittent exposure to a single bottle of ethanol followed by the LPS challenge:
Initiation of exposure in early or late adolescence.

The timing of AIE exposure may play a substantial role in persistent alterations evident
later in life, with ethanol exposures initiated during early to mid-adolescence often produc-
ing more behavioral and neural alterations than those beginning later in adolescence [21].
To examine whether initiation of adolescent intermittent ethanol exposure to a single bot-
tle of 10% ethanol in early (P28) versus late (P48) adolescence will alter responsiveness
to acute systemic immune challenge with bacterial lipopolysaccharide (LPS), adolescent
male and female rats underwent the single bottle of 10% ethanol drinking procedure for a
total of 10 cycles. The control animals received a single bottle of water. In order to mini-
mize experimenter handling, ethanol exposure was not calculated. Following cessation of
drinking, animals underwent an abstinence period of 7–10 days to fully abate withdrawal
from ethanol in adulthood. Animals were then challenged with 100 µg/mL LPS given IP,
with blood tissue collected 3 h post-injection. Plasma stress hormones (corticosterone and
progesterone) as well as gene expression of cytokines in the hippocampus were assessed,
as previous work from our lab has indicated that the hippocampus is highly sensitive to
neuroimmune gene-related changes following AIE [35]. There were four groups in this
experiment: water-exposed challenged with a vehicle, water-exposed challenged with LPS,
exposed to ethanol in early adolescence challenged with LPS, and exposed to ethanol in late
adolescence challenged with LPS. LPS-induced changes in corticosterone, progesterone,
and cytokine gene expression were assessed relative to water-exposed controls challenged
with a vehicle. Genes of interest include c-Fos, IL-6, IL-1β, TNFα, and IkBα. c-Fos was
chosen as a reporter of neuronal and glial activity in the area [53]. IL-6, IL-1β, and TNFα are
cytokines that are upregulated following chronic ethanol in adulthood [54] and, along with
IkBα, are responsive to LPS exposure [49]. The effects of ethanol exposure on LPS respon-
siveness were assessed relative to water-exposed controls challenged with LPS. The design
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of Experiment 3 was a 2 (sex) × 4 (exposure/challenge group) factorial, with 10 animals
placed in each of the eight groups (N = 80).

Experiment 4: Intermittent exposure to a single bottle of ethanol of adolescent and adult females
followed by varying the stressor challenge.

Results from Experiment 3 indicated that females were uniquely sensitive to ethanol
exposure in adolescence, so males were not included in this experiment. To determine
whether a history of chronic intermittent exposure to a single bottle of 10% ethanol during
adolescence or adulthood would modulate responsiveness to a moderate and intense
stressor in females, we compared the behavioral, hormonal, and immune responses to a
novel environment and footshock (see Stress Challenge). Intermittent ethanol exposure was
initiated in adolescence (P28-32) or adulthood (P91-95) and 12 ethanol exposure cycles were
followed by 7–10 days of abstinence from ethanol. In order to assess the amount of ethanol
consumed within a cage, bottle weights were taken daily and animal body weights were
taken once per cycle in order to estimate g/kg and mL/kg of ethanol or water consumed,
respectively. Then, ethanol-exposed females and naïve to ethanol water-drinking controls
underwent the varied stress challenge in adulthood (P85-87 for adolescent exposure and
P140-145 for adult exposure), as described above. Animals were euthanized following
the stress challenge (~30 min after stress onset) or at an equivalent time for nonstressed
controls, with blood and brain tissue collected for later analysis. Plasma corticosterone
levels as well as c-Fos, IL-1β, IL6, and CCL2 gene expression were assessed in the PVN,
AMG, and HPC. These regions of interest were targeted based on their involvement in
stress reactivity, contextual fear conditioning, and negative affect regulation more broadly.

The design of this experiment was a 2 (age of initiation: adolescent, adult) × 2
(exposure: water, ethanol) × 3 (stressor challenge: HC, NE, SH) factorial, with 10 animals
placed in each adolescent and adult home cage group, and 12 adult females placed in each
SH stress condition (N = 124).

4. Results

Experiment 1: Blood and brain ethanol concentrations in adult male and female rats following
exposure to a single bottle of 10% ethanol for 2, 4, or 6 h.

Although Day 1 ethanol intake was comparable among groups (see Table 1), F(1, 24) = 0.532,
p = 0.5944, it differed as a function of sex, F (1, 24) = 7.249, p < 0.05, with females consuming
more ethanol than males (13.85 ± 1.58 and 7.52 ± 1.28 g/kg, respectively). The ANOVA of
ethanol intake on Day 2 revealed the main effects of sex, F(1, 24) = 6.32, p < 0.05, and time,
F(3, 24) = 7.83, p < 0.01. As on Day 1, females consumed significantly more ethanol than
males (6.44 ± 0.72 g/kg versus 4.54 ± 0.58 g/kg). Ethanol intake was significantly lower
following a 2 h access period than following both 4 h (p < 0.01) and 5 h (p < 0.01) access
periods (see Figure 1B).

Table 1. Ethanol intake on Day 1 in Experiments 1 and 2.

Experiment Experimental Condition
Ethanol Intake (g/kg)

Male Female

Experiment 1

2 h access on Day 2 6.41 ± 2.52 11.54 ± 2.66

4 h access on Day 2 10.07 ± 2.06 13.15 ± 2.69

6 h access on Day 2 6.09 ± 1.01 16.87 ± 4.88

Experiment 2
Adolescent 13.34 ± 1.50 14.66 ± 2.64

Adult 5.22 ± 0.53 7.99 ± 0.70

The ANOVA of BECs revealed a main effect of time, F(2, 54) = 4.009, p < 0.05, with
significantly (p < 0.05) higher BECs evident following ethanol access for 2 h than for
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6 h (Figure 1C). Similarly, BrECs in the hippocampus differed as a function of time,
F(2, 54) = 4.214, p < 0.05, with BrECs significantly (p < 0.05) higher following 2 h com-
pared to 6 h of access to a single bottle of 10% ethanol (Figure 1D).

Experiment 2: Blood and brain ethanol concentrations in adolescent and adult rats following
exposure to a single bottle of 10% ethanol for 2 h.

Experiment 2 was designed to test the impact of age on ethanol intake from a single bot-
tle as well as BECs and BrECs in the hippocampus achieved following a 2 h access. Ethanol
intake on Day 1 (see Table 1) differed as a function of age, F(1, 16) = 21.93, p < 0.001, with
adolescents ingesting more ethanol than adults (14.03 ± 1.45 g/kg versus 6.60 ± 0.62 g/kg).
However, the ANOVA of ethanol intake on Day 1 revealed no main effect of sex. Age
differences in ethanol intake were evident on Day 2 as well, F(1, 16) = 9.18, p < 0.01, with
adolescents consuming more ethanol than adults (Figure 2A). No main effect of sex was
observed, with males and females consuming comparable amounts of ethanol.
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Figure 2. Experiment 2: Ethanol intake, BEC, and BrEC in adolescent and adult male and female
rats. N = 40, n = 10/group. Ethanol intake (A) from a single bottle of 10% ethanol during a 2 h access
was significantly higher in adolescents than adults, with adolescents also demonstrating significantly
higher BECs (B) and BrECs (C) relative to their adult counterparts. Age differences are marked with
%—p < 0.05 and %%—p < 0.01.

The ANOVA of BECs revealed a main effect of age, F(1, 36) = 4.63, p < 0.05, with
adolescents reaching higher BECs than adults (Figure 2B). BrECs also differed as a function
of age, F(1, 36) = 5.43, p < 0.05, with higher BrECs evident in adolescents than adults
(Figure 2C). No main effects of sex were evident for both measures, with males and females
achieving similar BECs and BrECs.

Experiment 3: Intermittent exposure to a single bottle of ethanol followed by the LPS challenge:
Initiation of exposure in early or late adolescence.

Body weights were assessed separately in males and females during both early and late
exposure using 2 (exposure) x 10 (cycle) ANOVA. In males, gradual body weight increases
across cycles were evident during early and late exposures, as evidenced by significant main
effects of cycle, F(9, 162) = 4865, p < 0.0001, and F(9, 162) = 293.4, p < 0.0001. However, male
body weights were not affected by exposure to a single bottle providing ethanol during
either early, F(1, 18) = 2.17, p = 0.158, or late adolescent exposure, F(1, 18) = 0.489, p = 0.493
(Supplemental Figure S1A,B). In female subjects, two-way ANOVA also revealed significant
main effects of cycle, F(9, 162) = 1772, p < 0.0001, and F(9, 162) = 293.4, p < 0.0001, with
gradual body weight increases across cycles evident during both early and late adolescent
exposures, F(9, 162) = 4865, p < 0.0001, and F(9, 144) = 153.2, p < 0.0001. In females, body
weights were not affected by intermittent drinking from a single bottle providing ethanol
during either early, F(1, 18) = 0.021, p = 0.886, or late adolescence, F(1, 12) = 0.271, p = 0.610
(Supplemental Figure S1C,D).

Plasma stress hormones (corticosterone and progesterone) and gene expression of
cytokines in the hippocampus were assessed separately in males and females using one-
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way ANOVA. As expected, baseline measures of both corticosterone and progesterone
were very low in males [55]. In both males and females, corticosterone levels were affected
by LPS, F(3, 35) = 14.47, p < 0.0001 and F(3, 33) = 15.01, p < 0.001, respectively, with all
LPS-challenged groups demonstrating significant corticosterone and progesterone increases
relative to same sex controls exposed to water and challenged with a vehicle (Figure 3B,C).
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Figure 3. Experiment 3: Timeline (A), corticosterone, and progesterone. N = 80, n = 10/group. Plasma
corticosterone (B) as well as progesterone (C) levels were significantly elevated by LPS relative to
water-exposed controls challenged with saline in both males and females. Significant LPS-induced
changes are marked with *—p < 0.05, **—p < 0.01, ***—p < 0.001, ****—p < 0.0001.

GAPDH expression was not affected by LPS in both males, F(3, 34) = 0.047, p = 0.986,
and females, F(3, 34) = 1.448, p = 0.246 (see Figure 4A). Expression of c-Fos was not affected
by LPS in males, F(3, 34) = 0.071, p = 0.519, whereas in females, the one-way ANOVA
revealed significant differences among experimental conditions, F(3, 34) = 3.821, p < 0.05,
with LPS significantly decreasing c-Fos expression in water-exposed females as well as
in females exposed to ethanol during late adolescence relative to water-exposed controls
injected with a vehicle (Figure 4B). In both males and females, adolescent exposure to
ethanol, regardless of exposure timing, resulted in enhancement of IL-6 expression induced
by LPS, F(3, 33) = 6.958, p < 0.001 and F(3, 34) = 8.827, p < 0.001, respectively (Figure 4C).
While water-exposed males and females did not show increases in IL-6 expression following
LPS challenge, both ethanol exposure conditions demonstrated significant increases in
IL-6 relative to water-exposed controls challenged with a vehicle. Furthermore, females
exposed to ethanol early demonstrated significantly higher LPS-induced IL-6 expression
than their water-exposed counterparts. Similar patterns of IL-1β expression were evident
in both males, F(1, 34) = 8.074, p < 0.001, and females, F(3, 34) = 9.701, p < 0.0001 (see
Figure 4D). Animals of both sexes exposed to ethanol either during early or late adolescence
demonstrated significant increases in IL-1β gene expression relative to water-exposed
controls challenged with a vehicle, whereas water-exposed males and females did not
show significant increases in IL-1β expression following LPS challenge. Females who
were exposed to ethanol early also demonstrated significantly higher IL-1β expression
relative to water-exposed controls challenged with LPS. In males, expression of TNFα
was affected by LPS only in the early exposed to ethanol group, F(3, 34) = 4.363, p < 0.05,
with only this group demonstrating significantly higher TNFα gene expression relative
to water-exposed control males challenged with a vehicle (see Figure 4E). In females, LPS
challenge affected expression of TNFα, F(3, 34) = 8.349, p < 0.001, with females in both
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ethanol-exposure conditions demonstrating significant LPS-induced increases in TNFα
relative to water-exposed controls injected with a vehicle. IκBα expression also differed
among groups in males, F(3, 34) = 8.28, p < 0.0, and females, F(3, 34) = 10.61, p < 0.0, with
significant LPS-induced increases relative to water-exposed controls injected with a vehicle
evident in animals following early and late ethanol exposure, but not in their water-exposed
counterparts challenged with LPS (see Figure 4F).
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Figure 4. Experiment 3: Gene expression in the hippocampus. N = 80, n = 10/group. GAPDH (A) gene
expression was not affected by LPS in both males and females. Expression of c-Fos (B) was not
affected by LPS in males, whereas LPS significantly decreased c-Fos gene expression in water-exposed
females as well as in females exposed to ethanol during late adolescence relative to water-exposed
controls injected with a vehicle. IL-6 (C) as well as IL-1β (D) gene expression was significantly
increased by LPS in males and females with a history of early and late ethanol exposure. Females
exposed to ethanol during early adolescence demonstrated significantly higher LPS-induced IL-6 and
IL-1β expression than their water-exposed counterparts challenged with LPS. TNFα gene expression
(E) was enhanced by LPS only in the early exposed to ethanol males, while females exposed to
ethanol during early or late adolescence showed significant LPS-induced increases in TNFα. IκBα
gene expression (F) was significantly increased by LPS in males and females with a history of both
early and late ethanol exposure. Significant LPS-induced changes relative to water-exposed controls
injected with a vehicle are marked with *—p < 0.05, **—p < 0.01, and ***—p < 0.001, ****—p < 0.0001.
Significant differences between water-exposed and ethanol-exposed subjects challenged with LPS are
marked with $—p < 0.05.

Experiment 4: Intermittent exposure to a single bottle of ethanol by adolescent and adult females
followed by varying the stressor challenge.

Body weight changes across cycles were assessed in adolescent and adult females
using a separate 2 (exposure) × 12 (cycle) ANOVA. These analyses revealed main ef-
fects of cycle for adolescent and adult exposures, F(11, 638) = 30146, p < 0.0001, and
F(11, 682) = 36.13, p < 0.0001, respectively, with gradual body weight increases across cy-
cles evident at both ages. However, body weights were not affected by exposure to a single
bottle providing ethanol during adolescent, F(1, 58) = 2.602, p = 0.112, or adult exposure,
F(1, 62) = 2.623, p = 0.110 (See Table 2, Supplemental Figure S1E,F).
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Table 2. Body weights of females exposed to a single bottle of ethanol or water, with exposure
initiated either in adolescence or adulthood (Experiment 4).

Cycle

Adolescent Exposure Initiation Adult Exposure Initiation

Water
Mean ± SEM (g)

Ethanol
Mean ± SEM (g)

Water
Mean ± SEM (g)

Ethanol
Mean ± SEM (g)

1 109.07 ± 1.78 106.37 ± 1.84 244.91 ± 3.39 238.63 ± 2.87

2 132.27 ± 1.73 127.87 ± 1.92 252.53 ± 3.59 245.50 ± 3.00

3 151.03 ± 1.78 146.80 ± 1.90 257.47 ± 4.47 249.53 ± 3.45

4 165.37 ± 1.74 161.00 ± 1.94 257.69 ± 3.46 249.25 ± 3.37

5 179.00 ± 1.87 172.67 ± 2.00 258.66 ± 3.81 251.78 ± 3.02

6 190.37 ± 2.27 184.60 ± 1.99 262.72 ± 4.06 258.72 ± 3.09

7 201.03 ± 2.27 195.90 ± 1.94 264.03 ± 4.07 261.19 ± 3.75

8 209.33 ± 2.53 207.03 ± 2.11 266.78 ± 3.55 259.67 ± 2.91

9 217.67 ± 2.45 213.20 ± 1.90 267.38 ± 3.52 259.98 ± 3.12

10 225.20 ± 2.81 221.53 ± 1.94 269.78 ± 3.58 262.87 ± 2.92

11 230.80 ± 3.24 225.9 ± 2.01 271.25 ± 3.60 263.53 ± 3.03

12 235.30 ± 30.5 231.23 ± 2.19 271.50 ± 3.56 263.59 ± 3.00

The ANOVA of ethanol intake across the drinking cycles revealed significant main
effects of day, F(23, 689) = 6.571, p < 0.0001, and age, F(1, 30) = 56.93, p < 0.0001, as well
as day by age interaction, F(23, 689) = 1.708, p < 0.05. In general, adolescent females
ingested significantly more ethanol than adults; however, this age difference did not
reach statistical significance on Days 6, 12, 15, 16, 19, 20, and 23 (see Figure 5A). Intake
of adolescents averaged across drinking cycles was 16.34 ± 0.63 g/kg per 24 h, while
adults ingested on average 9.34 ± 0.28 g/kg of ethanol. The ANOVA of water intake
measured on the first two days of each cycle in water controls also revealed main effects
of day, F(23, 667) = 17.05, p < 0.0001, age, F(1, 29) = 86.30, p < 0.0001, as well as day by
age interaction, F(23, 667) = 9.548, p < 0.0001 (see Figure 5B). Adolescent females ingested
significantly more water on multiple days, although age differences were not evident on
Days 13, 18, 22, and 23. Given these age differences in ethanol and water intake, further
analyses of chronic intermittent ethanol exposure effects on stress responsiveness were
separated by age.

Following adolescent exposure, the ANOVA of freezing behavior revealed significant
main effects of stressor, F(1, 36) = 59.02, p < 0.01 and time, F(9, 324) = 28.45, p < 0.0001, as
well as stress by time interaction, F(9, 324) = 35.67, p < 0.0001. Initiation of ethanol exposure
during adolescence, however, did not affect freezing behavior, with exposure by stress
interaction not reaching statistical significance, F(1, 36) = 0.001, p = 0.972. As expected,
animals in the SH group demonstrated significantly more freezing behavior than animals
placed in the novel environment, with significant differences between stressors evident
during time bins 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 (see Figure 5C). Following adult exposure, the ANOVA of
freezing also revealed significant main effects of stressor, F(1, 40) = 117.6, p < 0.0001, and
time, F(9, 360) = 47.46, p < 0.0001, as well as a significant stressor–time interaction, F(9, 360)
= 38.75, p < 0.0001. Exposure to ethanol in adulthood did not affect freezing behavior, with
exposure by stress interaction not reaching statistical significance, F(1, 40) = 3.973, p = 0.053.
Females in the SH condition showed significantly more freezing than their NE counterparts
during time bins 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 (Figure 5D).
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Figure 5. Experiment 4: Ethanol intake, water intake, unconditioned freezing, and corticosterone. In
general, adolescent females ingested significantly more ethanol than adults (A); however, this age
difference did not reach statistical significance on Days 6, 12, 15, 16, 19, 20, and 23. Adolescent females
ingested significantly more water on multiple days (B), although age differences were not evident on
Days 13, 18, 22, and 23. Adolescent exposure to ethanol, however, did not affect freezing behavior
(C). Females in the SH group demonstrated significantly more freezing behavior than animals placed
in a novel environment, with significant differences between stressors evident during time bins 3, 4,
5, 6, and 7. Exposure to ethanol in adulthood did not affect freezing behavior either. Females in the
SH condition showed significantly more freezing than their NE counterparts during time bins 3, 4, 5,
6, 7, and 8 (D). In females exposed to ethanol or water during adolescence, animals placed in the NE
demonstrated significantly higher corticosterone levels than the HC control, and the SH group had
significantly higher corticosterone levels than the other two groups (E). In females exposed to ethanol
or water during adulthood, females in the NE stress condition had significantly higher corticosterone
levels than the HC control, and animals in the SH group demonstrated greater corticosterone levels
than females in both the HC and NE stress conditions (F). Significant changes relative to the home cage
control are marked with HC—p < 0.05, while significant changes relative to the novel environment
stress condition are marked with NE—p < 0.05, with data collapsed across exposure.

In females exposed to ethanol or water during adolescence, corticosterone levels
differed only as a function of stressor, F(2, 53) = 160.8, p < 0.0001, with no effect of adolescent
exposure evident in these animals. Animals in the NE stress condition demonstrated
significantly higher corticosterone levels than their HC control counterparts, and the SH
group had significantly higher corticosterone levels than both the HC and NE groups
(Figure 5E). Similarly, corticosterone levels were not affected by adult exposure and differed
only as a function of stressor, F(2, 58) = 182.1, p < 0.0001, such that females placed in the
NE had significantly higher corticosterone levels than the HC control, and animals in the
SH group demonstrated greater corticosterone levels than females in both the HC and NE
stress conditions (Figure 5F).

In the PVN, c-Fos gene expression differed as a function of stress condition follow-
ing both adolescent, F(2, 54) = 63.51, p < 0.0001, and adult, F(2, 58) = 45.16, p < 0.0001,
exposure initiation. In both age groups, placement in the NE significantly enhanced c-Fos
gene expression relative to HC controls, with further enhancement evident under the SH
condition (Figure 6A,B). IL-1β gene expression was affected by stress conditions following
adolescent, F(2, 54) = 12.08, p < 0.0001, as well as adult exposure initiation, F(2, 58) = 4.94,
p < 0.05 (Figure 6C,D), with significant increases in IL-1β gene expression evident only in
the SH groups. IL-6 gene expression in the PVN was not affected by stress and exposure
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conditions following adolescent and adult exposure initiation (Figure 6E,F). CCL2 gene
expression differed as a function of stress condition following adolescent, but not adult
exposure initiation, F(2, 54) = 3.38, p < 0.05, with SH significantly decreasing CCL2 gene
expression relative to the HC control (Figure 6G,H).
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Figure 6. Experiment 4: Gene expression in the paraventricular nucleus (PVN). In both exposure age
groups, c-Fos gene expression was enhanced by placement in the NE relative to the HC control, with
further enhancement evident under the SH stress condition (A,B). IL-1β gene expression following
adolescent exposure initiation (C) was increased in the SH group relative to both the HC and NE
conditions, whereas SH increased IL-1β gene expression following adult exposure initiation only
relative to the HC control (D). IL-6 gene expression was not affected by stressors (E,F), whereas CCL2
gene expression differed as a function of stress condition following adolescent exposure (G) but not
adult exposure initiation (H), with SH significantly decreasing CCL2 gene expression relative to the
HC control. Significant changes relative to the home cage control are marked with HC *—p < 0.05,
HC **—p < 0.01, HC ***—p < 0.001, and HC ****—p < 0.0001, while significant changes relative to the
novel environment stress condition are marked with NE *—p < 0.05 and NE **—p < 0.01, with data
collapsed across exposure.

In the AMG, c-Fos gene expression differed as a function of stress condition following
both adolescent and adult exposure initiation, F(2, 54) = 72.05, p < 0.0001, and F(2, 58)
= 67.87, p < 0.0001, respectively. Placement in the NE significantly enhanced c-Fos gene
expression relative to the HC control, with further increases evident in the SH condition that
differed significantly from the HC and NE groups (Figure 7A,B). IL-1β gene expression in
the AMG was affected by the stress condition only following adolescent exposure initiation,
F(2, 53) = 4.89, p < 0.05, with SH significantly increasing IL-1β gene expression relative to
the HC and NE conditions (Figure 7C,D). The two-way ANOVA of IL-6 gene expression
following adolescent exposure initiation revealed a significant exposure by stress condition
interaction, F(2, 54) = 5.18, p < 0.01, with the NE placement significantly increasing Il-6
gene expression relative to the HC and SH conditions in water-exposed females, but not
in their ethanol-exposed counterparts (see Figure 7E). IL-6 gene expression in the AMG
differed as a function of stress condition following adult exposure initiation, F(2, 58) = 13.6,
p < 0.0001, with both stressors significantly elevating IL-6 gene expression relative to the
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HC control (Figure 7F). CCL2 gene expression in the AMG was not affected by stress and
exposure conditions following adolescent and adult exposure initiation (Figure 7G,H).
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Figure 7. Experiment 4: Gene expression in the amygdala (AMG). In both exposure age groups, c-Fos
gene expression (A,B) was enhanced by placement in the NE relative to the HC control, with further
enhancement elicited by SH. IL-1β gene expression following adolescent exposure initiation (C) was
increased by SH relative to the HC control, with no stress effects evident following adult exposure
initiation (D). IL-6 gene expression following adolescent exposure initiation (E) was significantly
increased by placement in the NE in water-exposed females relative to both the HC and SH conditions,
with both stress conditions (NE and SH) significantly elevating IL-6 gene expression following adult
exposure initiation (F). CCL2 gene expression was not affected by stress following adolescent (G) or
adult (H) exposure initiation. Significant changes relative to the home cage control are marked with
HC **—p < 0.01 and HC ****—p < 0.0001, while significant changes relative to the novel environment
stress condition are marked with NE ****—p < 0.0001, with data collapsed across exposure. Significant
stress-associated changes in females exposed to water are marked with *—p < 0.05 and ****—p < 0.0001.

In the HPC, c-Fos gene expression differed as a function of stress condition following
both adolescent, F(2, 54) = 32.57, p < 0.0001, and adult, F(2, 57) = 16.16, p < 0.0001, exposure
initiation. Under both initiation conditions, placement in the NE significantly enhanced
c-Fos gene expression relative to the HC control, whereas further enhancement was evident
under the SH condition only following adolescent exposure initiation (Figure 8A,B). IL-1β
(Figure 8C,D) and CCL2 gene expression (Figure 8G,H) in the HPC were not affected
by stress and exposure conditions following adolescent and adult exposure initiation.
IL-6 gene expression differed as a function of stress condition following both adolescent,
F(2, 53) = 10.44, p < 0.001, and adult, F(2, 58) = 12.13, p < 0.0001, exposure initiation, with
both stressors significantly increasing IL-6 gene expression relative to the HC control
following adolescent and adult exposure initiation (Figure 8E,F).
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Figure 8. Experiment 4: Gene expression in the hippocampus (HIP). In both exposure age groups,
c-Fos gene expression (A,B) was enhanced by placement in the NE relative to the HC control,
with further enhancement evident under the SH condition only following adolescent exposure
initiation. IL-1β gene expression in the HPC was not affected by stress (C,D). IL-6 gene expression
was significantly increased by both stressors relative to the HC condition (E,F). CCL2 gene expression
was not affected by stress following adolescent (G) or adult (H) exposure initiation. Significant
changes relative to the home cage control are marked HC **—p < 0.01, HC ***—p < 0.001, HC
****—p < 0.0001, while significant changes relative to the novel environment stress condition are
marked with NE ****—p < 0.0001, with data collapsed across exposure.

5. Discussion

The over-arching goal of this body of work was to test the validity of a novel,
consumption-based ethanol exposure procedure in a rat strain typically used for alco-
hol research. Rats do not typically consume binge level amounts of unsweetened ethanol
in voluntary consumption procedures, such as IA2BC or DID paradigms [56,57]. Assess-
ments of ethanol intake as well as blood and brain ethanol concentrations in adult male
and female rats (Experiment 1) revealed that BECs and BrECs peaked following access
to ethanol for a 2 h period when assessed 1 h into the dark cycle, whereas ethanol intake
was substantially higher following longer access periods. The observed decrease in blood
ethanol concentration over time may be related to differences in ethanol absorption and
elimination rates across the dark part of the cycle. Nutritional states are among the factors
that can influence ethanol absorption and elimination in humans, with food in the stomach
decreasing BECs and increasing the rate of ethanol metabolism [58]. Similar to human data,
the ethanol elimination rate has been reported to be substantially higher in fed rats relative
to their food-deprived counterparts [59]. Given that rats are nocturnal, with more than 90%
of their food and water intake occurring during the dark part of the cycle [60], it is likely
that significant decreases in BECs following access to ethanol for a 6 h period (5 h into the
dark cycle) are related to increased ingestion of food, altering the ethanol elimination rate.

Experiment 2 revealed age differences in ethanol intake, blood, and brain ethanol
concentration following a 2 h access to ethanol (1 h into the dark cycle), with adolescents
ingesting more ethanol and reaching higher BECs as well as BrECs than adults. These
findings are in agreement with previously reported age differences in ethanol intake evident
under a variety of intake procedures, including both continuous and limited ethanol
access [51,52]. Importantly, one third of adolescent animals exposed to a single bottle
of ethanol achieved BECs in the binge range (i.e., higher than 80 mg/dL). Although the
BECs achieved through the forced consumption model were a fraction of what is typically
observed following IG and IP routes of ethanol administration, the range of BECs achieved
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is, in fact, quite realistic to human binge-like ethanol consumption patterns, strengthening
the external validity of this drinking procedure. Although the single-bottle approach does
not permit the rat to choose whether to consume ethanol or not, many aspects of the ethanol
consumption remain under the rat’s volitional control, since the timing and amount of
ethanol consumption, including the level of intoxication they achieve, are self-determined.
Importantly, rats continue to gain body weight throughout the ethanol exposure period
(see Supplemental Figure S1), even when ethanol consumption occurs during adolescence,
a developmental period in which body weight gain and body composition are rapidly
changing [18]. In contrast to the proposed model of ethanol exposure, significant decreases
in body weight have been reported during adolescent ethanol exposure through vapor
inhalation [61] and IP injection [62], as well as during adult exposure via intragastric
gavage [63]. Together, these data suggest that intermittent consumption from a single
ethanol bottle model is very well tolerated by developing adolescent and young adult
males and females. This is consistent with our recent findings with this model, in which
rats were exposed to ethanol between 10 and 14 months using this procedure [46]. The ease
of implementation, BECs achieved, and ability to implement the procedure easily across
vast age ranges suggest that this is a highly tractable model for low-to-moderate ethanol
exposure that may have great utility for the field.

To further test the validity of this exposure model, Experiment 3 examined how
ethanol consumption would influence neuroimmune reactivity, an effect that we have
extensively studied after adolescent ethanol exposure via IG gavage [35,36]. In order
to minimize experimenter handling, ethanol consumption was not estimated. Here, we
added a novel element by including a comparison between early and late adolescent
ethanol exposures, which suggested that ethanol exposure initiated either in early or late
adolescence enhanced cytokine expression in response to LPS challenge, an effect that was
more evident in females following early ethanol exposure. LPS-induced IL-1β and IL-6 gene
expression was enhanced in females exposed to ethanol during early adolescence relative to
water-exposed controls challenged with LPS. In contrast, early adolescent exposure through
intragastric gavage led to attenuated LPS-induced cytokine gene expression within the
cellular fraction of the blood, with females not showing any adolescent exposure-induced
alterations in sensitivity to LPS [47]. In follow-up studies, it should be clarified whether
this discrepancy between the two studies is related to the mode of ethanol exposure, LPS
dose, or challenge timing following the last ethanol exposure. Alternatively, adolescent
ethanol exposure might differentially affect central and peripheral LPS-induced cytokine
expression. Furthermore, it is important to add more control groups in order to confirm that
adolescent ethanol exposure via intermittent ethanol consumption alters responsiveness to
LPS, since the only control group injected with a vehicle was not exposed to ethanol during
adolescence. These controls will also show whether this novel, consumption-based ethanol
exposure alters baseline cytokine genes in the brain or whether this ethanol exposure
results in gene expression differences following LPS as a result of neuroimmune priming.
A limitation of this experiment is that gene expression changes do not necessarily reflect
changes to proteins [64]. Nevertheless, the present findings contribute to a growing body
of literature showing that many features of neuroimmune regulation [38,55] and ethanol
sensitivity [65] may be sex-dependent.

Overall, there were surprisingly few differences between water and ethanol exposure
conditions following adolescent and adult exposure initiation in Experiment 4. Experiment
3 lacked data on ethanol consumption in this paradigm, so Experiment 4 included esti-
mates of ethanol and water consumption within the cage. As expected, more pronounced
behavioral and hormonal changes, as well as changes in cytokine gene expression, were
evident in the shock condition than following placement in the novel environment, with
prior ethanol exposure history not playing a substantial role. IL-1β gene expression was
enhanced by shock in the PVN, whereas shock-induced increases in IL-6 gene expression
were evident in the hippocampus, suggesting a region-specific neuroimmune response
to this stressor. It may be premature to conclude that ethanol exposure at either age does
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not influence negative affect regulation (fear expression), HPA axis reactivity (Figure 5),
or neuroimmune gene expression (Figures 6–8) for several reasons. First, Experiment 4
included only female rats, and the duration of the stress challenges was relatively brief
(only 30 min). We selected typical footshock procedures in this experiment (or an equiv-
alent exposure to the same novel environment without shock) for two reasons. First, the
use of these shock chambers enabled the automated assessment of unconditioned fear
responses during and shortly after the shock session. Although no significant interactions
between ethanol exposure and stress conditions were observed, there was a trend for adult
exposure initiation, with p = 0.053, suggesting that adult females may be more sensitive
to ethanol than their adolescent counterparts. Additional studies may be required to fully
answer this question. Second, shock is a time-honored tradition for which a vast literature
examining neural and neuroimmune activation patterns exists [14,66]. Indeed, our recent
findings showed that footshock increased IL-1β and several other neuroimmune genes
in the PVN of both sexes, though these effects were largely absent among adolescents,
possibly indicating that adolescents are less sensitive to the consequences of shock [55]. It is
difficult to make a direct comparison between the two studies, since, in Marsland et al. [55],
animals received 20 shocks of 5 s each within 30 min, which is substantially more intense
than the parameters used here, which were selected because they support the expression of
both conditioned and unconditioned fear in both males and females [48]. In another study,
we showed that acute ethanol exposure (4 g/kg ig to adult males) led to enhanced HPA
axis reactivity, but not IL-1β induction, when a 2 h intermittent session of footshock was
imposed during hangover (18 h after 4 g/kg ig) [67]. Regardless, it is notable that, in the
present work, adolescents consumed nearly double the amount of ethanol compared to
adults yet did not show differential sensitivity to either stress challenge. This may be in part
due to faster ethanol clearance rates in adolescents compared to adults, suggesting ethanol
intake alone is not the sole determinant of ethanol’s effects on CNS function. A limitation
of Experiment 4 is the lack of data on estrous cycle; estrous cycle was not recorded during
these experiments, as there were concerns that the vaginal lavage procedure may contribute
to an altered history of stress between adolescents and adults. While the estrous cycle does
appear to have some effects on fear conditioning and expression, this likely has no effect
on the unconditioned fear response [68]. Another limitation of Experiment 4 is that the
collection of blood and brain tissue occurred 22 min post-shock; this interval may not be
long enough for cytokine gene expression to fully manifest.

6. Conclusions

The single-bottle, intermittent consumption model shares certain characteristics with
other common AIE exposure models, in which ethanol exposure occurs through IG gavage,
IP injection, or vapor inhalation. Such similarities include the age of exposure initiation and
the intermittent schedule. Adolescent intermittent exposure to relatively high ethanol doses
that bring BECs to 150–200 mg/dL [23,69,70] results in lasting affective alterations that may
be related to protracted withdrawal [71]. In the forced consumption model, BECs achieved
are relatively low, and future assessment of the long-lasting behavioral consequences
associated with this model of ethanol exposure can provide needed information regarding
different patterns of drinking in adolescence and adulthood.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/cells12151991/s1, Figure S1: Body weight during consumption period.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, P.M., S.T., E.I.V., T.D.; methodology, P.M., S.T., T.D.;
software, P.M., S.T., T.D.; validation, P.M., S.T., A.V., T.D.; formal analysis, P.M., E.I.V.; investigation,
P.M., S.T.; A.L. resources, T.D.; data curation, P.M., S.T., A.V.; A.L.; writing—original draft preparation,
P.M., E.I.V.; writing—review and editing, P.M., S.T., A.V., A.L., E.I.V., T.D.; visualization, P.M., S.T.,
E.I.V., T.D.; supervision, E.I.V., T.D.; project administration, T.D.; funding acquisition, T.D. All authors
have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/cells12151991/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/cells12151991/s1


Cells 2023, 12, 1991 19 of 22

Funding: Supported in part by NIH grants P50AA017823, T32AA025606, and F31AA027959, as
well as the Center for Development and Behavioral Neuroscience at Binghamton University. Any
opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the above-stated funding agencies.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by the IACUC of Binghamton University (Protocol number:
847-21, approval date: 10 May 2021).

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors have no conflict of interest to declare.

References
1. Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration. Key Substance Use and Mental Health Indicators in the United States:

Results from the 2021 National Survey on Drug Use and Health; HHS Publication No. PEP22-07-01-005, NSDUH Series H-57; Center for
Behavioral Health Statistics and Quality, Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration: North Bethesda, MD, USA,
2022. Available online: https://www.samhsa.gov/data/report/2021-nsduh-annual-national-report (accessed on 5 May 2023).

2. Miech, R.A.; Johnston, L.D.; Patrick, M.E.; O’Malley, P.M.; Bachman, J.G.; Schulenberg, J.E. Monitoring the Future National Survey
Results on Drug Use, 1975–2022: Secondary School Students; Institute for Social Research, The University of Michigan: Ann Arbor,
MI, USA, 2023; Available online: http://monitoringthefuture.org/results/publications/monographs/ (accessed on 5 May 2023).

3. Dawson, D.A.; Goldstein, R.B.; Patricia Chou, S.; June Ruan, W.; Grant, B.F. Age at First Drink and the First Incidence of
Adult-Onset DSM-IV Alcohol Use Disorders. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 2008, 32, 2149–2160. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Warner, L.A.; White, H.R.; Johnson, V. Alcohol initiation experiences and family history of alcoholism as predictors of problem-
drinking trajectories. J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs 2007, 68, 56–65. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Chung, T.; Creswell, K.G.; Bachrach, R.; Clark, D.B.; Martin, C.S. Adolescent Binge Drinking. Alcohol Res. 2018, 39, 5–15. [PubMed]
6. Mehus, C.J.; Patrick, M.E. Alcohol use among 10th-graders: Distinguishing between high-intensity drinking and other levels of

use. J. Adolesc. 2020, 83, 27–30. [CrossRef]
7. Lees, B.; Meredith, L.R.; Kirkland, A.E.; Bryant, B.E.; Squeglia, L.M. Effect of alcohol use on the adolescent brain and behavior.

Pharmacol. Biochem. Behav. 2020, 192, 172906. [CrossRef]
8. Tetteh-Quarshie, S.; Risher, M.L. Adolescent brain maturation and the neuropathological effects of binge drinking: A critical

review. Front. Neurosci. 2023, 16, 1040049. [CrossRef]
9. Spear, L.P. Effects of adolescent alcohol consumption on the brain and behavior. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2018, 19, 197–214. [CrossRef]
10. Squeglia, L.M.; Jacobus, J.; Tapert, S.F. The effect of alcohol use on human adolescent brain structures and systems. Handb. Clin.

Neurol. 2014, 125, 501–510. [CrossRef]
11. Ewing, S.W.; Sakhardande, A.; Blakemore, S.J. The effect of alcohol consumption on the adolescent brain: A systematic review of

MRI and fMRI studies of alcohol-using youth. Neuroimage Clin. 2014, 5, 420–437. [CrossRef]
12. Scaife, J.C.; Duka, T. Behavioural measures of frontal lobe function in a population of young social drinkers with binge drinking

pattern. Pharmacol. Biochem. Behav. 2009, 93, 354–362. [CrossRef]
13. Erickson, E.K.; Grantham, E.K.; Warden, A.S.; Harris, R.A. Neuroimmune signaling in alcohol use disorder. Pharmacol. Biochem.

Behav. 2019, 177, 34–60. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Deak, T.; Kelliher, K.T.; Wojcik, H.J.; Gano, A. Prenatal and adolescent alcohol exposure programs immunity across the lifespan:

CNS-mediated regulation. Pharmacol. Biochem. Behav. 2022, 216, 173390. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Crews, F.T.; Robinson, D.L.; Chandler, L.J.; Ehlers, C.L.; Mulholland, P.J.; Pandey, S.C.; Rodd, Z.A.; Spear, L.P.; Swartzwelder, H.S.;

Vetreno, R.P. Mechanisms of Persistent Neurobiological Changes Following Adolescent Alcohol Exposure: NADIA Consortium
Findings. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 2019, 43, 1806–1822. [CrossRef]

16. Doremus-Fitzwater, T.L.; Deak, T. Adolescent neuroimmune function and its interaction with alcohol. Int. Rev. Neurobiol. 2021,
161, 167–208.

17. Hiller-Sturmhöfel, S.; Spear, L.P. Binge Drinking’s Effects on the Developing Brain-Animal Models. Alcohol Res. 2018, 39, 77–86.
18. Spear, L.P. The adolescent brain and age-related behavioral manifestations. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2000, 24, 417–463. [CrossRef]
19. Spear, L.P. Rewards, aversions and affect in adolescence: Emerging convergences across laboratory animal and human data. Dev.

Cogn. Neurosci. 2011, 1, 392–400. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
20. Doremus-Fitzwater, T.L.; Varlinskaya, E.I.; Spear, L.P. Motivational systems in adolescence: Possible implications for age

differences in substance abuse and other risk-taking behaviors. Brain Cogn. 2010, 72, 114–123. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
21. Spear, L.P. Adolescent alcohol exposure: Are there separable vulnerable periods within adolescence? Physiol. Behav. 2015, 148,

122–130. [CrossRef]

https://www.samhsa.gov/data/report/2021-nsduh-annual-national-report
http://monitoringthefuture.org/results/publications/monographs/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2008.00806.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18828796
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2007.68.56
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17149518
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30557142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2020.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2020.172906
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2022.1040049
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn.2018.10
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-62619-6.00028-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nicl.2014.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2009.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2018.12.007
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30590091
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2022.173390
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35447157
https://doi.org/10.1111/acer.14154
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7634(00)00014-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2011.08.001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21918675
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2009.08.008
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19762139
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2015.01.027


Cells 2023, 12, 1991 20 of 22

22. Vetter-O’Hagen, C.S.; Spear, L.P. Hormonal and physical markers of puberty and their relationship to adolescent-typical novelty-
directed behavior. Dev. Psychobiol. 2012, 54, 523–535. [CrossRef]

23. Fernandez, G.M.; Lew, B.J.; Vedder, L.C.; Savage, L.M. Chronic intermittent ethanol exposure leads to alterations in brain-derived
neurotrophic factor within the frontal cortex and impaired behavioral flexibility in both adolescent and adult rats. Neuroscience
2017, 348, 324–334. [CrossRef]

24. Gass, J.T.; Glen, W.B., Jr.; McGonigal, J.T.; Trantham-Davidson, H.; Lopez, M.F.; Randall, P.K.; Yaxley, R.; Floresco, S.B.; Chandler,
L.J. Adolescent alcohol exposure reduces behavioral flexibility, promotes disinhibition, and increases resistance to extinction of
ethanol self-administration in adulthood. Neuropsychopharmacology 2014, 39, 2570–2583. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Sey, N.Y.; Gómez-A, A.; Madayag, A.C.; Boettiger, C.A.; Robinson, D.L. Adolescent intermittent ethanol impairs behavioral
flexibility in a rat foraging task in adulthood. Behav. Brain Res. 2019, 373, 112085. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Bailey, J.M.; Oliveri, A.N.; Zhang, C.; Frazier, J.M.; Mackinnon, S.; Cole, G.J.; Levin, E.D. Long-term behavioral impairment
following acute embryonic ethanol exposure in zebrafish. Neurotoxicol. Teratol. 2015, 48, 1–8. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Kokare, D.M.; Kyzar, E.J.; Zhang, H.; Sakharkar, A.J.; Pandey, S.C. Adolescent alcohol exposure-induced changes in alpha-
melanocyte stimulating hormone and neuropeptide Y pathways via histone acetylation in the brain during adulthood. Int. J.
Neuropsychopharmacol. 2017, 20, 758–768. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Varlinskaya, E.I.; Johnson, J.M.; Przybysz, K.R.; Deak, T.; Diaz, M.R. Adolescent forced swim stress increases social anxiety-like
behaviors and alters kappa opioid receptor function in the basolateral amygdala of male rats. Prog. Neuro-Psychopharmacol. Biol.
Psychiatry 2020, 98, 109812. [CrossRef]

29. Vetreno, R.P.; Lawrimore, C.J.; Rowsey, P.J.; Crews, F.T. Persistent Adult Neuroimmune Activation and Loss of Hippocampal
Neurogenesis Following Adolescent Ethanol Exposure: Blockade by Exercise and the Anti-inflammatory Drug Indomethacin.
Front. Neurosci. 2018, 12, 200. [CrossRef]

30. Coleman, L.G., Jr.; Liu, W.; Oguz, I.; Styner, M.; Crews, F.T. Adolescent binge ethanol treatment alters adult brain regional
volumes, cortical extracellular matrix protein and behavioral flexibility. Pharmacol. Biochem. Behav. 2014, 116, 142–151. [CrossRef]

31. Coleman, L.G., Jr.; Crews, F.T.; Vetreno, R.P. The persistent impact of adolescent binge alcohol on adult brain structural, cellular,
and behavioral pathology: A role for the neuroimmune system and epigenetics. Int. Rev. Neurobiol. 2021, 160, 1–44. [CrossRef]

32. Guerri, C.; Pascual, M. Impact of neuroimmune activation induced by alcohol or drug abuse on adolescent brain development.
Int. J. Dev. Neurosci. 2019, 77, 89–98. [CrossRef]

33. Guo, Y.; Yan, M.; Li, L.; Zhao, L.; Li, Y. Treadmill Exercise Prevents Cognitive Impairments in Adolescent Intermittent Ethanol
Rats by Reducing the Excessive Activation of Microglia Cell in the Hippocampus. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2022, 23, 14701. [CrossRef]

34. Vetreno, R.P.; Patel, Y.; Patel, U.; Walter, T.J.; Crews, F.T. Adolescent intermittent ethanol reduces serotonin expression in the adult
raphe nucleus and upregulates innate immune expression that is prevented by exercise. Brain Behav. Immun. 2017, 60, 333–345.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Vore, A.S.; Barney, T.M.; Gano, A.; Varlinskaya, E.I.; Deak, T. Adolescent intermittent ethanol (AIE) produces sex specific alterations
in adult neuroimmune gene expression and ethanol sensitivity that are independent of ethanol metabolism. Neuropharmacology
2021, 195, 108635. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Gano, A.; Vore, A.S.; Sammakia, M.N.; Deak, T. Assessment of Extracellular Cytokines in the Hippocampus of the Awake
Behaving Rat Using Large-Molecule Microdialysis Combined with Multiplex Arrays after Acute and Chronic Ethanol Exposure.
Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 2019, 43, 640–654. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Robinson, D.L.; Amodeo, L.R.; Chandler, L.J.; Crews, F.T.; Ehlers, C.L.; Gómez-A, A.; Healey, K.L.; Kuhn, C.M.; Macht, V.A.;
Marshall, S.A.; et al. The role of sex in the persistent effects of adolescent alcohol exposure on behavior and neurobiology in
rodents. Int. Rev. Neurobiol. 2021, 160, 305–340. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Pascual, M.; Montesinos, J.; Marcos, M.; Torres, J.-L.; Costa-Alba, P.; García-García, F.; Laso, F.-J.; Guerri, C. Gender differences
in the inflammatory cytokine and chemokine profiles induced by binge ethanol drinking in adolescence. Addict. Biol. 2017, 22,
1829–1841. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Spear, L.P. Consequences of adolescent use of alcohol and other drugs: Studies using rodent models. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2016,
70, 228–243. [CrossRef]

40. Shultz, J.; Weiner, H.; Westcott, J. Retardation of ethanol absorption by food in the stomach. J. Stud. Alcohol 1980, 41, 861–870.
[CrossRef]

41. In, H.S.; Kim, D.W.; Park, Y.M.; Kim, B. Experimental intraperitoneal injection of alcohol in rats: Peritoneal findings and
histopathology. Toxicol. Rep. 2014, 1, 31–35. [CrossRef]

42. Glover, E.J.; Khan, F.; Clayton-Stiglbauer, K.; Chandler, L.J. Impact of sex, strain, and age on blood ethanol concentration and
behavioral signs of intoxication during ethanol vapor exposure. Neuropharmacology 2021, 184, 108393. [CrossRef]

43. Jeanblanc, J.; Rolland, B.; Gierski, F.; Martinetti, M.P.; Naassila, M. Animal models of binge drinking, current challenges to
improve face validity. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 2019, 106, 112–121. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Fernandez, G.M.; Stewart, W.N.; Savage, L.M. Chronic drinking during adolescence predisposes the adult rat for continued heavy
drinking: Neurotrophin and behavioral adaptation after long-term, continuous ethanol exposure. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0149987.
[CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.20610
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2017.02.045
https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2014.109
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24820536
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2019.112085
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31319133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ntt.2015.01.005
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25599606
https://doi.org/10.1093/ijnp/pyx041
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28575455
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pnpbp.2019.109812
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2018.00200
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2013.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.irn.2021.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdevneu.2018.11.006
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms232314701
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2016.09.018
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27647531
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropharm.2021.108635
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34097948
https://doi.org/10.1111/acer.13963
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30667526
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.irn.2021.07.007
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34696877
https://doi.org/10.1111/adb.12461
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27699959
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.07.026
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsa.1980.41.861
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.toxrep.2014.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropharm.2020.108393
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2018.05.002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29738795
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0149987


Cells 2023, 12, 1991 21 of 22

45. Spear, L.P. Timing eclipses amount: The critical importance of intermittency in alcohol exposure effects. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res.
2020, 44, 806–813. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Marsland, P.; Vore, A.S.; DaPrano, E.; Paluch, J.M.; Blackwell, A.A.; Varlinskaya, E.I.; Deak, T. Sex-specific effects of ethanol
consumption in older Fischer 344 rats on microglial dynamics and Aβ (1-42) accumulation. Alcohol 2023, 107, 108–118. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

47. Vore, A.S.; Doremus-Fitzwater, T.; Gano, A.; Deak, T. Adolescent Ethanol Exposure Leads to Stimulus-Specific Changes in
Cytokine Reactivity and Hypothalamic-Pituitary-Adrenal Axis Sensitivity in Adulthood. Front. Behav. Neurosci. 2017, 11, 78.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Marsland, P.; Parrella, A.; Vore, A.S.; Barney, T.M.; Varlinskaya, E.I.; Deak, T. Male, but not female, Sprague Dawley rats display
enhanced fear learning following acute ethanol withdrawal (hangover). Pharmacol. Biochem. Behav. 2021, 208, 173229. [CrossRef]

49. Doremus-Fitzwater, T.L.; Gano, A.; Paniccia, J.E.; Deak, T. Male adolescent rats display blunted cytokine responses in the CNS
after acute ethanol or lipopolysaccharide exposure. Physiol. Behav. 2015, 148, 131–144. [CrossRef]

50. Livak, K.J.; Schmittgen, T.D. Analysis of relative gene expression data using real-time quantitative PCR and the 2−∆∆CT method.
Methods 2001, 25, 402–408. [CrossRef]

51. Doremus, T.L.; Brunell, S.C.; Rajendran, P.; Spear, L.P. Factors influencing elevated ethanol consumption in adolescent relative to
adult rats. Alcohol. Clin. Exp. Res. 2005, 29, 1796–1808. [CrossRef]

52. Vetter-O’Hagen, C.; Varlinskaya, E.; Spear, L. Sex differences in ethanol intake and sensitivity to aversive effects during adolescence
and adulthood. Alcohol Alcohol. 2009, 44, 547–554. [CrossRef]

53. Lara Aparicio, S.Y.; Laureani Fierro, Á.d.J.; Aranda Abreu, G.E.; Toledo Cárdenas, R.; García Hernández, L.I.; Coria Ávila, G.A.;
Rojas Durán, F.; Aguilar, M.E.H.; Manzo Denes, J.; Chi-Castañeda, L.D.; et al. Current opinion on the use of c-Fos in neuroscience.
NeuroSci 2022, 3, 687–702. [CrossRef]

54. Vallés, S.L.; Blanco, A.M.; Pascual, M.; Guerri, C. Chronic ethanol treatment enhances inflammatory mediators and cell death in
the brain and in astrocytes. Brain Pathol. 2004, 14, 365–371. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

55. Marsland, P.; Parrella, A.; Orlofsky, M.; Lovelock, D.F.; Vore, A.S.; Varlinskaya, E.I.; Deak, T. Neuroendocrine and neuroimmune
responses in male and female rats: Evidence for functional immaturity of the neuroimmune system during early adolescence.
Eur. J. Neurosci. 2022, 55, 2311–2325. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Fu, R.; Gregor, D.; Peng, Z.; Li, J.; Bekker, A.; Ye, J. Chronic intermittent voluntary alcohol drinking induces hyperalgesia in
Sprague-Dawley rats. Int. J. Physiol. Pathophysiol. Pharmacol. 2015, 7, 136.

57. Holgate, J.Y.; Shariff, M.; Mu, E.W.; Bartlett, S. A rat drinking in the dark model for studying ethanol and sucrose consumption.
Front. Behav. Neurosci. 2017, 11, 29. [CrossRef]

58. Jones, A.W.; Jönsson, K.A. Food-induced lowering of blood-ethanol profiles and increased rate of elimination immediately after a
meal. J. Forensic Sci. 1994, 39, 1084–1093. [CrossRef]

59. Lumeng, L.; Bosron, W.F.; Li, T.K. Quantitative correlation of ethanol elimination rates in vivo with liver alcohol dehydrogenase
activities in fed, fasted and food-restricted rats. Biochem Pharmacol. 1979, 28, 1547–1551. [CrossRef]

60. Spiteri, N.J. Circadian patterning of feeding, drinking and activity during diurnal food access in rats. Physiol. Behav. 1982, 28,
139–147. [CrossRef]

61. Criado, J.R.; Wills, D.N.; Walker, B.M.; Ehlers, C.L. Effects of adolescent ethanol exposure on sleep in adult rats. Alcohol 2008, 42,
631–639. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Lerma-Cabrera, J.M.; Carvajal, F.; Alcaraz-Iborra, M.; de la Fuente, L.; Navarro, M.; Thiele, T.E.; Cubero, I. Adolescent binge-like
ethanol exposure reduces basal α-MSH expression in the hypothalamus and the amygdala of adult rats. Pharmacol. Biochem.
Behav. 2013, 110, 66–74. [CrossRef]

63. Broadwater, M.A.; Liu, W.; Crews, F.T.; Spear, L.P. Persistent loss of hippocampal neurogenesis and increased cell death following
adolescent, but not adult, chronic ethanol exposure. Dev. Neurosci. 2014, 36, 297–305. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Greenbaum, D.; Colangelo, C.; Williams, K.; Gerstein, M. Comparing protein abundance and mRNA expression levels on a
genomic scale. Genome Biol. 2003, 4, 117. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Flores-Bonilla, A.; Richardson, H.N. Sex Differences in the Neurobiology of Alcohol Use Disorder. Alcohol Res. 2020, 40, 4.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

66. Sawchenko, P.E.; Li, H.Y.; Ericsson, A. Circuits and mechanisms governing hypothalamic responses to stress: A tale of two
paradigms. Prog. Brain Res. 2000, 122, 61–78. [PubMed]

67. Buck, H.M.; Hueston, C.M.; Bishop, C.; Deak, T. Enhancement of the hypothalamic–pituitary–adrenal axis but not cytokine re-
sponses to stress challenges imposed during withdrawal from acute alcohol exposure in Sprague–Dawley rats. Psychopharmacology
2011, 218, 203–215. [CrossRef]

68. Blair, R.S.; Acca, G.M.; Tsao, B.; Stevens, N.; Maren, S.; Nagaya, N. Estrous cycle contributes to state-dependent contextual fear in
female rats. Psychoneuroendocrinology 2022, 141, 105776. [CrossRef]

69. Criado, J.R.; Ehlers, C.L. Effects of adolescent onset voluntary drinking followed by ethanol vapor exposure on subsequent
ethanol consumption during protracted withdrawal in adult Wistar rats. Pharmacol. Biochem. Behav. 2013, 103, 622–630. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1111/acer.14307
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32056231
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcohol.2022.08.013
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36155778
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2017.00078
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28522965
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2021.173229
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2015.02.032
https://doi.org/10.1006/meth.2001.1262
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.alc.0000183007.65998.aa
https://doi.org/10.1093/alcalc/agp048
https://doi.org/10.3390/neurosci3040050
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-3639.2004.tb00079.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15605983
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.15118
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33458889
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2017.00029
https://doi.org/10.1520/JFS13687J
https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-2952(79)90471-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0031-9384(82)90115-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcohol.2008.08.001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18922666
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2013.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1159/000362874
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24993092
https://doi.org/10.1186/gb-2003-4-9-117
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12952525
https://doi.org/10.35946/arcr.v40.2.04
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33042719
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10737051
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00213-011-2388-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2022.105776
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pbb.2012.10.016


Cells 2023, 12, 1991 22 of 22

70. Kim, E.U.; Varlinskaya, E.I.; Dannenhoffer, C.A.; Spear, L.P. Adolescent intermittent ethanol exposure: Effects on pubertal
development, novelty seeking, and social interaction in adulthood. Alcohol 2019, 75, 19–29. [CrossRef]

71. Kasten, C.R.; Carzoli, K.L.; Sharfman, N.M.; Henderson, T.; Holmgren, E.B.; Lerner, M.R.; Miller, M.C.; Wills, T.A. Adolescent
alcohol exposure produces sex differences in negative affect-like behavior and group I mGluR BNST plasticity. Neuropsychophar-
macology 2020, 45, 1306–1315. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.alcohol.2018.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41386-020-0670-7

	Key Findings 
	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	General Methods 
	Subjects 
	A Single Bottle Chronic Intermittent Ethanol Exposure Paradigm 

	LPS Challenge 
	Stress Challenge 
	Tissue Collection 
	Corticosterone and Progesterone Analysis 
	Reverse-Transcriptase Polymerase Chain Reaction 
	Blood and Brain Ethanol Concentrations 
	Statistical Analysis 
	Experimental Designs and Procedures 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

