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Abstract

:

Anodal transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) is a painless noninvasive method that reportedly improves cognitive function in Alzheimer’s disease (AD) by stimulating the brain. However, its underlying mechanism remains unclear. Thus, the present study investigates the cognitive effects in a 5xFAD AD mouse model using electrophysiological and pathological methods. We used male 5xFAD C57BL/6J and male C57BL/6J wild-type mice; the dementia model was confirmed through DNA sequencing. The verified AD and wild-type mice were randomly assigned into four groups of five mice each: an induced AD group receiving tDCS treatment (Stim-AD), an induced AD group not receiving tDCS (noStim-AD), a non-induction group receiving tDCS (Stim-WT), and a non-induction group not receiving tDCS (noStim-WT). In the Stim group, mice received tDCS in the frontal bregma areas at an intensity of 200 µA for 20 min. After 2 weeks of treatment, we decapitated the mice, removed the hippocampus from the brain, confirmed its neuronal activation through excitatory postsynaptic potential (EPSP) recording, and performed molecular experiments on the remaining tissue using western blots. EPSP significantly increased in the Stim-AD group compared to that in the noStim-AD, which was comparable to that in the non-induced groups, Stim-WT and noStim-WT. There were no significant differences in cyclic amp-response element binding protein (CREB), phosphorylated CREB (pCREB), and Brain-derived neurotrophic factor (BDNF) levels in the Stim-AD group compared to those in the noStim-AD group. This study demonstrated that a tDCS in both frontal lobes of a transgenic 5xFAD mouse model affects long-term potentiation, indicating possible enhancement of cognitive function.
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1. Introduction


Alzheimer’s disease (AD), with anterograde amnesia as its key symptom, is a neurodegenerative disorder characterized by brain dysfunction including the loss of cognitive function and behavior. AD dementia is particularly prevalent in the elderly population and deteriorates the quality of life in the aging population [1]. According to reported data, medical treatments for dementia include cholinesterase inhibitors and N-methyl-D-aspartate (NMDA) receptor antagonists [2].



However, these drugs are ineffective in some patients, are expensive, and are prone to side effects after long-term use. Thus, alternative or supplementary therapy is drawing significant attention [3,4].



Since direct stimulation is clinically ineffective, the indirect method of noninvasive transcranial magnetic/electrical stimulation is being actively researched. This stimulation method has been applied in various fields and proven effective according to clinical and animal research. Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) is a brain stimulation technique used to neuromodulate a brain area through small electrodes that emit a weak direct current on the skull [5].



Clinical studies have reported that tDCS improves cognitive function in patients of stroke, Parkinson’s disease, and AD with cognitive impairment [6,7,8,9,10]. Since the brain tissue cannot be directly examined, it is difficult in clinical research to verify the presence of cognitive enhancement and its exact mechanism [11,12]. Therefore, uncovering the exact mechanism of tDCS cannot be achieved through clinical research alone. To overcome such limitations, animal models are being used and many studies have shed light on the mechanism behind the cognitive enhancement effect [13,14,15,16,17].



Nevertheless, most animal studies of dementia involve artificial models that artificially induce cognitive deficits or cause acute neurological problems that damage brain function. To complement this limitation, genetic models similar to the induced disease model have been generated, as well as genetic animal models of dementia [18,19].



In the present study, we aimed to identify the effects of tDCS on cognitive function improvement and the underlying mechanism using the genetic dementia model 5xFAD.




2. Materials and Methods


We crossed wild-type (C57BL/6J (Damul Science in Korea)) female mice and 5X five familial AD (FAD) amyloid beta precursor protein (APP) KM 670/671NL (Sweden)) male mice to obtain a mixed strain and selected aged mice with cognitive deficits. Three weeks post birth, we collected the ear tissue of the offspring for genotyping and used only male mice confirmed as 5xFAD or wild type. After confirming the mutation, we experimented with mice that were 4 months old. Because 5xFAD mice were violent, they were individually housed, with food ad libitum under a 12 h:12 h light–dark cycle at a temperature of 23–30 °C. All animal experiments were approved by the Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee of Chonnam National University (CNU IACUC-H-2018-53).



2.1. The tDCS Treatment


For tDCS stimulation, we used a battery-driven, constant-current stimulator (HDCprog manufactured by Newronika s.r.l., Italy and distributed by Magstim Co. Ltd., UK). For the two-channel anodal method, we positioned cup-shaped active electrodes (1 cm × 1 cm) on the frontal skull of both hemispheres, whereas for the cathodal method, a 0.5-cm sponge pad was placed on the neck. Electrical stimulation was performed at an intensity of 0.2 mA for 20 min over a period of 2 weeks (5 consecutive days followed by a 2-day break). Animals were randomly allocated into four groups (five animals per group), with the Stim-AD group 5xFAD mice receiving tDCS treatment, the noStim-AD 5xFAD mice receiving no tDCS, the Stim-WT wild-type mice receiving tDCS, and the noStim-WT group wild-type mice receiving no tDCS. The noStim-AD and noStim-WT groups were left in the cage for 20 min without the stimulation pads on. Stim-AD and Stim-WT mice had two small circular pads on the head.




2.2. Brain Tissue Preparation


We sacrificed mice 2 weeks post treatment and immediately extracted the brains. Brains were immersed in Artificial cerebrospinal fluid (ACSF) (125 mM NaCl, 2.8 mM KCl, 26 mM NaHCO3, 1.25 mM NaH2PO4, 2 mM CaCl2, 1 mM MgSO4) and 10 mM freezing liquid, and were then placed on a cooling pad to dissect the hippocampus. Hippocampal slices of Stim-AD, noStim-AD, Stim-WT, and noStim-WT mice were prepared using the rotary slicer and automatic chopper to generate 400-µm thick samples (Mickle Laboratory Engineering Co. Ltd.). The slices were stabilized for at least an hour in ACSF and gassed with 95% O2 and 5% CO2.




2.3. Excitatory Postsynaptic Potential (EPSP) Recording


Hippocampal slices were transferred to a glass-bottomed submersion recording chamber and continuously perfused with ACSF (95% O2/5% CO2) at room temperature. We used bipolar nichrome electrodes for each slice recording and an isolation unit for the stimulator. For the recording electrode, we used a glass micropipette filled with 3M NaCl, mounted in an electrode holder. We recorded the field excitatory postsynaptic potential (fEPSP) in the stratum corneum of the CA1 region while delivering 10-µs pulses through a bipolar tungsten electrode at 15-s intervals. To assess synaptic transmission, we used the initial slope of the fEPSP. We adjusted the baseline to the value that elicited a response equal to about 30% of the maximal response. For Long-term potentiation (LTP) induction, we applied high-frequency stimulation (100 pulses at 100 Hz) in the Schaffer collateral. We used the stimulation strength that elicited a stable baseline for 30 min in a follow-up recording and then recorded LTP for 60 min. Data were analyzed using the WinLTP software.




2.4. Western Blot


We prepared hippocampal slices from the remaining brain tissue after recording EPSP. We homogenized the samples on ice using a Radioimmunoprecipitation assay (RIPA) buffer and centrifuged them at 4 °C for 30 min at 13,000 rpm. We used a Bicinchonic acid (BCA) assay for protein quantification. We loaded the quantified protein onto separate 10–12% gels and transferred it to a Polyvinylidene fluoride (PVDF) membrane. We first incubated the membrane in 5% non-fat milk for 1 h at room temperature for blocking. The membrane was then rinsed three times in tris buffered saline buffer with tween 20 (TBST). Next, we incubated the membrane overnight at 4 °C in primary antibody solution (BDNF (1:1000), CREB (1:1000) and pCREB (1:1000)). The following morning, we rinsed the membrane three times in TBST and incubated in the secondary antibody solution (rabbit immunoglobulin G (IgG) (1:5000)) for 90 min at room temperature and rinsed three times in TBST. We incubated the membrane in the chemiluminescent horseradish peroxidase (HRP) substrate kit and detected using UVITEC Mini HD9 acquisition system (Alliance UVItec Ldt, Cambridge, UK).




2.5. Statistical Analysis


We performed a Kruskal–Wallis test to identify the interactions and differences between groups (noStim-AD, Stim-AD, noStim-WT, and Stim-WT) and Tukey’s test using ranks as a post hoc analysis. All data are presented as mean ± SD or mean ± SE, the statistical analysis was done using SPSS ver.25.0 (IBM, SPSS, Armonk, NY, USA), and the significance level was set to p < 0.05.





3. Results


3.1. tDCS Could Improve the Slope of f-EPSP


We confirmed between-group differences among the four groups. Groups other than noStim-AD (Stim-AD, Stim-WT, and noStim-WT) showed similar results. Stim-AD mice (153.2 ± 21.4%) demonstrated a more significant improvement than noStim-AD (113.9 ± 18.8%) (p = 0.024). The value of noStim-WT (154.2 ± 13.1%) was significantly higher than the value of noStim-AD (p = 0.021). There was no significance difference among the Stim-AD, Stim-WT (147.9 ± 22.2%), and noStim-WT groups (Figure 1). The result suggests that tDCS induces no difference in the WT model but does induce changes in hippocampal synaptic plasticity in the AD model.




3.2. Expression of tDCS Protein Level


We performed western blot analysis to identify the molecular mechanism underlying the long-term effects of tDCS on cognitive enhancement. There were no significant differences in CREB, pCREB, or BDNF protein expression in the Stim-AD group relative to the noStim-AD group. (Figure 2).





4. Discussion


This study investigated the effects of tDCS on the improvement of cognitive function in an Alzheimer’s dementia mouse model. After 2 weeks of treatment (five sessions per week), LTP was enhanced and neuronal activity in the hippocampus also increased, as suggested by the increase in pCREB and CREB. The possible mechanism involved is that tDCS stimulates the cortex, which in turn influences the deeply nested hippocampus.



Clinically, it has been reported that tDCS significantly affects cognitive enhancement in patients with mild Alzheimer’s dementia and improves spatial task performance and memory [20,21]. However, clinical studies are limited since brain tissues cannot be directly analyzed. We thus aimed to identify the effects and mechanism of tDCS using animal models. The 5xFAD dementia model mouse is a genetic dementia model with features resembling those of Alzheimer’s dementia (e.g., increased Aβ plaque levels, neurosis, synapse degeneration, neuronal loss, and progressive cognitive deficit) [19].



Since the hippocampus is the control tower of the brain for learning and memory and plays an important role in regulating cognitive function, hippocampal LTP is used as a proxy of basic synapse metabolism for learning and memory [22]. In the present study, we stimulated the brain using tDCS for 2 weeks, extracted the hippocampus in vivo and recorded the EPSP. The results showed that LTP was enhanced in the Stim-AD group of 5xFAD mice compared to that in the noStim-AD group, which was similar to the noStim-WT LTP results. This suggests that that the outcome of tDCS in dementia mice is hippocampal LTP. These results are consistent with previous clinical findings, where tDCS induced cortical changes or simulated the effects of LTP [23,24].



To explore the mechanism of stimulation, we examined the levels of BDNF, CREB, and pCREB, which are factors involved in cellular regeneration and proliferation in the brain. BDNF, a critical regulator of synaptic plasticity, serves as a molecular switch for LTP induction and initiation of biochemical changes [25,26]. In this study, BDNF levels showed non-significant differences in the Stim-AD group compared to those in the noStim-AD group. Since the degree of BDNF increase may change with the amount of time elapsed after stimulation, time-dependent changes must be monitored in future research [27].



CREB and pCREB, reported to improve cognitive deficits in Alzheimer’s dementia, work as a trigger for memory formation in spatial and social learning and regulate the expression of synapse- or memory-related genes [27,28,29,30]. The results of this experiment showed that CREB and pCREB showed non-significant differences in the Stim-AD group compared to those in the noStim-AD group.



Recent studies using the 3xTg model, generated by injecting an APPswe, PS1M146V, and tau- expressing P301L mutant, have reported findings contradictory to ours: tDCS had no significant effect on memory enhancement [14,19]. This may be due to the different parameters used: while Gondard et al. performed tDCS at an intensity of 50 µA for 3 weeks, in the present study, we stimulated the mice brains at 200 µA for 2 weeks while using a different transgenic model (5xFAD): the 5xFAD model generated by the co-expression of a total of five FAD mutations (APP K670N/M671L (Sweden), I716V (Florida), V717I (London), PSq M146L, and L286V) [3,19]. This resulted in a different stimulus that may be connected to tDCS parameters (e.g., the stimulation method, intensity, duration, area, and electrode size), consistent with previous findings that tDCS-induced brain activation depends on variables like electrode size, position, and conductive medium [31]. Therefore, more research is needed to find the appropriate parameters of tDCS, as the results may vary with the different parameters used.



However, this study has a limitation that a behvioral test was not conducted to confirm the models and to observe the clinical function.




5. Conclusions


In conclusion, this study showed that tDCS application in 5xFAD mice, a genetic animal model designed as a disease model, induces LTP response via the continuous production of pCREB, CREB, and BDNF and presented a mechanism for memory enhancement in Alzheimer’s dementia.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, J.-Y.H. and J.J.; methodology, W.-I.K. and J.J.; formal analysis, W.-I.K. and M.-K.S.; writing—original draft preparation, W.-I.K.; writing—review and editing, J.-Y.H. and H.-K.P.; funding acquisition, J.-Y.H. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This study was funded by the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) (2019R1I1A3A01060059) and supported by grants from the Chonnam National University Hospital Biomedical Research Institute (BCRI19022).




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Gelman, S.; Palma, J.; Tombaugh, G.; Ghavami, A. Differences in synaptic dysfunction between rTg4510 and APP/PS1 mouse models of Alzheimer’s disease. J. Alzheimers Dis. 2018, 61, 195–208. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Yeo Jin, K. Transcranial direct current stimulation as an alternative treatment in patients with Alzheimer’s disease. Brain Neurorehabil. 2017, 10, e4. [Google Scholar]

	



Gondard, E.; Soto-Montenegro, M.L.; Cassol, A.; Lozano, A.M.; Hamani, C. Transcranial direct current stimulation does not improve memory deficits or alter pathological hallmarks in a rodent model of Alzheimer’s disease. J. Psychiatr. Res. 2019, 114, 93–98. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Angius, L.; Hopker, J.; Mauger, A.R. The ergogenic effects of transcranial direct current stimulation on exercise performance. Front. Physiol. 2017, 8, 90. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McLaren, M.E.; Nissim, N.R.; Woods, A.J. The effects of medication use in transcranial direct current stimulation: A brief review. Brain Stimul. 2018, 11, 52–58. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fuentes Calderón, M.A.; Miralles, A.N.; Pimienta, M.J.; Estella, J.M.G.; Ledesma, M.J.S. Analysis of the factors related to the effectiveness of transcranial current stimulation in upper limb motor function recovery after stroke: A systematic review. J. Med. Syst. 2019, 43, 69. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Elsner, B.; Kugler, J.; Pohl, M.; Mehrholz, J. Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) for improving activities of daily living, and physical and cognitive functioning, in people after stroke. Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. 2016, 3, CD009645. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Agarwal, S.; Pawlak, N.; Cucca, A.; Sharma, K.; Dobbs, B.; Shaw, M.; Charvet, L.; Biagioni, M. Remotely-supervised transcranial direct current stimulation paired with cognitive training in Parkinson’s disease: An open-label study. J. Clin. Neurosci. 2018, 57, 51–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manenti, R.; Cotelli, M.S.; Cobelli, C.; Gobbi, E.; Brambilla, M.; Rusich, D.; Alberici, A.; Padovani, A.; Borroni, B.; Cotelli, M. Transcranial direct current stimulation combined with cognitive training for the treatment of Parkinson Disease: A randomized, placebo-controlled study. Brain Stimul. 2018, 11, 1251–1262. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manenti, R.; Brambilla, M.; Benussi, A.; Rosini, S.; Cobelli, C.; Ferrari, C.; Petesi, M.; Orizio, I.; Padovani, A.; Borroni, B.; et al. Mild cognitive impairment in Parkinson’s disease is improved by transcranial direct current stimulation combined with physical therapy. Mov. Disord. 2016, 31, 715–724. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Boudewyn, M.; Roberts, B.M.; Mizrak, E.; Ranganath, C.; Carter, C.S. Prefrontal transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) enhances behavioral and EEG markers of proactive control. Cogn. Neurosci. 2019, 10, 57–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Zheng, Y.; Wang, Y.; Yue, Z.; Wang, X.; Zhang, J.; Fang, J. Transcranial direct current stimulation modulates the brain’s response to foot stimuli under dual-task condition: A fMRI study in elderly adults. Neurosci. Lett. 2019, 23, 225–230. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Yu, S.H.; Park, S.D.; Sim, K.C. The effect of tDCS on cognition and neurologic recovery of rats with Alzheimer’s disease. J. Phys. Ther. Sci. 2014, 26, 247–249. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jooyoung, O.; Jinsil, H.; Dongrae, C.; JinYoung, P.; Jae-Jin, K.; Boreom, L. The effects of transcranial direct current stimulation on the cognitive and behavioral changes after electrode implantation surgery in rats. Front. Psychiatry 2019, 10, 291. [Google Scholar]

	



Leffa, D.T.; Bellaver, B.; Salvi, A.A.; de Oliveira, C.; Caumo, W.; Grevet, E.H.; Fregni, F.; Quincozes-Santos, A.; Rohde, L.A.; Torres, I.L.S. Transcranial direct current stimulation improves long-term memory deficits in an animal model of attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder and modulates oxidative and inflammatory parameters. Brain Stimul. 2018, 11, 743–751. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Podda, M.; Sara, C.; Mastrodonato, A.; Fusco, S.; Leone, L.; Barbati, S.; Colussi, C.; Ripoli, C.; Grassi, C. Anodal transcranial direct current stimulation boosts synaptic plasticity and memory in mice via epigenetic regulation of Bdnf expression. Sci. Rep. 2016, 6, 22180. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yu, X.; Li, Y.; Wen, H.; Zhang, Y.; Tian, X. Intensity-dependent effects of repetitive anodal transcranial direct current stimulation on learning and memory in a rat model of Alzheimer’s disease. Neurobiol. Learn. Mem. 2015, 123, 168–178. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kimura, R.; Devi, L.; Ohno, M. Partial reduction of BACE1 improves synaptic plasticity, recent and remote memories in Alzheimer’s disease transgenic mice. J. Neurochem. 2010, 113, 248–261. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Götz, J.; Bodea, L.G.; Goedert, M. Rodent models for Alzheimer disease. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2018, 19, 583–598. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Weickert, T.W.; Salimuddin, H.; Lenroot, R.K.; Bruggemann, J.; Looae, C.; Vercammen, A.; Kindlera, J.; Weickert, C.S. Preliminary findings of four-week, task-based anodal prefrontal cortex transcranial direct current stimulation transferring to other cognitive improvements in schizophrenia. Psychiatry Res. 2019, 280, 112487. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cai, M.; Guo, Z.; Xing, G.; Peng, H.; Zhou, L.; Chen, H.; McClure, M.A.; He, L.; Xiong, L.; He, B.; et al. Transcranial direct current stimulation improves cognitive function in mild to moderate Alzheimer disease: A meta-analysis. Alzheimer Dis. Assoc. Disord. 2019, 33, 170–178. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bliss, T.V.; Collingridge, G.L. A synaptic model of memory: Long-term potentiation in the hippocampus. Nature 1993, 361, 31–39. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kuo, H.I.; Paulus, W.; Batsikadze, G.; Jamil, A.; Kuo, M.F.; Nitsche, M.A. Acute and chronic effects of noradrenergic enhancement on transcranial direct current stimulation-inducedneuroplasticity in humans. J. Physiol. 2017, 595, 1305–1314. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Pelletier, S.J.; Cicchetti, F. Cellular and molecular mechanisms of action of transcranial direct current stimulation: Evidence from in vitro and in vivco models. Int. J. Neuropsychopharmacol. 2015, 18, pyu047. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Brigadski, T.; Leßmann, V. BDNF: A regulator of learning and memory processes with clinical potential. e-Neuroforum 2014, 5, 1–11. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Szuhany, K.L.; Bugatti, M.; Otto, M.W. A meta-analytic review of the effects of exercise on brain-derived neurotrophic factor. J. Psychiatr. Res. 2015, 60, 56–64. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Caccamo, A.; Maldonado, M.A.; Bokov, A.F.; Majumder, S.; Oddo, S. CBP gene transfer increases BDNF levels and ameliorates learning and memory deficits in a mouse model of Alzheimer’s disease. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2010, 107, 22687–22692. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Silva, A.J.; Kogan, J.H.; Frankland, P.W.; Kida, S. CREB and memory. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 1998, 21, 127–148. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, C.Y.; Wang, Z.Y.; Xie, J.W.; Wang, T.; Wang, X.; Xu, Y.; Cai, J.H. Dl-3-n-butylphthalide-induced upregulation of antioxidant defense is involved in the enhancement of cross talk between CREB and Nrf2 in an Alzheimer’s disease mouse model. Neurobiol. Aging 2016, 38, 32–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yu, X.W.; Oh, M.M.; Disterhoft, J.F. CREB, cellular excitability, and cognition: Implications for aging. Behav. Brain Res. 2017, 322, 206–211. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



He, Q.; Lin, B.R.; Zhao, J.; Shi, Y.Z.; Yan, F.F.; Huang, C.B. No effects of anodal transcranial direct current stimulation on contrast sensitivity function. Restor. Neurol. Neurosci. 2019, 37, 109–118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]








[image: Brainsci 10 00547 g001 550] 





Figure 1. The numbers represent the field excitatory postsynaptic potential (fEPSP) response of each group. The 5xFAD induced Alzheimer’s disease (AD) mice and wild-type (WT) mice that received 2 weeks of Transcranial direct current stimulation (tDCS) showed significant changes in hippocampal Long-term potentiation (LTP) compared to those that received no stimulation. (a) We recorded the hippocampal LTP in 5xFAD mice that either received tDCS or no stimulation. (b) The bars represent the LTP amplitudes of the two AD groups of 5xFAD mice as calculated from the mean fEPSP slope over 90 min. Significance relative to noStim-AD was * p < 0.05. (c) We recorded the hippocampal LTP in WT mice that either received tDCS or no stimulation. (d) The bars represent the LTP amplitudes of the two WT groups as calculated from the mean fEPSP slope over 90 min. Stim-AD is a 5xFAD mouse with tDCS, while noStim-AD is a 5xFAD mouse without tDCS. Stim-WT is a WT mouse with tDCS while noStim-WT is a WT mouse without tDCS. Data are presented as mean ± SE and we performed a Kruskal–Wallis test and Tukey’s test using ranks as a post hoc analysis. 
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Figure 2. Levels of cyclic amp-response element binding protein (CREB), phosphorylated CREB (pCREB), and Brain-derived neurotrophic factor (BDNF) expression. (a) Western blot of the hippocampal samples from each group shows the representative bands of CREB, pCREB, and BDNF. (b) The bars represent the quantitative CREB expression levels. (c) The bars represent the quantitative pCREB expression levels. (d) The bars represent the quantitative BDNF expression levels. Data are presented as mean ± SD and we performed a Kruskal–Wallis test and Tukey’s test using ranks as a post hoc analysis. 
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