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Effects of low — dose methamphetamine on cue — induced drug relapse
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Abstract  Objeciive: To explore the effect of low — dose of methamphetamine priming on cue —

mg * kg™ 0.2 g+ L") methamphetamine at a fixed rate ( FR =1) program for self — administration
training for 4 hours everyday and 14 d. Then all rats were returned to home cage for withdrawal. On the
15th day of withdrawal the rats were randomly divided into 3 groups and were given intraperitoneal
injections of saline very low doses of methamphetamine (0. 025 mg * kg™') and low doses of
methamphetamine (0. 075 mg * kg™')  then were tested methamphetamine seeking behavior induced by
context cue ( CC) . On the 16th day of withdrawal rats were given the same dose of saline or
methamphetamine intraperitoneally followed by conditioning cues ( CS) induced methamphetamine
seeking testing. Results: Rats established stable self — administration behavior after 14 days of
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of all rats increased significantly and stabilized high levels whereas the number of inactive nose pokes
remained at a lower level. One — way analysis of variance showed that there was a significant difference in
the active pokes between different doses of methamphetamine groups after CC - induced seeking testing
(F,,) =8.326 P =0.002) . Compared with saline control group the active nose pokes of the low —
dose (0.075 mg * kg™') METH rats increased significantly ( P <0.05)  but the very low — dose
methamphetamine group didn’ t( P >0.05) . One — way analysis of variance also showed that different
doses of methamphetamine treatment also had significant differences in the active pokes after CS -
induced seeking testing( F, ,, =9.105 P = 0.001) . Compared with saline control group the active
nose pokes of the low — dose (0.075 mg * kg™') METH rats increased significantly ( P <0.05)  but
also the very low — dose methamphetamine group didn’ t( P >0.05) . The condition cues — induced
response is more intense than that induced by the context cues. Conclusion: The interaction of 0.075 mg * kg ™'
METH with CC or CS can also reinstate the original self — administration response in rats. 0.075 mg * kg ™'
METH is the effective priming dose.
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