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Abstract
Rationale Over the past decade, adolescent cigarette smoking has been declining. However, adolescent nicotine consumption via
electronic cigarettes is rapidly gaining popularity. Earlier onset nicotine use is associated with increased risk of dependence. A
bidirectional relationship between nicotine and stress exists; perceived stress is a predictor for nicotine use, and stress reduction is
a commonly reported reason for using nicotine.
Objectives We assessed the prolonged impact of adolescent high-dose nicotine and/or footshock exposure on adult nicotine self-
administration, anxiety-like behaviour, and hormonal responsivity.
Methods During adolescence (postnatal day [P]28-56) male Sprague-Dawley rats were assigned to one of five groups: saline
(SALPRE: 1 ml/kg, SC, every day), nicotine (NICPRE: 1 mg/kg, SC, alternating daily with saline; 14 total nicotine injections),
footshock (SHOCKPRE: 8 of 0.5 s, 0.8 mA alternating sessions; saline every day), or combination nicotine and footshock (NIC+
SHOCK: concurrent and alternating daily with saline, or NIC–SHOCK: alternating with saline on shock sessions). On P70, one
cohort underwent spontaneous intravenous nicotine self-administration (0.03 mg/kg/infusion); another cohort was assessed for
open-field behaviour (P71), then corticosterone (CORT) response to nicotine or footshock in adulthood (P72-73).
Results Intermittent adolescent nicotine or footshock alone (NICPRE and SHOCKPRE) did not potentiate adult spontaneous
nicotine intake compared to SALPRE. However, both combination groups (NIC+SHOCK, NIC–SHOCK) showed increased
adult nicotine consumption without associated differences in baseline anxiety-like behaviour or CORT response.
Conclusions Adolescent nicotine and footshock stressors have a synergistic effect on adult nicotine consumption, enhancing
nicotine intake. Avenues toward reducing stress in adolescent nicotine users may provide opportunities to reduce vulnerability to
adult nicotine consumption.
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Introduction

The last decade has seen a steady decline in tobacco use
among adolescence. However, use of the primary reinforcer
found in tobacco, nicotine, has become extremely popular
among the current generation of adolescents via the use of
electronic cigarettes (Miech et al. 2019). The newer genera-
tion pod devices, including the brand name product JUUL,
contain high nicotine content e-liquids, which when inhaled,
produce similar or higher plasma levels of nicotine compared
to a traditional cigarette (Goniewicz et al. 2019; Reilly et al.
2019), and can even produce blood serum nicotine levels in
rats that are about threefold higher than a traditional cigarette
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or previous generation e-cigarettes after a 20-min exposure
(Rao et al. 2020).

E-cigarette use in youth is common among individuals that
have never smoked cigarettes, and is associatedwith increased
intentions to smoke cigarettes, and initiation and establish-
ment of cigarette smoking (Bunnell et al. 2015; Loukas et al.
2018; Primack et al. 2018; Chaffee et al. 2018). In humans,
early initiation of nicotine consumption is associated with in-
creased consumption and lower probability of quitting (Chen
and Millar 1998), and in rodents when nicotine self-
administration begins in adolescence, there is greater nicotine
consumed compared to rats with adult-onset self-administra-
tion (Levin et al. 2003, 2007). Due to the rising popularity of
nicotine use via e-cigarettes in adolescents, it is important to
investigate the long-lasting effects of this high-dose nicotine
exposure (Goniewicz et al. 2019; Reilly et al. 2019; Miech
et al. 2019; Rao et al. 2020).

In rodents, adolescents are more sensitive to the reinforc-
ing, rewarding, and analgesic effects of nicotine (Shram et al.
2006; Kota et al. 2007; Ahsan et al. 2014; Frie et al. 2020), and
less sensitive to its aversive effects (Le Foll and Goldberg
2005; Shram et al. 2008), and show fewer withdrawal symp-
toms than adults (O’Dell et al. 2007). Adolescent nicotine use
is also associated with increased anxiety-like (Slawecki et al.
2003; Smith et al. 2006), and depressive-like behaviour
(Iñiguez et al. 2009), and decreased sensitivity to a natural
sucrose reward (Iñiguez et al. 2009)—all risk factors for nic-
otine use disorder (Laje et al. 2001; Morisette et al. 2007).
Adolescent nicotine preexposure can also reduce the aversive
effects of nicotine in adulthood at a dose that is aversive to
drug-naïve rats (Torres et al. 2008)—indicating that adoles-
cent nicotine exposure can alter future perception of the stim-
ulus effects of nicotine in a way that may encourage consump-
tion. Higher levels of intravenous (IV) (Levin et al. 2003,
2007) and oral (Nesil et al . 2011) nicotine self-
administration is also observed in male (Levin et al. 2007)
and female (Levin et al. 2003) adolescent-onset rats compared
to adult-onset rats. Adolescent nicotine preexposure has also
been shown to increase subsequent adult oral (Cole et al.
2019) and IV nicotine consumption (Adriani et al. 2003;
Natividad et al. 2013).

Furthermore, there are interactions between nicotine use
and stress experience. An online survey by the American
Psychological Association found that adolescents reported
their stress levels were higher than what they believed to be
healthy, and higher than stress levels reported by adults
(Anderson et al. 2014). Whether teens experience more stress
or just perceive more stress may not matter, as perceived stress
is also a predictor of future nicotine consumption, including
vaping (Leventhal et al. 2017). Indeed, a bidirectional rela-
tionship exists between nicotine and stress; stress and per-
ceived stress are predictors of nicotine use (Leventhal et al.
2017), and nicotine use relieves stress (Gilbert et al. 1989). In

rats, footshock stress 24 h before place conditioning enhanced
nicotine reward (Brielmaier et al. 2011), and the pharmaco-
logical stressor yohimbine immediately enhanced nicotine re-
inforcement and motivation to self-administer IV nicotine in
male and female rats (Li et al. 2014). Nicotine can also func-
tion as a stressor, as it dose-dependently increases corticoste-
rone (CORT) levels (Porcu et al. 2003), a glucocorticoid re-
leased as part of the stress response. Thus, it is important to
investigate the long-lasting effects of individual and combined
adolescent high-dose nicotine and stress exposure. While one
study found that adolescent nicotine and the combination of
restraint stress and social instability stress in mice resulted in a
blunted stress response to restraint stress in adulthood, the
abstinence period was only 5 days (Holliday et al. 2019). To
date, no studies have assessed the long-lasting effects of ado-
lescent systemic high-dose nicotine and stressor exposure
followed by a period of prolonged abstinence. As well as
capturing any lingering impact of these exposures, this may
also serve as a model for adolescent experimentation with e-
cigarettes that provide high nicotine serum levels, followed by
a period of cessation before re-initiation in adulthood.
Therefore, the present study assessed the long-lasting effect
of adolescent nicotine and/or shock experience on adult nico-
tine IV self-administration, anxiety-like behaviour in a drug-
free state, and CORT response to adult nicotine and
footshock.

Methods

Subjects

Male Sprague-Dawley rats (Charles River Lab, St. Constant,
Quebec, Canada) arrived at the facility on P22 and were pair
housed in opaque standard plastic cages. Unless otherwise
specified, rats were maintained at ~ 90% of free-feeding body
weight (Envigo, Madison, Wisconsin, Rodent Diet, 18% pro-
tein) according to the standardized growth chart for this strain
provided by Charles River Lab (Envigo, Madison,Wisconsin,
Rodent Diet, 18% protein). Water was available ad libitum
throughout the experiment. The colony was on a 12:12 light-
dark cycle (lights on at 8 a.m.) and maintained at 21 °C. All
animal procedures were approved by the Animal Care
Committee of the University of Guelph and adhere to the
guidelines set forth by the Canadian Council of Animal Care.

Drug preparation

For adolescent preexposure and adult acute testing, nicotine
ditartrate dihydrate (Fisher Scientific, Ottawa, ON, CAN) was
dissolved in 0.9% saline at a concentration of 1 mg base/ml for
subcutaneous SC injections (1 ml/kg) during adolescence
(P28-56) (Matta et al. 2007). For adult IV self-administration,
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the nicotine concentration was 0.03 mg base/kg per 0.04 ml/s
IV infusion across the average rat weights (Charntikov et al.
2020). Precision infusion pumps automatically adjusted the
duration of the infusion for each rat’s individual weight on a
given day to keep dosage consistent. All nicotine used was
adjusted to a pH of 7.0–7.2 using NaOH and was prepared
fresh weekly.

Surgery

Following adolescent preexposure procedures, a subset of
adult rats (P60) was administered carprofen (5 mg/kg), anaes-
thetized using isoflurane, and implanted with a jugular cathe-
ter. The silastic catheter (RJVR-40; SAI, Lake Villa, IL, USA)
was secured into the right jugular vein; the other end was
threaded subcutaneously over the shoulder and attached to a
back-mount cannula (313-000BM-20-5up/spc; PlasticsOne,
Anjou, QC, Canada) exiting between the shoulder blades.
Tethers in the operant boxes were attached to the rat via the
cannula. Rats recovered for 7 days and receive carprofen (5
mg/kg) for 3 days during recovery. Rats were flushed daily
with 0.1 ml of flushing solution [heparin (30 U/ml)/baytril (5
mg/ml)/saline (0.9% sterile)] and were single housed from
surgery onward. Catheter patency was confirmed by infusing
0.05 ml of a 10% dilution of ketamine/xylazine at the end of
the experiment (85:15). Only rats with patent catheters at the
end of the experiment were included in the analyses. All sur-
gical drugs were provided by the Ontario Veterinary College.

Apparatus

Adolescent preexposure

For adolescent nicotine and shock preexposure, rats were test-
ed in 8 standard conditioning chambers (Coulbourn
Intruments, Allentown, Pennsylvania, USA) enclosed in
sound- and light-attenuating cubicles fitted with ventilation
fans to reduce external noise. The chamber’s (30.5 × 25.4 ×
33 cm; l × w × h) two side walls and ceiling were made of
aluminum and the front and back were constructed from clear
polycarbonate. An electrified grid floor was programmed to
deliver 8 random presentations of 0.5 s 0.8 mA footshock. No
other chamber-specific stimuli were present during these
sessions.

Adult IV nicotine self-administration

For adult nicotine self-administration, rats were tested in 10
standard conditioning chambers (Med-Associates, Georgia,
VT, USA) enclosed in sound- and light-attenuating cubicles
fitted with ventilation fans to reduce external noise. The cham-
ber’s (30.5 × 24.1 × 21 cm; l × w × h) two side walls were
made of aluminum and the front, back, and ceiling were

constructed from clear polycarbonate. Located centrally on
the right wall was a recessed liquid dipper with retractable
levers on either side, and a house light was located at the top
of the opposite aluminum wall. Levers were set such that 147
nN of force was required for a successful lever press to be
recorded. A white cue light (2.54 cm dia; 28 V, 100 mA)
was centered 7 cm above each lever. Outside of each cubicle,
a motor-driven syringe pump set to a rate of 0.04 ml/s (adjust-
ed for weight) and fitted with a syringe infused nicotine via
PE50 Tygon tubing attached to a liquid swivel and strung
through a metal tether that could be connected to the catheter.

Open-field test

Anxiety-like behaviour was assessed using a novel open field
test (OFT) in a drug-free state using two black opaque open-
top chambers (100 × 100 × 30 cm; l × w × h). The floor of the
maze was subdivided into 16 equivalent squares. The inner 4
squares constituted the center of the maze, and the external 12
the periphery. Total distance travelled (cm) was recorded
along with the percent time spent in the center of the OFT,
calculated as follows: (time spent in center/time spent in pe-
riphery)*100. Behaviour was automatically recorded using
Ethovision (Noldus, Netherlands).

Procedure

Adolescent preexposure

Rats received an injection 5 min prior to onset of each daily
20 min session in their assigned conditioning chamber from
P28-P56. Saline control rats (SALPRE) received 1 ml/kg sa-
line, SC, every day (28 total injections) with no in-session
stimuli. Nicotine-preexposed (NICPRE) rats received alternat-
ing injections of 1 mg/kg nicotine or saline, SC (14 nicotine
and 14 saline injections), and no in-session stimuli. Footshock
stressor–preexposed rats (SHOCKPRE) received saline every
day and 8 random presentations of footshock (0.8 mA; 0.5 s)
in the operant chamber every other session (14 total sessions
with shock). Two groups experienced the combination of both
nicotine and shock. Concurrent nicotine and shock rats (NIC+
SHOCK) received their nicotine injections and shock expo-
sure co-occurring in the same sessions; intermixed sessions
involved saline injections and no in-session stimuli. Thus, this
group received a stressor every other day throughout adoles-
cence. Non-concurrent nicotine and shock rats (NIC–
SHOCK) received the same number of nicotine injections
and shock exposures in the chamber, but on alternating days;
these stimuli were never experienced together to assess the
effects of the same amount of nicotine and shock as the
NIC+SHOCK group, but never at the same time. Thus, this
group received a stressor every day throughout adolescence.
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IV self-administration

A subset of rats began intravenous self-administration (IVSA)
on P70 (SALPRE: n=6; SHOCKPRE: n=7; NICPRE: n=7;
NIC+SHOCK: n=8; NIC–SHOCK: n=9). Active and inactive
levers were counterbalanced across chambers and group as-
signment, and there was no lever pretraining. The first phase
of self-administration was fixed ratio 1 (FR1). On this sched-
ule, a single press of the active lever resulted in a 0.03 mg/kg
infusion of nicotine, and initiated a 20-s time out during which
both levers were retracted, the cue light above the active lever
was illuminated, and the house light was turned off (Caggiula
et al. 2002). Inactive lever presses were not reinforced but
were recorded. After 16 1-h sessions on FR1, the schedule
was shifted to fixed interval 1 min (FI1). On this schedule, a
single active lever press was only reinforced at the termination
of a 1-min interval. Infusion and time-out stimuli were iden-
tical to FR1. This schedule was selected to remove the con-
straint of a fixed number of presses per reinforcement in order
to allow for more behavioural variability (McClure et al.
2014). After 16 1-h sessions on FI1, the schedule was shifted
to progressive ratio (PR) with a gradual increase in the number
of presses necessary to deliver each successive infusion (i.e.,
1, 2, 3, 4, etc.) for 4 sessions. Finally, rats underwent extinc-
tion training with no drug or light stimulus presentations for 6
sessions. The active and inactive levers retracted according to
the FR1 schedule.

Open-field test

On P71, a second subset of rats (n=18 per group) was placed
on the outer edge of one of two black opaque mazes in a drug-
free state and allowed to freely move around the apparatus for
10 min to assess behavioural reactivity to a novel OFT. Maze
assignment was counterbalanced across groups.

Blood collection and immunoassay

Stress reactivity was assessed the day after the novel OFT.
Blood samples (300 μl) were collected in microvette tubes
(Clotting activator, VWR, Radnor, PA) from the saphenous
vein immediately before and 15min after stressor presentation
(1.0 mg/kg nicotine, SC, or 4 presentations of 0.8 mA; 0.5 s,
footshock in 2 min). Samples (n=9 per adolescent treatment
group) were centrifuged (10,000g × 5 min) 1 h after collec-
tion, and serum was collected and stored at – 80 °C until
processing. A Corticosterone Paramater Enzyme Assay Kit
was used (KGE009; R&D Systems; Minneapolis, MN) in
duplicate to quantify concentrations of CORT. The concentra-
tion of CORT was calculated corresponding to the mean ab-
sorbance from the standard curve. Optical density was deter-
mined at 450 nm after 10 min using the EL800 Universal
Microplate Reader and KC Junior software package

(BioTek, Winooski, VT). Intra-assay CV values were below
10% (average was 7.81), and the inter-assay CV was below
15% (13.80 for standard 1 and 7; 14.23 for all standards
together).

Statistical analysis

IV self-administration

A mixed-model repeated-measures analysis of variance
(ANOVA) was performed for each schedule of reinforcement
and assessed the between-subjects factor of Group (5 levels of
adolescent preexposure) by the within-subjects factor of ses-
sion (16; 16; 4; 6 sessions) and included the following con-
currently collected within-subjects measures: Total Infusions,
Active Lever Presses, Inactive Lever Presses. Lever discrim-
ination within each group was assessed using a repeated-
measures ANOVA that compared lever type (2 levels) across
session (16; 16; 4; 6 sessions) for each group at each schedule
of reinforcement. Significant interactions were followed by
post hoc Fisher’s LSD comparisons.

Open-field test

A one-way ANOVA comparing the between subjects effect of
Group (5 levels of adolescent preexposure) on total distance
travelled (cm) and on percent time spent in the center was
used.

Corticosterone

Hormone reactivity measured via CORT levels was assessed
using a three-way mixed-factor repeated-measures ANOVA
comparing the within-subjects factor Timepoint (Pre- vs. Post-
stressor) across the between subjects’ factors of Group (5
levels of adolescent preexposure), and Stressor (Nicotine vs.
Shock). Significant interactions were followed by planned
post hoc Fisher’s LSD comparisons.

Results

Total infusions

Fixed ratio 1

For the FR1 phase, all rats increased the number of Total
Infusions across Sessions, regardless of Group, with NIC+
SHOCK rats earning more infusions compared to NICPRE,
SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE and no difference between NIC+
SHOCK and NIC–SHOCK (Fig. 1A). There was a significant
main effect of Session (F15,480=8.876, p<.001, ηp

2=.217), a
main effect of Group (F4,32=3.345, p=.021, ηp

2=.295), and no
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significant Session by Group interaction (F60,480=44.704,
p=.065, ηp

2=.141). Post hoc analyses of the main effect of
Group revealed that NIC+SHOCK took significantly more
infusions compared to NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and
SALPRE. NIC–SHOCK took significantly more total infu-
sions compared to NICPRE and SHOCKPRE, but the differ-
ence from SALPRE did not quite reach statistical significance
(p=.056). NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE controls did
not differ from one another.

Fixed interval 1

For the FI1 phase, all rats increased Total Infusions across
Sessions, regardless of Group (Fig. 1A). There was a

significant main effect of Session (F15,480=11.932, p<.001,
ηp

2=.272), but no main effect of Group (F4,32=2.564,
p=.057, ηp

2=.243), and no significant Session by Group inter-
action (F60,480=1.066, p=.352, ηp

2=.118).

Progressive ratio

For the PR phase, NIC+SHOCK and NIC–SHOCK rats had a
higher breakpoint than NICPRE and SHOCKPRE but not
SALPRE (Fig. 1A). There was no main effect of Session
(F3,96=0.746, p=.527, ηp

2=.023), but there was a main effect
of Group (F4,32=3.899, p=.011, ηp

2=.328), though no signifi-
cant Session by Group interaction (F12,96=0.770, p=.680,
ηp

2=.088). Post hoc analyses of the main effect of Group
revealed that NIC+SHOCK rats had a significantly higher
breakpoint compared to NICPRE and SHOCKPRE, but not
SALPRE. NIC–SHOCK had a significantly higher breakpoint
than NICPRE and SHOCKPRE, but not SALPRE. NICPRE,
SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE controls did not differ from one
another.

Extinction

For the extinction phase, though total infusions decreased
across Sessions regardless of Group, NIC+SHOCK rats
earned more potential infusions than NICPRE and NIC–
SHOCK earned more than both NICPRE and SHOCKPRE,
but not SALPRE (Fig. 1A). There was a main effect of
Session (F5,160=15.396, p<.001, ηp

2=.325), a main effect of
Group (F4,32=2.895, p=.038, ηp

2=.266), and no Session by
Group interaction (F20,160=0.758, p=.760, ηp

2=.087). Post
hoc analyses of the main effect of Group revealed that NIC+
SHOCK maintained higher infusions than NICPRE. NIC–
SHOCK was higher than NICPRE and SHOCKPRE, but
not SALPRE. NICPRE, SHOCKPRE but not SALPRE con-
trols did not differ from one another.

Summary

During acquisition (FR1), rats with a history of simul-
taneous combination adolescent nicotine and footshock
preexposure (NIC+SHOCK) showed enhanced nicotine
consumption compared to nicotine, shock, and saline
controls. On FI1 there were no between-group differ-
ences. On PR both of the combination nicotine and
shock groups showed enhanced nicotine consumption
compared to shock or nicotine control rats, but not sa-
line control rats. During extinction, NIC–SHOCK rats
earned more potential infusions compared to nicotine,
shock, and saline controls.
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Fig. 1 Effect of adolescent preexposure on (A) Total infusions (mean ±
SEM), (B) Active lever presses (mean ± SEM), and (C) Inactive lever
presses (mean ± SEM) during adult nicotine self-administration on FR1,
FI1, PR, and EXT schedules of reinforcement. $ indicates a main effect of
Group (p<.05), representing a significant difference between one of the
combination groups (NIC+SHOCK, NIC–SHOCK) and at least one or all
of the control groups (NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, SALPRE). SALPRE n=6;
SHOCKPRE n=7; NICPRE n=7; NIC+SHOCK n=8; NIC–SHOCK n=9.
Significant between-group post hoc comparisons can be found detailed in
the “Inactive lever presses” section
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Active lever presses

Fixed ratio 1

For the FR1 phase, rats increased the number of active lever
presses across Session regardless of Group, and NIC+
SHOCK rats made more drug-seeking responses compared
to NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE (Fig. 1B). There
was a significant main effect of Session for Active Lever
Presses (F15,480=8.341, p<.001, ηp

2=.207), a main effect of
Group (F4,32=3.113, p=.028, ηp

2=.280), but no significant
Session by Group interaction (F60,480=1.301, p=.073,
ηp

2=.140). Post hoc analyses of the main effect of Group
revealed that NIC+SHOCK made significantly more active
lever presses than NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE.
NIC–SHOCK also had significantly more active lever presses
than NICPRE and SHOCKPRE, and the difference from
SALPRE did not quite reach statistical significance
(p=.053). NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE controls did
not differ from one another.

Fixed interval 1

For the FI1 phase, all rats increased active lever presses across
Sessions regardless of Group (Fig. 1B). There was a signifi-
cant main effect of Session (F15,480=6.285, p<.001, ηp

2=.164),
but no main effect of Group (F4,32=1.529, p=.217, ηp

2=.160),
and no significant Session by Group interaction
(F60,480=1.108, p=.278, ηp

2=.122).

Progressive ratio

For the PR phase, NIC+SHOCK and NIC–SHOCK rats made
more active lever presses than NICPRE and SHOCKPRE but
not SALPRE (Fig. 1B). There was no main effect of Session
(F3,96=0.717, p=.544, ηp

2=.022), a main effect of Group
(F4,32=3.303, p=.023, ηp

2=.292), and no significant Session
by Group interaction (F12,96=0.806, p=.643, ηp

2=.092). Post
hoc analyses revealed that NIC+SHOCK made significantly
more active lever presses compared to NICPRE and
SHOCKPRE but not SALPRE. NIC–SHOCK made more ac-
tive lever presses compared to NICPRE and SHOCKPRE but
not SALPRE. NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE controls
did not differ from one another.

Extinction

During the extinction phase, active lever pressing decreased
regardless of Group, and NIC–SHOCK rats engaged in more
drug-seeking compared to NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and
SALPRE (Fig. 1B). There was a main effect of Session
(F5,160=10.548, p<.001, ηp

2=.248), a main effect of Group
(F4,32=2.872, p=.039, ηp

2=.264), and no Session by Group

effect (F20,160=1.438, p=.112, ηp
2=.152). Post hoc analyses

of the main effect of Group revealed NIC–SHOCK rats made
significantly more active lever presses compared to NICPRE,
SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE. NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and
SALPRE controls did not differ from one another.

Summary

During acquisition (FR1), rats with a history of simultaneous
combination adolescent nicotine and footshock preexposure
(NIC+SHOCK) had enhanced nicotine-seeking behaviour
compared to nicotine, shock, and saline controls. On FI1 there
were no between-group differences. On PR, both of the com-
bination nicotine and shock groups showed enhanced nicotine
consumption compared to shock or nicotine control rats, but
not saline control rats. During extinction, NIC–SHOCK rats
made more nicotine-seeking responses compared to nicotine,
shock, and saline controls.

Inactive lever presses

Fixed ratio 1

During the FR1 phase, NIC–SHOCK rats made more inactive
lever presses compared to all other groups (Fig. 1C). There
was a significant main effect of Session for Inactive Lever
Presses (F15,480=1.716, p=.045, ηp

2=.051), a main effect of
Group (F4,32=4.572, p=.005, ηp

2=.364), and no significant
Session by Group interaction (F60,480=0.772, p=.892,
ηp

2=.088). Post hoc analyses of the main effect of Group
revealed that NIC–SHOCK made significantly more inactive
lever presses compared to all other groups (NIC+SHOCK,
NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, SALPRE). NICPRE, SHOCKPRE,
and SALPRE controls did not differ from one another.

Fixed interval 1

During the FI1 phase, all rats increased inactive lever pressing
across Sessions regardless of Group (Fig. 1c). There was a
significant main effect of Session (F15,480=1.723, p=.043,
ηp

2=.051), no main effect of Group (F4,32=0.573, p=.684,
ηp

2=.067), and no significant Session by Group interaction
(F60,480=0.594, p=.993, ηp

2=.069).

Progressive ratio

During the PR phase, inactive lever presses did not differ (Fig.
1C). There was no main effect of Session (F3,96=0.062,
p=.979, ηp

2=.002), no main effect of Group (F4,32=1.560,
p=.209, ηp

2=.163), and no significant Session by Group inter-
action (F3,96=0.926, p=.525, ηp

2=.104).
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Extinction

During the extinction phase, though inactive lever pressing
decreased across Sessions regardless of Group, NIC+
SHOCK and NIC–SHOCK rats continued making more inac-
tive lever presses compared to NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and
SALPRE (Fig. 1C). There was a main effect of Session
(F5,160=3.099, p=.011, ηp

2=.088), a main effect of Group
(F4,32=2.733, p=.046, ηp

2=.255), and no Session by Group
effect (F20,160=0.518, p=.956, ηp

2=.061). Post hoc analyses
of the main effect of Group revealed that NIC+SHOCK and
NIC–SHOCK rats made more inactive lever presses com-
pared to NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE controls.
NICPRE, SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE controls did not differ
from one another.

Summary

During acquisition (FR1), rats with a history of alternating
adolescent nicotine and footshock preexposure (NIC–
SHOCK) had increased non-reinforced responses compared
to all other groups. There were no group differences on FI1 or
on PR. During extinction sessions, both adolescent combina-
tion nicotine and shock groups showed increased non-
reinforced responses compared to nicotine, shock, and saline
controls.

Lever discrimination

SALPRE active vs. inactive

SALPRE rats learned to discriminate between active and in-
active levers, maintained discrimination across every schedule
of reinforcement, and extinguished drug-seeking behaviour
when nicotine became unavailable (Fig. 2A). During FR1,
there was a main effect of Session (F15,150=4.235, p<.001,
ηp

2=.298), a main effect of Lever (F1,10= 5.070, p=.048,
ηp

2=.336), and a significant Session by Lever type interaction
(F15,150= 1.785, p=.042, ηp

2=.151). Post hoc analyses on the
interaction revealed significantly more active lever presses
compared to inactive on sessions 7, 9, and 11–16. On FI1, rats
continued to discriminate between active and inactive levers.
There was a main effect of Session (F15,150= 3.299, p<.001,
ηp

2=.248), a main effect of Lever (F1,10= 8.186, p=.017,
ηp

2=.450), but no significant Session by Lever type interaction
(F15,150=1.551, p=.094, ηp

2=.134). Post hoc analyses of the
main effect of Lever revealed significantly more active lever
presses compared to inactive. On PR, rats continued to press
more on the active than inactive lever. There was no effect of
Session (F3,30=0.432, p=.732, ηp

2=.041), there was a main
effect of Lever type (F1,10=5.063, p=.048, ηp

2=.336), but no
Session by Lever type interaction (F3,30=0.612, p=.613,
ηp

2=.058). During extinction, rats gradually decreased active

lever pressing to the level of inactive lever pressing. There was
a main effect of Session (F5,50=6.745, p<.001, ηp

2=.403), no
main effect of Lever type (F1,10=4.717, p=.055, ηp

2=.321),
and a significant Session by Lever type interaction
(F5,50=2.891, p=.023, ηp

2=.224). Post hoc analyses on the
interaction revealed that active lever presses were significantly
higher than inactive lever presses on the first 2 extinction
sessions.
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SHOCKPRE active vs. inactive

SHOCKPRE rats did not significantly discriminate between
active and inactive levers across training except on the first 2
extinction sessions when drug became unavailable (Fig. 2B).
During FR1, there was no effect of Session (F15,180=0.980,
p=.478, ηp

2=.076), no effect of Lever (F1,12=1.838, p=.200,
ηp

2=.133) , and no Sess ion by Lever interact ion
(F15,180=0.938, p=.524, ηp

2=.072). On FI1, rats increased
pressing regardless of lever. There was a main effect of
Session (F15,180= 1.296, p=.208, ηp

2=.098), but no effect of
Lever (F1,12=4.374, p=.058, ηp

2=.267), or significant Session
by Lever interaction (F15,180=0.510, p=.933, ηp

2=.041).
Similarly, on PR, rats increased responding over sessions re-
gardless of lever. There was a main effect of Session (F3,36=
3.895, p=.017, ηp

2=.245), but no effect of Lever (F1,12=4.689,
p=.051, ηp

2=.281), or Session by Group interaction
(F3,36=2.368, p=.087, ηp

2=.165). During extinction, rats dem-
onstrated an ability to discriminate between levers that de-
clined across sessions. There was a main effect of Session
(F5,60=3.190, p=.013, ηp

2=.210), a main effect of Lever type
(F1,12=6.338, p=.027, ηp

2=.346), and a significant Session by
Lever type interaction (F5,60=2.960, p=.019, ηp

2=.198). Post
hoc analyses on the interaction revealed that active lever
presses were significantly higher than inactive on the first 2
sessions.

NICPRE active vs. inactive

NICPRE rats learned to discriminate between active and inac-
tive levers, maintained discrimination when an interval sched-
ule was implemented, did not show enhanced motivation to
obtain nicotine on PR, and did not extinguish drug-seeking
when drugwas made unavailable (Fig. 2C). During FR1, there
was a main effect of Session (F15,180=5.451, p<.001,
ηp

2=.312), no main effect of Lever (F1,12=2.574, p=.135,
ηp

2=.177), and a significant Session by Lever interaction
(F15,180= 1.843, p=.032, ηp

2=.133). Post hoc analyses on the
interaction revealed significantly greater active vs. inactive
lever presses on sessions 11 and 13–16. During FI1, there
was a main effect of Session (F15,180=2.419, p=.003,
ηp

2=.168), no main effect of Lever (F1,12= 4.263, p=.061,
ηp

2=.262), and a significant Session by Lever type interaction
(F15,180= 2.078, p=.013, ηp

2=.148). Post hoc analyses on the
interaction revealed that active lever presses were significantly
higher than inactive on all sessions. During PR, rats did not
significantly discriminate between active and inactive levers.
There was no main effect of Session (F3,36=.873, p=.464,
ηp

2=.068), no main effect of Lever (F1,12=3.032, p=.107,
ηp

2=.202), and no significant Session by Lever interaction
(F3,36= 0.790, p=.507, ηp

2=.062). During extinction, rats
made significantly more active lever presses than inactive.
There was no effect of Session (F5,60=1.339, p=.260,

ηp
2=.100), a main effect of Lever (F1,12=5.614, p=.035,

ηp
2=.319), and no significant Session by Lever interaction

(F5,60=0.633, p=.675, ηp
2=.050).

NIC+SHOCK active vs. inactive

NIC+SHOCK rats learned to discriminate on the very first
session, maintained a significant discrimination for the entire-
ty of the experiment, and did not extinguish drug-seeking
when nicotine was made unavailable (Fig. 2D). During FR1,
there was a main effect of Session (F15,210=2.543, p=.002,
ηp

2=.154), a main effect of Lever (F1,14=12.220, p=.004,
ηp

2=.466), and no significant Session by Lever interaction
(F15,210=1.577, p=.082, ηp

2=.101). Active lever presses were
significantly higher than inactive lever presses. During FI1,
rats maintained a significant discrimination between active
and inactive levers. There was a main effect of Session
(F15,210=1.570, p=.084, ηp

2=.101), a main effect of Lever
(F1,14= 41.273, p<.001, ηp

2=.747), and no significant
Session by Lever interaction (F15,210= 1.284, p=.214,
ηp

2=.084). Active lever pressing was significantly higher than
inactive lever pressing. During PR, rats again maintained
higher active than inactive lever pressing. There was no main
effect of Session (F3,42=1.254, p=.302, ηp

2=.082), a main ef-
fect of Lever type (F1,14=29.923, p<.001, ηp

2=.681), and no
significant Session by Lever type interaction (F3,42=0.296,
p=.828, ηp

2=.021). Active lever presses are significantly
higher than inactive. During extinction, rats significantly dis-
criminated between active and inactive levers and did not
extinguish this drug-seeking behaviour. There was a main
effect of Session (F5,70=4.085, p=.003, ηp

2=.226), a main ef-
fect of Lever (F1,14=10.753, p=.005, ηp

2=.434), and no signif-
icant Session by Lever interaction (F5,70=1.619, p=166,
ηp

2=.104).

NIC–SHOCK active vs. inactive

NIC–SHOCK rats did not learn to significantly discriminate
between active and inactive levers during FR1, significantly
discriminated when the interval schedule was implemented
(FI1) and during PR, and successfully extinguished drug-
seeking when nicotine became unavailable (Fig. 2E). During
FR1, rats did not significantly discriminate between active and
inactive levers. There was no effect of Session (F15,240=1.378,
p=.158, ηp

2=.079), Lever (F1,16=0.787, p=.388, ηp
2=.047), or

Session by Lever interaction (F15,240=0.764, p=.716,
ηp

2=.046). On FI1, rats significantly discriminated between
active and inactive levers and increased responding over ses-
sions. There was a main effect of Session (F15, 240= 2.652,
p=.001, ηp

2=.142), Lever (F1,16= 7.042, p=.017, ηp
2=.306),

and a s igni f i can t Sess ion by Lever in te rac t ion
(F15,240=2.595, p=.001, ηp

2=.140). Post hoc analyses on the
interaction revealed that active lever pressing was
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significantly higher than inactive on all sessions. On PR, rats
significantly discriminated between active and inactive levers.
There was no effect of Session (F3,48=0.451, p=.718,
ηp

2=.027), a main effect of Lever (F1,16=9.257, p=.008,
ηp

2=.367), and no significant Session by Lever interaction
(F3,48=0.353, p=.787, ηp

2=.022). During extinction, rats grad-
ually decreased active lever pressing to the level of inactive
across sessions. There was a main effect of Session
(F5,80=5.895, p<.001, ηp

2=.269), Lever (F1,16=8.072,
p=.012, ηp

2=.335), and a significant Session by Lever inter-
action (F5,80=3.858, p=.003, ηp

2=.194). Post hoc analyses on
the interaction revealed that active lever presses were signifi-
cantly higher than inactive on the first 2 sessions.

Summary

During acquisition (FR1), all groups learned to significantly
discriminate between active and inactive levers except for
SHOCKPRE and NIC–SHOCK. During FI1, all groups main-
tain significant discrimination between active and inactive le-
vers, except SHOCKPRE. All groups also maintain discrimi-
nation on PR except SHOCKPRE. All groups learn to extin-
guish their drug-seeking responses across 7 sessions, except
NICPRE and NIC+SHOCK rats that persisted in drug-seeking
to a degree that still produced significant differences between
active and inactive levers. SHOCKPRE rats significantly dis-
criminated on the first two extinction sessions for the first
time.

Open-field test

Total distance travelled

Adolescent exposure groups did not differ on novelty-induced
locomotion in a drug-free state in adulthood (Fig. 3A). There
were no significant differences in total distance travelled (cm)
(F4,91=2.315, p=.064, ηp

2=.096).

Percent time spent in center

Adolescent exposure groups did not differ on baseline
anxiety-like behaviour in a drug-free state (Fig. 3B). There
were no significant differences in the percent time spent in
the center of the OFT (F4,91=0.289, p=.884, ηp

2=.013).

Summary

There were no differences among adolescent preexposure
groups in anxiety-like behaviour.

Corticosterone quantification

Baseline CORT

Adolescent nicotine, shock, or the combination of nicotine
and shock exposure did not alter baseline CORT levels in
adulthood (Fig. 3C). All rats in the experiment did not differ
on baseline CORT levels across adolescent exposure group
(F9,82=0.978, p=.465, ηp

2=.097). Further, rats that received
nicotine as their stressor in adulthood did not differ from rats
that received shock as their stressor in adulthood on their
baseline CORT levels (F1,90=0.523, p=.471, ηp

2=.006).

CORT levels in response to adult nicotine and shock
across groups

There was no effect of adolescent preexposure (Group) on
stress response to nicotine or shock; however, nicotine in-
creased CORT release significantly more than shock (Fig.
4). There was a main effect of Timepoint (F1,82=272.491,
p<.001, ηp

2=.769), and a main effect of Stressor
(F1,82=22.995, p<.001, ηp

2=.219), but no main effect of
Group (F4,82=1.024, p=.400, ηp

2= .048). There was a signifi-
cant Timepoint by Stressor interaction (F1,82 =93.524, p<.001,
ηp

2= .533), but no significant Timepoint by Group interaction
(F4,82=1.074, p=.375, ηp

2=.050). Post hoc analyses reveal that
though both nicotine and footshock enhanced CORT levels,
nicotine increased CORT levels significantly more than
footshock.

Summary

Adult rats preexposed to adolescent nicotine and/or footshock
exposure did not differ on baseline CORT levels or the mag-
nitude of CORT response to nicotine or footshock stress. Both
nicotine (1 mg/kg/SC) and footshock (2 min session; 4 × 0.5
s;0.8 mA) significantly increased CORT levels in all groups
15 min following stress exposure, though nicotine increased
CORT levels significantly more than footshock stress.

Discussion

The synergistic effects of adolescent nicotine and footshock
exposure enhanced acquisition of spontaneous adult nicotine
IVSA and drug-seeking relative to either of these adolescent
experiences independently. This effect occurred without a
concomitant enhancement of adult anxiety-like behaviour in
a drug-free state or altered CORT responsivity to nicotine or
footshock exposure. Receiving alternating sessions of expo-
sure to high-dose nicotine or footshock alone throughout ad-
olescence did not significantly alter adult nicotine IVSA,
anxiety-like behaviour, or CORT responsivity.
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To summarize our discrimination findings, during FR1,
saline-preexposed (SALPRE) and nicotine-preexposed

(NICPRE) control rats learned over time to discriminate be-
tween active and inactive levers. In the first sessions, active
and inactive lever pressing did not differ for these rats, but as
the FR1 sessions progressed, they learned to make significant-
ly more active than inactive lever presses. Rats receiving con-
current nicotine and shock (NIC+SHOCK) also significantly
discriminated between active and inactive levers; however,
this discrimination was present from the very first session.
This could be due to an increased perceptibility of nicotine
in these rats, or enhanced learning for this task. Though rats
with alternating nicotine and shock sessions (NIC–SHOCK)
took more infusions during FR1 compared to shock and nic-
otine controls, they did not significantly discriminate between
the two levers. This could be due to overall increased non-
specific behavioural excitability evidenced by enhanced non-
reinforced inactive lever pressing compared to all groups,
which has been previously reported with nicotine IVSA
(Cole et al. 2019; Renda et al. 2020). The pharmacological
stressor yohimbine has also been shown to similarly enhance
the reinforcing properties of nicotine while also increasing
inactive lever pressing (Li et al. 2014); thus, it is also possible
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that the increase in inactive lever pressing seen in NIC–
SHOCK rats during FR1 was stress-induced. Finally, the
shock-preexposed (SHOCKPRE) control group did not learn
to significantly discriminate between active and inactive le-
vers. When a 1-min delay was implemented during FI1, all
rats successfully learned to discriminate between active and
inactive levers except for SHOCKPRE rats again. When the
schedule was shifted to PR, which requires more responses for
each successive infusion, SHOCKPRE (and NICPRE) rats
still failed to discriminate levers. Finally, when nicotine was
made unavailable during extinction, SHOCKPRE rats do sig-
nificantly discriminate on the first two sessions and then suc-
cessfully extinguish their drug-seeking behaviour—evidence
that SHOCKPRE rats may have learned the contingency
throughout self-administration and that non-reinforcement
caused an extinction burst (Pushparaj et al. 2012). It may be
that the SHOCKPRE rats had increased sensitivity to the re-
inforcing effects of nicotine and thus required less nicotine to
achieve optimal nicotine titration, resulting in the lack of dif-
ference between active and inactive lever pressing. It is also
possible that these rats had increased sensitivity to the aversive
effects of nicotine and were therefore less likely to self-
administer; however, our enthusiasm for that explanation is
diminished by their increased seeking response during extinc-
tion, showing they were motivated for the drug. SALPRE and
NIC–SHOCK rats also show a similar pattern of extinction;
they discriminate on the first two sessions, and then extinguish
their drug-seeking. Interestingly, both NICPRE and NIC+
SHOCK rats did not technically extinguish this drug-seeking.
In contrast to the other three groups, these rats continued to
make significantly more active than inactive lever presses
throughout all extinction sessions, meaning that more extinc-
tion training would have been required to eventually reduce
their active lever pressing.

During adult spontaneous acquisition of nicotine IVSA on
an FR1 schedule of reinforcement, rats exposed to concurrent
nicotine and shock every other day (NIC+SHOCK) showed
enhanced adult nicotine IVSA and increased inactive lever
pressing during extinction compared to shock-preexposed
(SHOCKPRE), nicotine-preexposed (NICPRE), and saline
control rats (SALPRE). Interestingly, rats with the same
amount of nicotine and footshock in adolescence, but never
simultaneously (NIC–SHOCK), also showed this enhance-
ment of nicotine self-administration and inactive lever press-
ing during extinction compared to shock and nicotine
controls—evidence that these two experiences did not have
to occur simultaneously in order to exert their synergistic
effects.

Rats that received nicotine and footshock never co-
occurring (NIC–SHOCK), and thus received a stressor every
day throughout adolescence, also showed increased inactive
lever pressing during acquisition (FR1) compared to all
groups and enhanced drug-seeking during extinction when

nicotine became unavailable compared to NICPRE,
SHOCKPRE, and SALPRE controls. As mentioned earlier,
this increase in inactive lever pressing during FR1 and extinc-
tion may be indicative of non-specific behavioural activation
or impaired impulse control (Cole et al. 2019; Renda et al.
2020). Similarly, male and female adolescent (P33) rats
showed an increase in inactive lever pressing on a PR sched-
ule when the pharmacological stressor yohimbine was admin-
istered (0, 0.3, 0.6 mg/kg yohimbine, IP) (Li et al. 2014); thus,
these increases in inactive lever pressing observed when nic-
otine became unavailable during extinction may be stress-in-
duced. This non-specific behavioural activation was specific
to the IVSA environment where drug and drug-paired cues
were present but was not evident in the novel OFTwhere drug
and drug-paired cues were never encountered.

The key difference between the two experimental groups is
that NIC+SHOCK rats received a stressor every other day,
whereas NIC–SHOCK rats experienced a stressor daily—
these differences in stressor exposure patterns may underlie
the greater behavioural activation and persistent drug-seeking
during extinction seen in the NIC–SHOCK compared to
NIC+SHOCK rats. Alternatively, nicotine has been shown
to have antinociceptive properties (Tripathi et al. 1982), and
stressors have been shown to potentiate the rewarding effects
of nicotine in adolescence (Pentkowski et al. 2011; Li et al.
2014; Zou et al. 2014). Taken together, it is possible that for
the NIC+SHOCK group, concurrent nicotine and shock expo-
sure resulted in nicotine exerting an antinociceptive effect on
the shock stressor, while the shock stressor is simultaneously
enhancing the rewarding value of the nicotine. This unique
experience in adolescence resulted in increased acquisition
of nicotine self-administration, increased motivation to obtain
nicotine compared to individual nicotine or shock
preexposure, without the additional increase in inactive lever
presses seen from NIC–SHOCK rats during FR1 or drug-
seeking during extinction.

Across FR1 training, responding in control rats approached
levels of the combined nicotine and shock–preexposed rats,
and there were no group differences once the 1-min delay was
implemented between each possible nicotine infusion (FI1).
All groups continued to increase nicotine consumption across
those sessions. Importantly, this finding indicates that nicotine
and footshock stress exposure in adolescence may predispose
individuals to acquire self-administration faster, but not nec-
essarily to take more nicotine in the long-term. However, dur-
ing PR, both of the nicotine and shock combination groups
worked harder to obtain nicotine compared to nicotine- or
shock-preexposed rats, and when drug availability stopped
during extinction, combination alternating adolescent nicotine
and shock–preexposed rats (NIC–SHOCK) persisted in drug-
seek to a greater extent than nicotine, shock, and saline con-
trols, indicating greater motivation for the drug despite having
similar intake levels during the previous phase. Furthermore,
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both combination adolescent nicotine and shock groups also
showed greater inactive lever pressing compared to controls
during extinction, and this could also be evidence of
extinction-evoked increases in response variability, and indic-
ative of greater levels of extinction-induced frustration (Amsel
1958; Dudley and Papini 1997; Neuringer et al. 2001;
Pushparaj et al. 2012).

Of note, none of the three control groups, nicotine
preexposure (NICPRE), shock preexposure (SHOCKPRE),
or no-nicotine/no-shock (SALPRE) ever differed from each
other on any of the dependent measures assessed herein. This
finding contrasts with some existing literature showing that
adolescent nicotine exposure increases adult nicotine self-
administration (Adriani et al. 2003; Cole et al. 2019;
Natividad et al. 2013). However, species (e.g., Cole et al.
2019) and strain (e.g., Natividad et al. 2013), as well as pro-
cedural differences in studies, may account for differences in
findings. Rats in the current study received 1 mg/kg SC nico-
tine or shock every other day throughout adolescence, where-
as studies that found increased nicotine IVSA used 0.4 mg/kg,
IP, once per day for 10 days from P34-43 (Adriani et al. 2003);
4.7 mg/kg/day for 14 days via mini osmotic pump beginning
on P32-34 (Natividad et al. 2013); and 3 mg/kg/day for 2
weeks (P33-35) or 6.3 mg/kg/day (P61-63) for 2 weeks via
osmotic minipumps (Cole et al. 2019). Therefore, the differ-
ences are a higher bolus dosage periodically throughout de-
velopment in our study that may be more reflective of human
teenage nicotine consumption compared to previous literature.
Furthermore, a recent study from our lab exposed rats starting
at the same age to the same number of injections, same route
of administration, and same dose as this current study but for
14 consecutive days during early adolescence (P28-41), in-
stead of every other day, and found a significant increase in
spontaneous adult nicotine IVSA under a FI1 schedule of
reinforcement at 0.02 mg/kg/infusion instead of the current
0.03 mg/kg/infusion (Renda et al. 2020). Those training con-
ditions were such that the saline-preexposed rats did not de-
velop reliable self-administration. It is possible that daily nic-
otine exposure, as opposed to intermittent or alternating expo-
sure, may have more profound of an effect during a critical
developmental stage. Such a finding also coincides with the
osmotic minipump literature described previously. The age
differences in adolescent nicotine exposure in the current
study compared to our previous work may also contribute to
the differential findings. In stark contrast however, one study
reported a reduction in adult nicotine self-administration fol-
lowing adolescent nicotine exposure of 3.2 mg/kg/day nico-
tine from P28-34 compared to drug-naïve rats (de la Peña et al.
2014); however, this was the only study that lever trained rats
for pellets prior to IVSA, and the reinforcer switch may have
been more disruptive to the nicotine-preexposed rats. Given
that control rats in the current study (SALPRE) can demon-
strate spontaneous adult nicotine IVSA at 0.03mg/kg/infusion

without pretraining, it may be preferential to avoid any con-
founding effects of training and non-drug reward. The present
study also only assessed the long-lasting impact of one dose of
nicotine in adolescence; thus, it cannot be determined whether
these behavioural effects observed were due to shifts in the
dose response, or a shift in the maximum response. Similarly,
the present study also only assessed the effect of short (0.5-s
duration) footshock presentations of a particular mA (0.8
mA). Assessing the effect of multiple nicotine doses as well
as footshock magnitudes would help further clarify factors
driving these behavioural responses in our particular species
and strain of investigation.

Interestingly, our study found that while rats with nicotine
and shock experience in adolescence show greater nicotine
self-administration as adults, they did not show greater
anxiety-like behaviour in the open field. This finding is in
contrast to some previous studies using the OFT. Decreased
time spent in the center of a novel OFT has been shown 1
month after adolescent (P28-42) nicotine exposure (2 mg/kg/
day via osmotic minipump for 15 days) (Smith et al. 2006).
Decreased exploratory activity in novel OFT has also been
shown 2–3 weeks after adolescent (P31-36) nicotine exposure
(5 days of 5.0 mg/kg/day via Nicoderm CQ patches)
(Slawecki 2003). Additionally, increased novelty-induced lo-
comotion in a place conditioning chamber is observed 5
weeks after adolescent (P34-43) nicotine exposure (0.4
mg/kg, IP, 10 days daily) (Adriani et al. 2006). Similar to
how nicotine or shock preexposure alone in the present study
was not able to enhance adult nicotine IVSA, we observed no
change in anxiety-like behaviour in adulthood. However,
those previous studies utilized nicotine preexposure methods
that resulted in consistent nicotine exposure for days at a time,
whereas the present study administered nicotine in a high-
dose bolus once every other day, a pattern that may be more
likely to be experienced by human adolescents. It is conceiv-
able that this difference in preexposure patterns may underlie
differences in adult novelty-induced locomotion and anxiety-
like behaviour.

The synergistic effects of experiencing nicotine and
footshock exposure in adolescence also altered adult IVSA
behaviour in nicotine intake and seeking without altering adult
stress responsivity to nicotine or footshock. CORT concentra-
tions across adolescent preexposure groups did not differ for
nicotine or shock exposure in adulthood, though both evoked
increased CORT post-stressor. The interaction between ado-
lescent stress (restraint stress and social instability stress) and
nicotine exposure has been shown to blunt adult CORT re-
sponse to restraint stress in adulthood (Holliday et al. 2019);
however, this is a social stressor in combination with a high
consistent dose of nicotine—these differences in exposure
type may underlie differences in long-term effects. Evidence
for cross-sensitization to shock or nicotine following the op-
posite preexposure exists (Cam et al. 1984); however, their
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preexposure period was twice as long with a different dose of
nicotine.

We show here that intermittent adolescent nicotine and
footshock stress exposure function synergistically to enhance
vulnerability to adult nicotine consumption and nicotine-
seeking during unavailability without altering baseline anxiety
or stress responsivity. Such a finding is relevant for under-
standing the long-term impact of such adolescent experiences.
The current rates of teenage nicotine vaping are extremely
high and continue to rise yearly with each set of updated
statistics. In 2019, about 12% of 12th graders self-reported
vaping nicotine daily, with approximately a quarter of them
reporting use in the last month (Miech et al. 2019). Nicotine
vaping in 8th graders in 2019 was almost as high as the prev-
alence of nicotine vaping in 12th graders in 2017 (Miech et al.
2019). The increase in nicotine vaping from 2017 to 2018 was
the largest 1-year jump ever tracked in the 45-year history of
the ‘Monitoring the Future’ survey for any substance in 8th,
10th, and 12th graders (Miech et al. 2019). The brand name
product JUUL is currently the most popular nicotine vaping
device in adolescents (Krishnan-Sarin et al. 2019), produces
high plasma nicotine content—almost threefold the levels of a
cigarette (P. Rao, Liu, & Springer, 2020)—and is associated
with higher socioeconomic status (Krishnan-Sarin et al. 2019)
compared to low socioeconomic status previously associated
with increased prevalence of tobacco use (Hiscock et al.
2012). Furthermore, adolescents will inevitably face stress or
perceived stress. Given that adolescent nicotine and stress
exposure in the current study was able to increase adult nico-
tine reinforcement more than either of these experiences
alone, and there are high rates of adolescent vaping and ado-
lescent stress (Leventhal et al. 2017), it is possible that there
will be a surge in adult nicotine use in the next decade if
smoking cessation therapies and prevention methods do not
adapt to novel smoking patterns and exposure types. It is well
known that adolescent initiation of nicotine use does increase
the risk of adult use and dependence (Chen and Millar 1998;
Cullen et al. 2018; Sharapova et al. 2018); however, the range
and number of adolescents that are using these products today
differ from what is known about the demographic of cigarette
smoking. An emphasis on improving prevention methods,
understanding the interaction between nicotine and stress in
adolescence, and advancing smoking cessation therapies, per-
haps by incorporating explicit stress-reduction techniques,
may help avoid a new rise in adult nicotine use and the neg-
ative health outcomes that accompany this use.
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