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full substitution in rats trained to discriminate 10 mg/kg cocaine (Paterson et al., o e A1) AT inhibitor, GBR 12909 and complete blockade
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i Sprague-Dawley rats (300-500 g) were singly housed with free
qined at 85% of free-feeding body weights.

. . . Figure 2. Results of 1.0 mg/kg d-amphetamine combined with each dose of modafinil (16-384 mg/kg) compared
Apparatus: essions were conducted in eight standard operant to modafinil alone (n=5). The AMPH + MOD combination significantly increased modafinil lever-selection

retractable levers and housed within sound- (left) and decreased response rate (right) to a greater extent than modafinil alone.
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