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Fragile X Syndrome: 
From Neuroplasticity to New Hope

Mark F. Bear

Introduction
We have entered the era of ‘molecular medicine’ in which it is antici-

pated that the knowledge of the human genome will reveal causes and treat-
ments for mental illnesses. This process begins with careful clinical
identification of patients who can be distinguished by a common set of
phenotypic traits, thus defining a syndrome. Molecular genetic studies are
then undertaken to test the hypothesis that the syndrome has a shared ge-
netic cause. In the event that disruption of a defined region of the genome
causes the disease (a ‘highly penetrant’ mutation in the language of geneti-
cists), then an animal model (usually a mouse) is generated that carries the
same genetic disruption. Although the effects of the genetic lesion may (and
often do) manifest differently at the behavioral level in animals and humans
due to differences in the complexity of the brains, disruptions in elementary
neuronal functions are likely to be shared. Understanding this neuronal
pathophysiology can lead to identification and validation of potential ther-
apeutic targets. Target discovery drives chemistry to develop molecules that
can engage the target and satisfy the pharmacodynamic and pharmacoki-
netic requirements of a drug. If they can be shown to be safe, drug candi-
dates may then advance to human clinical trials and if successful, become
new medicines.
For most major psychiatric disorders, unfortunately, we are still far from

fulfilling this promise of molecular medicine. Major disorders such as schiz-
ophrenia and bipolar disorder are, despite their simple labels, highly het-
erogeneous both in presentation and in genetic origin. Disease progression
and outcome are also affected by environmental influences that are difficult
to study or reproduce in animal models. This daunting phenotypic and eti-
ologic complexity has slowed progress towards developing new therapies. 
However, there is a strong sense of optimism that the possibility of

substantial progress may soon be realized for autism spectrum disorder
(ASD) and associated intellectual disability (ID). First, the genes have been
discovered for a number of syndromic disorders that have as prominent
features ASD and ID. Second, these gene mutations have been reproduced
in animal models that allow detailed examination of the underlying brain
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pathophysiology. Third, animal research has converged on altered synaptic
function as the likely basis for impaired cognition and possibly ASD.
Fourth, insights gained on how synapses function differently in the face
of these mutations have suggested novel therapeutic interventions that
have been validated in preclinical models and have shown promise in pre-
liminary human clinical trials. Fifth, the fact that ASD and ID can be di-
agnosed in early childhood maximizes the potential benefit of therapy
because it can be started at a time when the brain is most plastic. Finally,
animal studies using gene reactivation or pharmacological interventions
have suggested that substantial improvements can be seen even when
treatments are begun in adulthood. 
There have been exciting recent developments in several genetic syn-

dromes associated with ASD and ID, including tuberous sclerosis complex
(TSC), neurofibromatosis type 1 (NF1), Rett syndrome, and Down Syn-
drome. Here I will focus on fragile X syndrome (FXS) where we perhaps
are closest to fulfilling the promise of molecular medicine in a psychiatric
disorder (Figure 1). FXS was originally called Martin-Bell syndrome,
named for the clinicians who recognized it (Martin and Bell, 1943). Fea-
tures of the syndrome include ID, ASD, hyperactivity and attention deficit,
seizures during childhood, and physical differences including a long face,
protruding ears, flexible joints, and in males, enlarged testes. Subsequently
the disorder was found to associate with an unusual constriction on the X
chromosome (Lubs, 1969) and this led researchers to discover the affected
gene in 1991 (Verkerk et al., 1991). In FXS, the FMR1 gene is silenced
and the protein product, called FMRP, is not produced. FMRP is an
mRNA binding protein that is highly expressed in neurons throughout
the brain.
Shortly after the discovery of the gene, a mouse model of the disease

was created (Dutch Belgian Fragile X Consortium et al., 1994). The Fmr1
knockout (KO) mouse has been extensively characterized by neurobiolo-
gists motivated not only by an interest in the disease, but also in role of the
FMRP protein in synaptic plasticity. Indeed, it was work on synaptic plas-
ticity that led to the discovery of a therapeutic approach that is now in
human clinical trials. Here I will briefly trace the history of the neurobio-
logical insights that contributed to these exciting developments. This story
teaches the unexpected rewards of fundamental brain research, the impor-
tance of sharing data and ideas, and that disease-altering treatments for de-
velopmental brain disorders are not only feasible, they are close at hand. 
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From amblyopia to LTD
The neurobiological thread of discovery originates with the seminal

studies of David Hubel and Torsten Wiesel, beginning in the early 1960s.
Hubel and Wiesel were the first to systematically explore with microelec-
trodes the organization of the visual pathway in mammals, from retina to
thalamus to visual cortex. They discovered that the primary visual cortex
(area 17; striate cortex; V1) is the most peripheral station in the ascending

Figure 1. Fulfilling the promise of molecular medicine in FXS. Martin and Bell described in 1943 a group
of patients characterized by a common set of features that included intellectual disability and social
withdrawal. The causative gene mutation was discovered in 1991. The FMR1 gene on the X chromosome
is silenced, and the protein FMRP is not produced. Shortly thereafter, the Fmr1 knockout mouse model
was generated and has been intensively studied by neurobiologists interested both in the disease and
the FMRP protein. In 2002 it was discovered that a form of synaptic plasticity – mGluR-LTD – was
exaggerated in the Fmr1 KO mouse. This led to the mGluR theory of fragile X, which posits that many
symptoms of the disease are due to exaggerated responses to activation of the mGluR5 receptor. The
theory was validated in 2007 with the demonstration that multiple fragile X phenotypes are corrected in
the Fmr1 KO mouse by genetic reduction of mGluR5 protein production. In addition, numerous animal
studies showed that pharmacological inhibition of mGluR5 ameliorates fragile X mutant phenotypes. In
2009, inhibitors of mGluR5 entered into human phase 2 trials. If these are successful, this will represent
the first pharmacological treatment for a neurobehavioral disorder that was developed from the bottom-
up: from gene discovery to pathophysiology in animals to novel therapeutics in humans. Abbreviations:
CGG: cytosine-guanine-guanine, mGluR5: metabotropic glutamate receptor 5, KO: knock out, LTD: long-
term synaptic depression. Image courtesy of FRAXA Research Foundation, with permission.
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visual pathway where information from the two eyes is combined. That is,
they found in visual cortex neurons that would respond to stimulation of
both the right eye and the left eye. This convergence of input from the two
eyes is the neurobiological substrate of binocular vision – why we see one
world with two eyes. They recognized that the precision with which these
connections were established likely required, in addition to genetic instruc-
tions, a comparison of the activity patterns arising in the two eyes. As Wolf
Singer elegantly describes it, inputs that ‘fire together’ should be those that
‘wire together’ in the visual cortex. 
Wiesel and Hubel (1963) tested this idea by temporarily degrading image

formation in one eye, a paradigm called monocular deprivation. They found
that if this procedure was performed in a young animal, before adolescence,
then there was a profound consequence in visual cortex. When normal image
formation was restored, the eye that had been deprived no longer was effective
in driving robust visual responses in the cortex. This dramatic form of expe-
rience-dependent plasticity has fascinated a generation of neuroscientists over
the past 50 years. Not only is ocular dominance plasticity a robust example
of the role of sensory experience in brain development, it is responsible for a
highly prevalent form of childhood visual disability called amblyopia (affecting
~1% of the human population) that results when optical defects are not cor-
rected during infancy or early childhood. 
Ocular dominance plasticity is multifaceted, but a key question has con-

cerned the mechanisms responsible for the loss of visual responsiveness
wrought by monocular deprivation. The primary modification occurs at
excitatory synapses in visual cortex, particularly thalamocortical synapses.
Intuition suggests that these synapses simply atrophy due to disuse. How-
ever, this is not the case. In fact, inputs from the visually deprived eye are
actually protected from disconnection by injecting an anesthetic into the
eye (Rittenhouse et al., 1999; Frenkel and Bear, 2004). The data instead sup-
port the theoretical suggestion (Bienenstock et al., 1982) that poorly cor-
related activity that arises in the retina in the absence of crisp image
formation is actually the trigger for synaptic depression. This insight led to
the search for the mechanisms of homosynaptic long-term depression
(LTD) in the cerebral cortex (see Bear, 2003) for review. 
Even before the discovery of LTD (Dudek and Bear, 1992) it was rec-

ognized that synaptic weakening must result from the release of the neuro-
transmitter glutamate at excitatory synapses (Bear et al., 1987). The discovery
that glutamate could directly activate a class of G protein-coupled receptors
– subsequently called metabotropic glutamate receptors (mGluRs) – sug-
gested one potential mechanism for LTD (Bear, 1988). Decades later, we
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now understand that there are multiple forms of LTD. In fact, the LTD
mechanism that is responsible for amblyopia is dependent on NMDA re-
ceptors rather than mGluRs (Yoon et al., 2009). Nonetheless, the mGluR
hypothesis was eventually tested in the cerebellum, hippocampus, and else-
where; and indeed, activation of these receptors is one important trigger
for LTD (Luscher and Huber, 2010).

From mGluR-LTD to FXS
There are 8 mGluRs in the genome, and these are divided into three struc-

turally and functionally related groups, numbered 1-3. LTD is triggered in the
hippocampus (and elsewhere) by activation of group 1 mGluRs, particularly
the receptor designated mGluR5. A simple paradigm to induce LTD is brief
application of the selective agonist, DHPG (dihydroxyphenylglycine), but LTD
can also be induced by glutamate released in response to patterned electrical
activation of synapses (Huber et al., 2001). 
The mGluR-LTD resembles homosynaptic LTD triggered by activation

of NMDA receptors, which are both expressed by internalization of postsy-
naptic AMPA-type glutamate receptors (Snyder et al., 2001). However, a dis-
tinguishing feature of mGluR-LTD is that it normally requires immediate
translation of mRNAs that pre-exist in the dendrites of neurons (Huber et
al., 2000). The mGluR-LTD rapidly decays back to baseline if it is induced
in the presence of a protein synthesis inhibitor such as cycloheximide. 
This requirement for protein synthesis in LTD was surprising, but there

were previous indications that mGluRs could regulate protein synthesis. It
had been shown biochemically that activation of group 1 mGluRs can stim-
ulate protein synthesis at synapses (Weiler and Greenough, 1993), and some
other lasting electrophysiological consequences of mGluR activation had
been shown to require protein synthesis (Merlin et al., 1998; Raymond et
al., 2000). We now recognize that mGluR5 is part of a molecular machine
that ensures that the supply of synaptic proteins keeps up with demand as
registered by the release of glutamate at excitatory synapses. Although the
mGluR5 receptor triggers several biological responses, one of these is the
initiation of new protein synthesis at synapses. 
At the turn of the century, the most immediate questions related to how

mGluR5 activation regulates protein synthesis at synapses and the identity
of the protein species required for LTD. It is here that research on neuro-
plasticity collided with FXS. Weiler and Greenough had shown in 1997
that one protein synthesized in response to mGluR5 activation was FMRP,
the protein missing in FXS (Weiler et al., 1997). We wondered if FMRP
might be one of the hypothetical ‘LTD proteins’ and to test this idea we
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obtained the Fmr1 KO mouse. Our hypothesis was that without Fmr1
mRNA at synapses there would be impaired LTD in the hippocampus.
Surprisingly, however, the experiments revealed the opposite phenotype:
LTD was exaggerated in the KO (Huber et al., 2002). 
Earlier findings in vitro suggested that FMRP binds mRNA and inhibits

translation (Laggerbauer et al., 2001; Li et al., 2001). Thus to account for
our LTD results we proposed that mGluR5 stimulation triggers the syn-
thesis of LTD proteins and in addition, synthesis of FMRP. We imagined
that FMRP normally feeds back to inhibit further synthesis of LTD proteins,
an example of the familiar biochemical principle of end-product inhibition.
Without FMRP, protein synthesis proceeds unchecked and, consequently,
more LTD is expressed in the Fmr1 KO. 

The mGluR theory of FXS
In addition to contributing to LTD, it was known by 2002 that mGluR-

dependent protein synthesis has varied effects at different types of synapse
(Merlin et al., 1998; Raymond et al., 2000; Vanderklish and Edelman, 2002).
This led me to wonder what the consequences might be if group 1 mGluR
functions were exaggerated throughout the nervous system in the absence
of the negative regulation provided by FMRP. This was a spine tingling
moment. It dawned on me that it was possible that many symptoms of FXS
could be related to exaggerated responses to mGluR5 (and mGluR1, the
other group 1 mGluR). These might include cognitive impairment, anxiety,
epilepsy, and even irritable bowel; mGluRs might be a thread that could
connect widely varied symptoms of the disease. The exciting and obvious
implication was that inhibitors of group 1 mGluR signaling might provide
a disease-altering therapy for FXS. 
Of course, this was an extremely speculative idea, based on little more

than our LTD findings in the Fmr1 KO mice. The conservative course
would have been to keep the idea to ourselves and work quietly to test it
before going public. However, we quickly realized that this path would take
us years. Because of the tremendous therapeutic possibilities, we were com-
pelled to share this idea immediately with other researchers and enlist their
help to test it. Accordingly I presented the ‘mGluR theory’ at a small meet-
ing of fragile X experts in April, 2002 and the next year I helped organize
a meeting of mGluR experts to introduce them to FXS (see Bear et al.,
2004) for review). These communities accepted the challenge to test the
idea, and this has greatly accelerated progress.
Good theories are based on simple, concrete, and testable assumptions,

and ours was that in the absence of FMRP exaggerated responses to group
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1 mGluR activation (particularly protein synthesis) are pathogenic and re-
sponsible for the major neurological and psychiatric symptoms of the dis-
ease. This proposal of excessive protein synthesis downstream of mGluR5
has now been confirmed in several studies of the Fmr1 KO mouse (Aschrafi
et al., 2005; Qin et al., 2005; Dolen et al., 2007; Osterweil et al., 2010). More-
over, other electrophysiological and biochemical consequences of mGluR-
activation, including epileptogenesis (Chuang et al., 2005), LTP priming
(Auerbach and Bear), cerebellar LTD (Koekkoek et al., 2005), and glutamate
receptor internalization (Nakamoto et al., 2007) have also been found to
be altered in the KO, consistent with increased protein synthesis.
The most important consequence of the theory, of course, is that mul-

tiple aspects of FXS should be improved by reducing signaling via mGluR5.
This hypothesis has been tested in animal models of fragile X using two
approaches, one genetic and the other pharmacological. The genetic ap-
proach was to reduce signaling via mGluR5 by crossing a mutant mouse
line that expresses only 50% the WT level of mGluR5 (the Grm5+/-
mouse) with the Fmr1 KO (Dolen et al., 2007). Remarkably, reducing
mGluR5 in the Fmr1 KO mouse was sufficient to correct 7 of 8 fragile X
phenotypes examined, including seizures, hippocampal synaptic plasticity,
ocular dominance plasticity, protein synthesis, and dendritic spine density.
A similar approach was taken in the fruit fly model of fragile X with similar
results (Pan and Broadie, 2007; Pan et al., 2008; Repicky and Broadie, 2009).
These experiments validate the theoretical concept that mGluR5 and
FMRP act in functional opposition, and that defects caused by the loss of
FMRP can be ameliorated by reducing signaling via mGluR5. 
The genetic experiments reveal that mGluR5 is indeed a potential thera-

peutic drug target, and this idea has been extensively tested in animal experi-
ments using a compound called MPEP (2-methyl-6-(phenylethynyl)-pyridine),
a negative allosteric modulator of mGluR5 (Gasparini et al., 1999). A dra-
matic early demonstration of the utility of MPEP was provided by Yan et
al. (2005), who showed that a particularly severe fragile X phenotype in
mice, audiogenic seizure, could be prevented by acute MPEP treatment. In
a contemporaneous study McBride et al. (2005) showed that chronic drug
treatment could correct both neuroanatomical and behavioral defects in
the fruit fly model of fragile X. Importantly, they saw improvements even
when treatment was begun in adult flies. Subsequent work from a number
of laboratories using both mouse and fly models have strongly supported
the conclusion that mGluR5 inhibitors can ameliorate many diverse fragile
X phenotypes (reviewed by Krueger and Bear, 2011). The fact that this ap-
proach works in species as distantly related as flies and mice suggests that
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mGluR5 and FMRP have an evolutionarily conserved relationship, which
greatly boosts confidence that a similar approach can be successful in hu-
mans with FXS. 
These studies have ushered in a new era in fragile X. Few would have

believed it would be possible to develop a small molecule therapy that could
substantially improve the outcome of a genetic defect in brain development.
Tests of the mGluR theory over the past 10 years have shown beyond ques-
tion that new, disease-altering treatments are indeed possible. This has in-
spired a search for additional potential therapeutics in fragile X and some
very interesting new targets have emerged, including enzymes ‘downstream’
from mGluR5 (e.g., Bilousova et al., 2009; Min et al., 2009) and ‘upstream’
neurotransmitter receptors that regulate the release of glutamate in the brain
(e.g., Chang et al., 2008). 

Clinical trials
2011 is an auspicious moment. Exploratory ‘phase 2’ human clinical trials

have now been completed using compounds designed to dampen mGluR5
activation or signaling (Berry-Kravis et al., 2008a; Berry-Kravis et al., 2008b;
Berry-Kravis et al., 2009; Erickson et al., 2010; Jacquemont et al., 2011).
These include fenobam and AFQ056 (mGluR5 inhibitors), lithium (in-
hibitor of enzymes downstream of mGluR5), and arbaclofen (agonist of
GABA-B receptors that reduce glutamate release). The results have been
sufficiently encouraging that two compounds, AFQ056 and arbaclofen, have
advanced into larger phase 3 trials. If successful, these studies could lead to
regulatory approval of these drugs for the treatment of fragile X syndrome
in children and adults. Needless to say, we await the outcome of these studies
with great anticipation. Results should be available by the end of 2012.
Discussions of clinical trials often lead to two questions: (1) when must

treatment begin to be effective, and (2) what aspects of human FXS do we
hope to improve. These issues are critical because they can mean the differ-
ence between success and failure of a clinical trial, even if the approach is
fundamentally correct. If treatment must begin in infancy to alter the tra-
jectory of brain development, then trials initiated in young adults may fail
simply because a ‘critical period’ has been missed. This presents a particular
risk for compounds that are entering human trials for the first time, because
regulatory agencies are appropriately cautious about allowing treatment in
young children before there is a thorough understanding of potential tox-
icity. Fortunately the good news emerging from animal studies is that it
does appear that measurable improvements still occur when treatments are
begun after adolescence.
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The other risk, applying to all new treatments, is that the wrong ‘end-
points’ are chosen to assess drug efficacy. The endpoints that lead to regu-
latory approval are those that improve the quality of life for the affected
individuals and their families, which are not easily measured reproducibly.
Although we take great pride in the rescue of various synaptic defects in
animals, it remains an open question precisely how these findings will trans-
late to behavior in humans. Mouse behavior, in my opinion, does not pro-
vide much guidance because of dramatic differences in brain and behavioral
complexity, and in cognitive capability. We hope that the measures that have
appeared to respond in the exploratory trials will show robust, statistically
significant improvements in the phase 3 trials.
Based on the strength of the animal research, I am confident that if we

can start the correct treatment(s) at the correct time, treat for the correct
duration and at the correct dose, and if we measure the correct outcome,
clinical trials in fragile X will be successful and we will be able to provide
substantial benefit to the affected individuals. Of course, that is a lot of ‘ifs’
so we must be prepared to tolerate some failure before we triumph. But
triumph we will. 

New hope for developmental brain disorders
In this brief review I have highlighted the explosive progress in FXS

that occurred when the streams of genetics and neurobiology mixed to-
gether. This is only one example, however. The study of genetically engi-
neered animal models of several other human syndromes associated with
ASD and ID have also yielded insights that suggest the possibility of mean-
ingful drug therapy, with benefits even when that therapy is begun in adult-
hood (Silva and Ehninger, 2009). Moreover, it has also become apparent
that many genetic mutations associated with ASD and ID may affect com-
mon biochemical signaling pathways (Kelleher and Bear, 2008). Thus, there
is reason to hope that a treatment developed for a ‘rare’ cause of ASD and
ID like FXS may be beneficial for others, even before we fully understand
what these other causes are. 
It is important to add, however, that while drug therapies might correct

disruptions in synaptic biochemistry, they will never substitute for quality
sensory experience and education. We imagine the drug treatment will un-
lock the potential for substantial gains in cognitive and social behaviors. But
this potential will only be realized when pharmacotherapy is combined
with appropriate cognitive and behavioral therapies that exploit life-long
neuroplasticity.



Acknowledgements
The research described in this article has been supported by the National

Eye Institute, the National Institute for Child Health and Human Devel-
opment, the National Institute of Mental Health, the National Institute for
Neurological Disease and Stroke, the Howard Hughes Medical Institute,
the FRAXA Research Foundation, and the Simons Foundation Autism
Research Initiative. 

130 Human Neuroplasticity and Education

MARK F. BEAR

Literature cited
Aschrafi A, Cunningham BA, Edelman
GM, Vanderklish PW (2005) The fragile
X mental retardation protein and group
I metabotropic glutamate receptors reg-
ulate levels of mRNA granules in brain.
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 102:2180-2185.

Auerbach BD, Bear MF (2010) Loss of the
fragile X mental retardation protein de-
couples metabotropic glutamate receptor
dependent priming of long-term poten-
tiation from protein synthesis. J Neuro-
physiol 104:1047-1051.

Bear MF (1988) Involvement of excitatory
amino acid receptor mechanisms in the
experience-dependent development of
visual cortex. In: Recent Advances in Ex-
citatory Amino Acid Research (Lehman J,
Turski L, eds), pp. 393-401. New York:
Liss.

Bear MF (2003) Bidirectional synaptic plas-
ticity: from theory to reality. Philos Trans
R Soc Lond B Biol Sci 358:649-655.

Bear MF, Cooper LN, Ebner FF (1987) A
physiological basis for a theory of synapse
modification. Science 237:42-48.

Bear MF, Huber KM, Warren ST (2004)
The mGluR theory of fragile X mental
retardation. Trends Neurosci 27:370-377.

Berry-Kravis E, Sumis A, Hervey C, Nelson
M, Porges SW, Weng N, Weiler IJ, Gree-
nough WT (2008a) Open-label treatment
trial of lithium to target the underlying
defect in fragile X syndrome. J Dev Behav
Pediatr 29:293-302.

Berry-Kravis E, Sumis A, Hervey C, Nelson
M, Porges SW, Weng N, Weiler IJ, Gree-
nough WT (2008b) Open-label treatment
trial of lithium to target the underlying
defect in fragile X syndrome. J Dev Behav
Pediatr 29:293-302.

Berry-Kravis EM, Hessl D, Coffey S, Hervey
C, Schneider A, Yuhas J, Hutchison J,
Snape M, Tranfaglia M, Nguyen DV,
Hagerman R (2009) A pilot open-label
single-dose trial of fenobam in adults
with fragile X syndrome. J Med Genet.

Bienenstock E, Cooper L, Munro P (1982)
Theory for the development of neuron
selectivity: orientation specificity and
binocular interaction in visual cortex. J
Neurosci 2:32-48.

Bilousova TV, Dansie L, Ngo M, Aye J,
Charles JR, Ethell DW, Ethell IM (2009)
Minocycline promotes dendritic spine
maturation and improves behavioural
performance in the fragile X mouse
model. J Med Genet 46:94-102.

Chang S, Bray SM, Li Z, Zarnescu DC, He
C, Jin P, Warren ST (2008) Identification
of small molecules rescuing fragile X syn-
drome phenotypes in Drosophila. Nat
Chem Biol 4:256-263.

Chuang SC, Zhao W, Bauchwitz R, Yan Q,
Bianchi R, Wong RKS (2005) Prolonged
Epileptiform Discharges Induced by Al-
tered Group I Metabotropic Glutamate
Receptor-Mediated Synaptic Responses
in Hippocampal Slices of a Fragile X



131Human Neuroplasticity and Education

FRAGILE X SYNDROME: FROM NEUROPLASTICITY TO NEW HOPE

Mouse Model. J Neurosci 25:8048-8055.
Dolen G, Osterweil E, Rao BSS, Smith GB,
Auerbach BD, Chattarji S, Bear MF
(2007) Correction of Fragile X Syndrome
in Mice. Neuron 56:955-962.

Dudek S, Bear MF (1992) Homosynaptic
long-term depression in area CA1 of
hippocampus and effects of N-methyl-
D-aspartate receptor blockade. Proc Natl
Acad Sci USA 89:4363-4367.

Dutch Belgian Fragile X Consortium,
Bakker CE, Verheij C, Willemsen R, van
der Helm R, Oerlemans F, Vermey M,
Bygrave A, Hoogeveen A, Oostra BA,
Reyniers E, De Boule K, D’Hooge R,
Cras P, van Velzen D, Nagels G, Martin
JJ, De Deyn PP, Darby JK, Willems PJ
(1994) Fmr1 knockout mice: A model
to study fragile X mental retardation. Cell
78:23-33.

Erickson CA, Mullett JE, McDougle CJ
(2010) Brief Report: Acamprosate in Frag-
ile X Syndrome. J Autism Dev Disord.

Frenkel MY, Bear MF (2004) How monoc-
ular deprivation shifts ocular dominance
in visual cortex of young mice. Neuron
44:917-923.

Gasparini F, Lingenhöhl K, Stoehr N, Flor
PJ, Heinrich M, Vranesic I, Biollaz M, All-
geier H, Heckendorn R, Urwyler S, Varney
MA, Johnson EC, Hess SD, Rao SP, Sacaan
AI, Santori EM, Veliçelebi G, Kuhn R
(1999) 2-Methyl-6-(phenylethynyl)-pyri-
dine (MPEP), a potent, selective and sys-
temically active mGlu5 receptor antagonist.
Neuropharmacology 38:1493-1503.

Huber KM, Kayser MS, Bear MF (2000)
Role for rapid dendritic protein synthesis
in hippocampal mGluR-dependent long-
term depression. Science 288:1254-1257.

Huber KM, Roder JC, Bear MF (2001)
Chemical induction of mGluR5- and
protein synthesis-dependent long-term
depression in hippocampal area CA1. J
Neurophysiol 86:321-325.

Huber KM, Gallagher SM, Warren ST, Bear
MF (2002) Altered synaptic plasticity in

a mouse model of fragile X mental re-
tardation. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA
99:7746-7750.

Jacquemont S et al. (2011) Epigenetic mod-
ification of the FMR1 gene in fragile X
syndrome is associated with differential
response to the mGluR5 antagonist
AFQ056. Sci Transl Med 3:64ra61.

Kelleher RJ, Bear MF (2008) The Autistic
Neuron: Troubled Translation? Cell
135:401-406.

Koekkoek SKE et al. (2005) Deletion of
FMR1 in Purkinje Cells Enhances Par-
allel Fiber LTD, Enlarges Spines, and At-
tenuates Cerebellar Eyelid Conditioning
in Fragile X Syndrome. Neuron 47:339-
352.

Krueger DD, Bear MF (2011) Toward ful-
filling the promise of molecular medicine
in fragile X syndrome. Annu Rev Med
62:411-429.

Laggerbauer B, Ostareck D, Keidel EM,
Ostareck-Lederer A, Fischer U (2001)
Evidence that fragile X mental retardation
protein is a negative regulator of trans-
lation. Hum Mol Genet 10:329-338.

Li Z, Zhang Y, Ku L, Wilkinson KD, Warren
ST, Feng Y (2001) The fragile X mental
retardation protein inhibits translation
via interacting with mRNA. Nucleic Acids
Res 29:2276-2283.

Lubs H (1969) A marker X chromosome.
Am J Hum Genet 21:231-244.

Luscher C, Huber KM (2010) Group 1
mGluR-dependent synaptic long-term de-
pression: mechanisms and implications for
circuitry and disease. Neuron 65:445-459.

Martin JP, Bell J (1943) A pedigree of men-
tal defect showing sex-linkage. J Neurol
Psychiatry 6:154-157.

McBride SMJ, Choi CH, Wang Y, Liebelt
D, Braunstein E, Ferreiro D, Sehgal A,
Siwicki KK, Dockendorff TC, Nguyen
HT, McDonald TV, Jongens TA (2005)
Pharmacological Rescue of Synaptic
Plasticity, Courtship Behavior, and Mush-
room Body Defects in a Drosophila



132 Human Neuroplasticity and Education

MARK F. BEAR

Model of Fragile X Syndrome. Neuron
45:753-764.

Merlin LR, Bergold PJ, Wong RK (1998)
Requirement of protein synthesis for
group I mGluR-mediated induction of
epileptiform discharges. J Neurophysiol
80:989-993.

Min WW, Yuskaitis CJ, Yan Q, Sikorski C,
Chen S, Jope RS, Bauchwitz RP (2009)
Elevated glycogen synthase kinase-3 ac-
tivity in Fragile X mice: Key metabolic
regulator with evidence for treatment
potential. Neuropharmacology 56:463-472.

Nakamoto M, Nalavadi V, Epstein MP,
Narayanan U, Bassell GJ, Warren ST
(2007) Fragile X mental retardation pro-
tein deficiency leads to excessive
mGluR5-dependent internalization of
AMPA receptors. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA
104:15537-15542.

Osterweil EK, Krueger DD, Reinhold K,
Bear MF (2010) Hypersensitivity to
mGluR5 and ERK1/2 leads to excessive
protein synthesis in the hippocampus of
a mouse model of fragile X syndrome. J
Neurosci 30:15616-15627.

Pan L, Broadie KS (2007) Drosophila Frag-
ile X Mental Retardation Protein and
Metabotropic Glutamate Receptor A
Convergently Regulate the Synaptic Ra-
tio of Ionotropic Glutamate Receptor
Subclasses. J Neurosci 27:12378-12389.

Pan L, Woodruff III E, Liang P, Broadie K
(2008) Mechanistic relationships between
Drosophila fragile X mental retardation
protein and metabotropic glutamate re-
ceptor A signaling. Mol Cell Neurosci
37:747-760.

Qin M, Kang J, Burlin TV, Jiang C, Smith
CB (2005) Postadolescent Changes in
Regional Cerebral Protein Synthesis: An
In Vivo Study in the Fmr1 Null Mouse.
J Neurosci 25:5087-5095.

Raymond CR, Thompson VL, Tate WP,
Abraham WC (2000) Metabotropic glu-
tamate receptors trigger homosynaptic
protein synthesis to prolong long-term
potentiation. J Neurosci 20:969-976.

Repicky S, Broadie K (2009) Metabotropic
Glutamate Receptor-Mediated Use-De-
pendent Down-Regulation of Synaptic
Excitability Involves the Fragile X Mental
Retardation Protein. J Neurophysiol
101:672-687.

Rittenhouse CD, Shouval HZ, Paradiso
MA, Bear MF (1999) Monocular dep-
rivation induces homosynaptic long-term
depression in visual cortex. Nature
397:347-350.

Silva AJ, Ehninger D (2009) Adult reversal
of cognitive phenotypes in neurodevel-
opmental disorders. J Neurodev Disord
1:150-157.

Snyder EM, Philpot BD, Huber KM, Dong
X, Fallon JR, Bear MF (2001) Internal-
ization of ionotropic glutamate receptors
in response to mGluR activation. Nat
Neurosci 4:1079-1085.

Vanderklish PW, Edelman GM (2002) Den-
dritic spines elongate after stimulation
of group 1 metabotropic glutamate re-
ceptors in cultured hippocampal neurons.
Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 99:1639-1644.

Verkerk AJMH et al. (1991) Identification
of a gene (FMR-1) containing a CGG
repeat coincident with a breakpoint clus-
ter region exhibiting length variation in
fragile X syndrome. Cell 65:905-914.

Weiler IJ, Greenough WT (1993)
Metabotropic glutamate receptors trigger
postsynaptic protein synthesis. Proc Natl
Acad Sci U S A 90:7168-7171.

Weiler IJ, Irwin SA, Klintsova AY, Spencer
CM, Brazelton AD, Miyashiro K, Comery
TA, Patel B, Eberwine J, Greenough WT
(1997) Fragile X mental retardation pro-
tein is translated near synapses in response
to neurotransmitter activation. Proc Natl
Acad Sci USA 94:5395-5400.

Wiesel T, Hubel D (1963) Single-cell re-
sponses in striate cortex of kittens de-
prived of vision in one eye. J Neurophysiol
26:1003-1017.

Yan QJ, Rammal M, Tranfaglia M, Bauch-
witz RP (2005) Suppression of two major



133Human Neuroplasticity and Education

FRAGILE X SYNDROME: FROM NEUROPLASTICITY TO NEW HOPE

Fragile X Syndrome mouse model phe-
notypes by the mGluR5 antagonist
MPEP. Neuropharmacology 49:1053-1066.

Yoon BJ, Smith GB, Heynen AJ, Neve RL,
Bear MF (2009) Essential role for a long-

term depression mechanism in ocular
dominance plasticity. Proc Natl Acad Sci
U S A 106:9860-9865.


