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This study assessedthe rolesof expectancy and autonomic arousalin

ts of marijuana, inducingpsychedelicflashbacksunder conditionsofmild sensorydeprivation.969.

d psychosis. Br. J. Subjects with and without previous flashbacks participated. During the first
experimental session, subjects were given a drug which they were told would

rijuana mychnsis, induce flashbacks, and during the second, a drug which was alleged to induce
'69. only autonomic arousal. Ephedrine sulfate (causing autonomic changes) or
to marijuana. N.

, 1970. placebo actually was given in counterbalanced order. Subjects of both groups
md Ne|sen, J.M. experienced many more psychedelic sensations when they expected flash-
fects of' marijuana backs. Drug effect was nonsignificant. These findings support the view that
242, 196_ flashbacks are not "caused" by psychedelic drugs, but by the tendency of some

drug users to mislabel and selectively attend to relevant aspects of naturally
occurring altered states of consciousness.

Psychedelicsensationswhich spontane- procedures and naturallyoccurringcir-
ouslyrecursome timeafterinitialeffectsof cumstancesnotinvolvingdrug use(13,14).

psychedelicdrugs have worn offarecalled Finally,flashbacks consistentlyare re-
flashback_.The flashbackphenomenon is portedto occur in the same settingsand
one ofthemost dramaticadversereactions circumstanceswhich have been found to

linkedwith the major psychedelic"street induce ASCs in the absence of previous
drugs,"includingLSD, mescaline,peyote, psychedelicdruguse:conditionsofreduced
and morning glory seeds (3, 8). Although sensory input, stress, fatigue, or extreme
practically nothing is known about the relaxation (3, 4, 7). Taken together, these
causes of flashbacks, published reports findings raise a serious question about the
have contained speculations attributing assumed causal role of psychedelic drugs in
them to persistent changes in the nervous the production of flashbacks. That is, the
system or to psychotic processes which possibility is suggested that flashback ex.
may be triggered by psychedelic drug use periences are due less to previous drug use
(7, 20, 23). Little attention has been fo- than to the individual's circumstances and
cused on psychological thctors as possible physical state at that particular time.
determinants of flashbacks, perhaps due As with earlier theories about causes of
to the prevailing assumptions that: a) such flashbacks, an explanation based entirely
experiences are uniquely associated with upon environmental circumstances and
psychedelic drugs, and therefore b) they physical state would have difficulty ac-
must be manifestations of pharmacological counting for the fact that at least 85 per
or physiological changes, cent of psychedelic drug users never ex-

A review of tim relevant literature yields perienced flashbacks (14). A third factor
no evidence thai psychedelic drug use which seems likely to affect whether a
causes enduring changes in the nervous given psychedelic drug user will experience
system or in personality (e.g., 15, 21). Also, an ASC or flashback is that person's ex-
"psychedelic" experiences do not appear pectations in the situation.
to differ qualitatively from altered states The ASC literature provides several ex-
of consciousness (hereafter called ASCs) amples of the effectiveness of expectancy
which can be achieved by a variety of in bringing on or inhibiting these subjec-

tive states. In an isolation, but not sensory
'Department of Psvchiatrv, University of Colorado

School of Medicine, 4200 East Ninth Avenue, Denver, deprivation situation, Orne and Scheibe

Colorado 80220. (16) tbund that subjects led to expect ASCs
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pe.rformed significantly more like real sen- together/subject) was offered for participa- Tests.
sory deprivation subjects than did those tion in the pre-experiment interview and Subjecti
without such expectations. Barber and two experimental sessions. No applicant was use,
Calverley (2) have reported that both hyp- was accepted if he was less than 18 years chedelic
nosis and brief motivational instructions old or had a history of psychiatric hospital- mental

enabled a majority of their subjects to ization, tive rep
experience auditory and visual hallueina- The two subject type groups were trips an
tions, and that these two procedures did matched on the basis of age, social class scale sc,
not differ significantly in hallucination- background (Hollingshead's Index levels I each of
producing effectiveness. A consistent find- through V; 6), and psychedelic drug his- Linton
ing of single and double blind studies of tory. Table 1 presents group means and their sc_
LSD effects is that some placebo control results of t-tests of their differences for 26, 15,
subjects experience ASC reactions as great these variables; none of the t-values ap- Retrosp
as or greater than those of other subjects proached statistical significance. Almost during
given the active drug (1, 10, 17). In one of all subjects in both groups were in their 20s drug tr'
these, Reed and Witt (17) tested two sub- and had been brought up in middle or jects o_
jects together twice under double blind upper-middle class families. There was way: he

"c conditions. At the first testing, both sub- considerable variability in numbers of. drug tri
ject A, given LSD, and subject B, given a psychedelic drug exposures ("trips") re- which
placebo, experienced dramatic ASC reac- ported by subjects in both groups; how- on the :
tions. When informed about the real doses ever, the two medians were comparable for eacl
of their first testing and then tested again, (152 for the FB group and 140 for the summi_
this time with A getting the placebo and B non-FB group), as were the number of
getting the drug, neither subject reported subjects reporting fewer than 100 trips (six (12) hacounts
any ASC effects, for the FB group and four for the non-FB from m

The present study was undertaken to group; z = 0.8, N.S.). Although the groups followil
assess the role ot' expectancy in producing were not specifically matched for this, only but tht
or inhibiting tlashbacks under mild sensory six FB subjects and tour non-FB subjects items c
deprivation conditions in two kinds of (z = 0.8, N.S.)reported having indulged small.
subjects: those who had multiple psyche- in psychedelic drug "binges." A binge was Langs
delic drug exposures and experienced somewhat arbitrarily defined as taking at spectiv.

flashbacks, and those whohad similar drug least two drug trips/week for at least 4 ject's t
histories without experiencing flashbacks, weeks in a row. No effort was made to falls m
In addition, since some flashbacks report- match the two groups on the basis of

edly occur within the context of stress or education because it was anticipated that 25,0 re
anxiety, the flashback-inducing potency of the experience of flashbacks and/or the and 38.for the
a drug which effects changes in autonomic existence of personality characteristics as-
nervous system activity (i.e., physiological sociated with flashbacks may be predictive the co
correlates of anxiety) was compared with of poor academic achievement. However, provid(
that of a placebo, the mean of 14.2 years of education for the dure us

non-FB group was not significantly greater typicalOne
METHOD than that of 13.1 for the FB group (t = 1.6, given d

Subjects. These were 16 males who d[ = 30). for the
claimed to have experienced flashbacks TABLE 1 ble te_
(hereafter referred to as FB subjects) and Comparison of FB with Non-FB Groups on Matching sleep.

M_ 16 males claiming extensive psychedelic Variables Namin

drug histories but no flashbacks (non-FB Social No.of ing tes
Clas_

subjects). Subjects of both types were re- Age B_ck- Dr_g three s
cruited through clinics and counseling _r,,_,,t Trips the pr(

anc¢ agencies which primarily serve students Dru_
the and young "street-oriented" people around FB group mean .......... 22.3 34.7 155.8Non-FBgroup mean ..... 23.4 38.4 136.6 rine s_

the city of Seattle, Washington. Payment t ........................ o9 0.8 o.5 were e
of approximately $2.00/hour ($20.00 al- autom

coll
(
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)r participa- Tests. The 70-item Linton and Langs which normally last about 3 to 4 hours,
terview and Subjective Reaction to LSD Scale (10-12) include insomnia, nervousness, palpita-
o applicant was used as a self-report measure of psy- tion, sweating, and vertigo. Capsules con-
tan 18 years chedelic-type reactions during the experi- taining lactose (a pharmacologically inert
ric hospital- mental sessions, as well as for retrospec- substance), which were given for compari-

tive reports of previous psychedelic drug son purposes, were indistinguishable in"()ups were
social class trips and flashbacks. In addition to total appearance from the ephedrine.
Ldex levels I scale scores, scores were also computed tot Design and procedure. In a 1-hour indi-

ic drug his- each of the four factors obtained by the vidual pre-experiment interview, data were
means and Linton and Langs (12) factor analysis of obtained concerning each subject's age,

their scale; factors A, B, C, and D contain education, social class background, drug[_erences for
26, 15, 17, and 8 items, respectively, history, nature of typical psychedelic drug:-values ap-

ice. Almost Retrospective measures of ASC reactions trip, and (for FB subjects) nature of typical
, in their 20s during each subject's typical psychedelic flashbacks.

drug trip and typical flashback (FB sub- All subjects were individually tested two
midd- or jects only) were obtained in the following times, once under each expectancy condi-There was

mmbers of. way: he was asked to give the percentage of tion. Before the first session (the "expect
drug trips and percentage of flashbacks in flashback" condition) subjects were told"trips") re-

-oups; how- which he experienced each ASC sensation that they would receive a drug that was
comparable on the scale; total scores and thctor scores expected to induce flashbacks in people
140 for the for each condition were then obtained by who have taken LSD. In fact, half of the
number of summing the percentages. Linton et al. subjects in each subject type group re-

00 trips (six (12) have reported that retrospective ac- ceived ephedrine and the other half the
the non-FB counts of' single drug experience do differ placebo. Before session 2 (the "not expect

from measures taken during or immediately flashback" condition) subjects were told
the groups following the LSD reactions themselves, that they would receive a drug which does

or this, only but the average net loss of 3.6 endorsed not cause flashbacks but which has some of
FB subjects items out of the 70-item scale is relatively the same side effects as the first drug,
:ag indulged small. Moreover, the mean Linton and including nervousness, dizziness, and in-

binge was Langs Scale score of 30.5 obtained retro- creased respiration rate. This time, half ofis taking at
at least 4 spectively in relation to the present sub- the subjects in each of the session 1 subject

as made to jecCs typical psychedelic drug experience type × drug type groups were given the
ae basis of falls midway between the mean scores of same drug as before and the remaining

',ipated that 25.0 recorded by Levine and Ludwig (9) subjects were given the other drug. This
and/o _ the and 38.8 recorded by Linton and l_angs (11) was, therefore, a four-dimensional factorial

for their subjects under LSD conditions; design, with three between-group factorsterist as-

e predictive the comparability of these three scores (subject type, drug type, and same vs.
t. However, provides some justification for the proce- different drug at second session) and one
ition for the dure used here to estimate retrospectively within-group factor (expectancy condi-

ntly greater typical ASCreactions, tion).
,up (t = 1.6, One of six brief cognitive exercises was During the experimental sessions, the

given during each experimental hour solely subject was seated in an easy chair behind
for the purpose of cutting down on a possi- a screen in a dimly lit room. The experi-
ble tendency for some subjects to go to menter, who was not informed as to the

_.onMatchin_, sleep. These exercises included the Word subject's actual drug condition, adminis-
Naming, Serial Sevens, and Simple Rhym- tered the Linton and Langs Subjective

_i_l ing tests used by Goldberger (5), as well as Reaction Scale (hereafter referred to as the',lass No.of
ack- Drug three similar tests constructed tor use in ASC scale) and cognitive exercises via a
_,.,d T_ips the present study, tape recorder. In session 1, the subject was
4.7 155.8 Drugs. Fifty-milligram doses of ephed- administered the drug as soon as he arrived
8.4 136.6 rine sulihte (ephedrine) in capsule form for the experiment. In the second session,
0.8 0.5 were administered to induce changes in the subject spent the first hour in the

autonomic activity. Ephedrine effects, experimental setting without being given

.U .............
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thedrug,so thatatthe end ofthishour,a have flashbacks.None of the othermain
baselineASC score could be obtained; effectsor interactioneffectsattainedsta-

following this, the subject was given his tistical significance. Iten
drug and the session proper began. Session The second analysis of variance used No.
1 lasted 3 hours and, because of the base- peak hour minus baseline scores to test the
line hour, session 2 lasted 4 hours. Cogni- same effects. This difference score is not 7
tive exercises were given every hour on the independent of the one used above, since 14

10
half-hour and the ASC scale every hour on peak scores are included in cumulative 32b
the hour. The ASC scale was scored ac- scores, but the separate analysis does pro- 39
cording to the system described in Linton vide a somewhat different view of what 46a
and Langs {IlL which yielded a single happened in the experimental sessions. 3
baseline score and both a peak hour and a However, the results obtained were the 36
cumulative score for each of the two ses- same as those in the first analysis, and 25• 44
sions proper. At the end of his second therefore, will not be reported in detail. 21a

session, the full purpose of the experiment Again, there was a strong expectancy effect i 29a

was explained to each subject and his {F = 30.91;p < .001)andnoneoftheother 32a

cooperation enlisted in keeping this a se- main or interaction effects was significant. 35"¢ 42
cretuntilthestudywascompleted. 46b

TABLE3 11

RESULTS Summary of Analysis of Variance of Cumulative 17

Assessment of independent variables. Minus Baseline ASC Scores 1..... ' 12

Two four-factor mixed (within and be- _/ MS f 46k
tween) analyses of variance were used to 46m
test the effects of subject type (FB vs. _ubject type (A) 1 221.27 3.98 i 5

21b
non-FB), drug type at first session (ephed- Drug type at first 22
fine vs. lactose), drug type at second ses- session (B) 1 15.02 0.27 30
sion {same vs. not same at first session), _. × B 1 4.52 0.08 46i

and expectancy condition (expect flash- B x C 1 2.64 0.05 46j
back vs. not expect flashback). _, x B x C 1 11.',]9 0.20 461Errora 24 55.57 46d

The dependent variable used for the first 46e
analysis was cumulative minus baseline Expectancy condition 46h
ASC score. Means and standard deviations (D) 1 1991.39 41.30.... 33

for main factor groups used in this analysis h x D .... 1 54.39 1.13 46c
Bx D... 1 2.64 0.05 16a

are presented in Table 2. Table 3 summa- h x B x D ..... 1 50.77 1.05
rizes the results of this analysis of variance. C × D 1 0.39 0.01 * L
A highlysignificantexpectancycondition Ax C x D.. 1 2.64 0.05 b,

main effect, was obtained, indicating that B × C x D 1 1.27 0.03

the subjects experienced many more ASC A x B x C x D 1 87.89 1.82Error b 24 48.21
sensationswhen they expectedto have As:
flashbacks than when they expected not to .... p < .001. resull

instn

TABLE 2 exper
Means and Standard Deviations for Cumulative Minus Baseline ASC Scores ful in

Expect Flashback Not Expect Flashback ence

M_ Mean Standard Mean Standard ever,deviation deviation mean

s perie_
FB subjects (N = 16) ................................ 20.69 7.58 7.81 6.25 occur
Non-FB subjects (N = 16) ........................... 15.13 7.10 5.81 5.15
Ephedrine at session 1 (N = 16) ...................... 17.63 7.77 6.19 6.27 sensa

ancc Lactose at, session 1 (N :, 16) ......................... 18.19 7.92 7.44 5.24 back,
the Same drug at session 2 (N = 16) ...................... 17.56 8.89 6.69 4.24 pared

Different drug at session 2 (N : 16) ................... 18.25 6.64 6.94 7.04 vious
Tolal (N : 32) .................................... 17.91 7.85 6.81 5.81 states

coil
(
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thermain TABLE 4
ained sta- Per Cent of Subjects Reporting Specific ASC Effects under Expect Flashback Conditions

Item FH N,m- Item ' V_ ] Non-
lnce used No." Item Description FB No.a Item Description FB

Group ]roup Uroup IGroup
to test the .......
_re is not 7 |_)st sense of time 87.5 68.7 23 Detached, watching self 31.2 I 18.7

:)ve, since 14 Body looked or felt strange 75.0 68.7 19 Illogical experiences 31.2 I 12.5

lmulative 10 Difficulty concentrating 75.0 62.5 38 Losing reality 25.0 [ 18.7
32b Thoughts moving slnwer 81.2 56.2 43 Depersonalization 31.2 I 12.5

does pro- 39 Mind blank at times 75.(} 62.5 45 Unsure of others 25.0 I 18.7

' of what 46a Dizziness or grogginess 75.0 62.5 9a Difficult to move 18.7 118.7

sessions. 3 Perceptual distortions 75.0 50.0 15 [Especially happy 18.7 I 18.7
were the 36 Fleeting|hnughts or images 56.2 68.7 29h Hard to talk 18.7 I 18.7

25 Fascinated by something 62.5 56,2 46f Unusual odors 31.2 I 6.2
ysis, and 44 Obsessive thoughts or images 62.5 56,2 9b Easier to move 12.5 I 19.7

in detail. 21a Time passing faster 62.5 50.0 18 i Felt child-like 18.7 I 12.5
ncy effect 29a Rather not talk 62.5 43.7 28 Lost control of thoughts 18.7 I 12.5

the other 32a Thoughts moving faster 68.7 31.2 i 29c tncreasedtalking 12.5 I 18.7
35 Judgment changes 62.5 37.5 37 Altered senseofself 18,7 I 12,5

nificm 42 Hallucinations or illusions 56.2 43.7 2 People look different 12.5 112.5
46h Numbnessortingling 68.7 *' 31.2 4 Personal disclosure 18.7 i 6.2
11 Increased understanding 62.5 31.2 6 Attending to childhood 12.5 _ 12.5

rnulative 17 Unusual (hought topics 62.5 31.2 13 Depressed or sad 25.0* 0.0

1 Dream-like feeling 50.0 37.5 I 16b Actingsilly 18.7 6.2
12 New undcrs( andmg 5(}.(} 37.5 20 New pnwers 18.7 0.0

F 46k Felt weak 43.7 43.7 24 Felt old 18.7 0.O

46m Body felt heavier 62.5* 25.0 26 Disown body part 18.7 0.0
3.98 5 Merging into surroundings 56.2 25.0 27 Afraid or upset 12.5 6.2

21b Time passing slower 43.7 37.5 31 New meanings 6.2 12.5

22 Thingsseem meaningless 62,5* 18,7 46g Felt nauseous 12.5 6.2
0.27 30 Time seemed to stop 31.2 50,0 8a Lost self-control 0.0 12.5
0.08 46i Drymouth 50.0 31.2 8b Mightlosecontrol 6.2 6.2

0.05 46j Ears ringing 50.0 31.2 28a Pnssessed by thoughts 12.5 0.0
0.20 461 Body felt lighter 50.0 31.2 34a Body being controlled 12.5 0.0

46d Hot or sweating 43.7 31.2 28h Thoughts being controlled 6.2 0.0

46e Unusual taste 37.5 37.5 34 Lost control of body 6.2 0,0
46h Blurred vision 50.0 25.0 40 Afraid may go crazy 0.0 0.0

ll.30 ***a 33 Angry or annoyed 37.5 25.0 41 Lost control of feelings 0.0 0.0
1.13 46c Feel cold or chilled 25.0 31.2 41a Possessed by feelings 0.0 0.0
0.0,5 16a Feeling silly 18.7 31.2 41h Feelings being controlled 0.0 0.0
1,05

0.01 _Linton and Langs Ill) item no.
0.05 _ * Percentages significantly differ by z-tes! (p < .05).
0.(}3
1.82

Assessment of dependent variables. The Table 4 presents descriptions of the ASC
results presented above indicate that the scale items, along with percentages of FB
instruction to expect flashbacks in the and non-FB subjects endorsing each item
experimental situation was quite success- under expect flashback conditions; order of
ful in influencing these subjects to expert- presentation is from most often to least

,shback ence increases in ASC sensations. How- often endorsed by the total subject pool.

;tandard ever, this in itself does not necessarily Items most frequently endorsed by the
leviation mean that the experimentally induced ex- combined group include those relating to

periences were comparable to naturally alterations in thinking, perception, and
6.25 occurring flashbacks. In this section, ASC sense of time. Those least often endorsed5.15
6.27 sensations reported during expect {lash- described loss of control and dysphoric
5.24 back conditions will be described and com- feelings. Although a higher proportion of
4.24 pared with retrospective measures of pre- FB subjects endorsed 50 of the 70 items,
7.04 vious flashbacks and psychedelic drug z-tests of proportion differences were sta-
5.81

states, tistically significant (p < .05) for only four
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TABLE 5 jects' experiences in three conditions. The condi
Comparison of Flashback Mean ASC Scoreswith next step in this analysis was to compare

Expect Flashback Mean ASC Scores chan_
..... the factor ranks obtained for the different ment

Flash- Corn- conditions. This was done by computingComparison Variable back parison df t _ " nific8
Mean Mean Freedman two-way analyses of variance flashl

(xr2s) for each individual factor. The psycl-
Peak score comparisons of previous flashbacks with

FB subjects ......... 18.86 19.63 15 0.37 states
Cumulative score psychedelic drug states and expect flash- sons l

FB subjects ......... 18.86 25.69 15 2.71 *b back reactions were necessarily restricted resul_
Peak score to FB subjects only (N = 16). Comparisons tions

Non-FB subjects .... 18.86 13.86 :_(I 1.63 of expect flashback reactions with psyche- situa_
Cumulative score delic drug states were first accomplishedNon-FB subjects .... 18.86 18.06 30 0.28 dissir

, for each subject type group separately, but
° t-Test for correlated means was used when com- since the results were the same for all four

parison group was the FB subjects, and t-test for factors, these Xr2S were recomputed for
independent samples was used when the comparison the combined subject pool (N = 32). The Th_
group was the non-FB subjects. " pend(

"c _*p _::.0._. X_2 values obtained by the above proce- subje,
duffs are presented in Table 6. Factor A and ,
(items concerning expansiveness and de- altere

items; this does not exceed the number creased control over affect and distribution
ancy

expected by chance, of attention) had significantly higher ASC strict
In 'Fable 5, the ASC mean for the previ- profile ranks for the psychedelic drug state periel

ous flashbacks (FB subjects only) is corn- than for the expect flashback experimental when
pared with ASC means of the two subject
type groups under expect flashback expert- TABLE 6 than
mental conditions. The cumulative ASC SummaD, of Freedman Analyses of Variance o/ ASC flashl

mean for FB subjects was significantly Factor Ranks across Comparison Conditions undel
greater than the ASC mean obtained for (:,,ndlti,,n_ comp

V,,,. _, natur
their previous flashbacks, All other differ- t,,_ (:,,mpa_i._,,,, and directi,m

ences were nonsignificant.Thus, the It v
ranges of ASC reactions of both subject A 1.0o Psychedelic drug state _ flashback order
groups under expect flashback conditions state" tions
were at least as great as those claimed by :_.06 i Flashback state _ expect flashback While

state° with
FB subjects for their typical previous flash- 9.03' Psychedelic drug state "> expect
backs, flashl)ack state ' teasel

The four factors empirically identified B 1 3.06 Psychedelic drug state _* flashback inflat,
by Linton and Langs (12) within their ASC state_ First,
scale were used to define and compare I 3.06 Flashback state :* expect flashback may[state" led to
patterns of ASC response across the three I 0.50 Psychedelic drug state :_ expect
comparison conditions: psychedelicdrug flashbackstate_ ASC

states, flashback states, and expect flash- c I 2.25 Psychedelic drug state :* flashback thoug
state" flash_

back reactions. First, since there are une- 1 5.06_ Expect flashbackstate :> flashback eKperi
qual numbers of items included in these state" themfour factors, it was necessary to compute 1 6.13_ Expect flashback state > psyche-

percentages of items endorsed in each fac- delic drug state _ them
M_ tor for each subject in each comparison D 1 IAX) Psychedelic drug state :_ flashback less o]

state_ possil:
condition (using cumulative ASC re- 1 0.06 Flashback state :* expect flashback relati_

' sponses for the expect flashback expert- stale _
mental reaction). These percentages were 1 2.(}(} Psychedelic drug state _ expect ting.

ance then used to rank the factors from highest flashback statea was psame
thel to lowest response ratio for each subject in "FB subjects only; N = 16. ment,

each condition; this manipulation yielded "All subjects; N = 32.

ASC reaction profiles characterizing sub- ' **p < .01: *p _..05. undeI
coil ever,

(

/
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conditions. The condition. Factor C (items relating to the giving of pills were new in the expect
was to compare changes in body image and generalized flashback session, and this raises the possi-
:'or the different mental and physical inhibition) were sig- bility that adaptation to them during the

by computing nificantly more characteristic of the expect first session may have inflated the results.
_es of variance flashback condition than of either the The findings of previous research suggest :
al factor. The psychedelic drug or previous flashback that such adaptation effects on the de-
]ashbacks with states. However, nine of the 12 compari- pendent variable used here (ASC scale
d expect flash- sons failed to yield statistically significant scores) were probably minimal. Zuckerman
;arily restricted results. Hence, the patterns of ASC reac- (24) has reviewed a number of session order
;). Comparisons tions obtained for the three comparison effects on responses to sensory depriva-
as with psyche- situations appear to be more similar than tion. A consistent finding was that in the
t accomplished dissimilar, second session with sensory deprivation,
separately, but although reports of unpleasant moods i:
ame for all four DXSCUSSlON tended to decrease, there was no such ,
•ecom, ed for The major finding concerning the inde- tendency with respect to perceptual al- :
(N = 32). The pendent variables studied here was that terations, body image changes, and feel-
e above proce- subjective experiences of identical setting ings of unreality. As indicated in Table 4,
3ie 6. Factor A and drug stimulus conditions could be in the present study the major reactions in
veness and de- altered dramatically by varying the expect- the first (expect flashback) session were_nd distribution

ancy instructions. In a setting with re- the perceptual and cognitive changes
tly higher ASC strieted sensory input, subjects ex- which do not seem vulnerable to order ef-
_elic drug state perienced many more ASC sensations fect; on the other hand, the dysphoric feel- '_
k experimental when they were told to expect flashbacks ings previously found to decrease over re-

than when they were told not to expect peated sessions were hardly reported at all.

(VarianceofASC flashbacks. Also, the ASCs experienced Finally, two previous studies which ob-
m Conditions under positive expectancy conditions were tained no significant increase in ASC re-

ii_i:_°:................ comparable in both range and pattern to sponses after administration of a placebo
naturally occurring flashbacks, and a short (l-hour) period of isolation SUg-

anddirecti,),, It was not economically feasible to study gest that the novelty of taking pills does

g state _ flashback order of presentation of expectancy condi- not have major ASC-inducing effects (19,
tions as an additional experimental factor. 25).

expect flashback While the design confounded expectancy In retrospect, the assumed relationship
with order of sessions, there are several between effects of ephedrine and auto-

g state :> expect
E,_ reasons why this is not likely to have nomic changes thatcharacterizethesepar-
g state .lashback inflated the expectancy effect obtained, ticular subjects' stress responses is ques-

First, any learning of ASC responses which tionable and certainly has not been demon-
-_expect flashback may have occurred in session 1 should have strated here. That is, there is no way of

led to an increase rather than a decrease in determining what reactions these subjects
lg stale _ expect
_0 ASC scores at the second session. Even had to this drug and how these reactions

state :_ flashback though the subjects were told not to expect were similar or dissimilar to the physiologi- .
flashbacks in session 2, their previous ASC cal components of their typical anxiety

:state > flashback experiences in session 1 may have alerted responses. In addition, autonomic changes

state > psyche- them to the possibility of experiencing occurring naturally as the result of being :i,
e0 • them in the experimental setting, regard- placed in the experimental situation were _'

state _ flashback less of what they were instructed. A second not controlled. Schachter and Singer (18)
possibly relevant aspect of session order is have reported evidence of consistent in-

_, expect flashback relative novelty of the experimental set- creases in subject's emotional arousal due

ig state _, expect ting. Since the expect flashback session to participation in an experiment which
,_ was preceded by a lengthy interview in the seems less dramatic than the present one.

same room and with the same expert- Therefore, even if the ephedrine did pro-
menter, these were not new to the subjects duce the appropriate autonomic changes in
under either expectancy condition. How- some cases, these may have been matched
ever, the reduction of sensory input and by naturally occurring autonomic changes
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in subjects given lactose placebos. A1- REFERENCES 19. Sh,
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