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ATTEMPTS TO BLOCK LSD REACTION WITH BOL GIVE
S IMULTANEOQUSLY WITH LSD

These experiments were carried out because the
close chemical similarlty of BOL and LSD suggesfbd that
BOL might block the LSD rzactlon by compéflng with LSD
for reccpfor sitese |
‘Subjects used were 5 nonfoleranf former morph!ne
_add!cfs, all Negro males who were In good physical con-
',dirob who presented no evidence of ma jor psychoses.
Most of these paf!en%s had had considebable experfence-
with LSD. They recelved, in randomized order, the
following drug combinations: BOL placebo plus LSD placebo,
BOL plus LSD; and BOL olacebo plus LSD. The combinaflon
of BOL plus LSD placebo was not studled because of the
shortage of.BOL, and also because the results should be
Tdentical with those described In the report deallng with
the acute effects of BOL. |
The ddsage.of BOL was 2-4 mg./70‘kg. of bodywelight
and was givea with fhe LSD. Nine paftenf§ receivéd-fhc:
higher dose. The dose of LSD was 0.5-1.5 mcgﬂ./kg.
Smaller doses wzre used in the first patiznts tested,

becasuse of the poss!bility that the drugs might synergize.
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Methods. Measurements Included threshold for kneejerks,
~ puplllary diameter, systolic b!ood‘pressuré, the Abramson-
Jarvtk‘quesflonnaire, and gradiag of mental effects uslng

the scale previously described. The results are shown In

’1__- the table, a copy of which was sent with my letter of

8 March 1957. It is obvious that there was no significant
b!dcklng of the LSD reacflon'and no accentuatlion of‘if.

Conclusion. Adm)nikfraflon of BOL simultancously

wl%hWLSD does not block or accentuate the LSD reaction.

There Is no reason to belleve that giving BOL after LSD

would’glve any different fzsulfs; since Ginzel and Mayer=
; Gros§ have reported that Intravenous administratlion of BOL
does not reverse the LSD reactlon. These results suggest
that the af}endaflon of the LSD reactlon observed after
two days ﬁrc-%reafmenf with LSD is due to the development

" of cross tolzrance.
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Dliscuss lon. Becauvse of the inconcluslveness of

~ the experiment it will have to be reSZ;fed. Fortunately
we have succeeded in obfainfng an addlf!opal supply of
'EOL end will repeat the experiment using a larger number
o?esubjeefs, all of whom will be tested with LSD prior
to Ihiffaf!on.of the formal experiment In order fo '
eltmlnafe nonreacfors or to establish a dosage which
will create a sIgnIflcanf degree of reacfion. We

intend to glive BOL for three days prior to LSD, two
davs,prior to LSD, and to do another experiment In
whtchra single dose will be glven two hours before the
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