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Déclaration de liens d’intéréts

o Participation a un Board Janssen
o Honoraires de Janssen pour une intervention ponctuelle




Efficacité transdiagnostique des psychédéliques

Raison et al. 2023 JAMA
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Essais clinique vs données naturalistiques

Essais cliniques Données naturalistiques

Cadre therapelitique standardisel.idose Absence de cadre donc variabilité importante
accompagnement
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L'essai clinique réduit la variabilité pour isoler un effet , I'étude naturalistique observe la variabilité
pour comprendre les conditions de I'effet
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Association entre usage naturalistique et amélioration clinique
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Pourquoi s’intéresser a ’expérience subjective
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‘ Méta-analyse évaluant le lien entre intensité et efficacité clinique

Study Total
Bogenschutz et al. 2015 9
Calder et al. 2024 1
Carhart-Harris et al. 2018 20
Garcia—Romeu et al. 2020 444
Garcia—Romeu et al. 2019 343
Garcia—Romeu et al. 2015 15
Goodwin et al. 2022 79
Griffiths et al. 2016 51
Gukasyan et al. 2022 24
Holze et al. 2022 37
Kervadec et al. 2024 160
Moreno et al. 2006 29
Murphy et al. 2021 29
Nygart et al. 2022 302
Palhano-Fontes et al. 2019 8
Romeo et al. 2023 173
Romeo et al. 2024 152
Ross et al. 2016 14
Schindler et al. 2021 9
Schindler et al. 2022 8
Spriggs et al. 2020 27
Van Oorsouw et al. 2022 20
Von Rotz et al. 2023 26
Ellis et al. 2024 14
Aaronson et al. 2023 14
Stroud et al. 2024 233
Random effects model 2251

-1
Heterogeneity: /% = 63%, t° = 0.0336, p < 0.01
Test for overall effect: to5 = 6.81 (p <0.001)

Correlation COR 95%-Cl Weight

i —= 0.89 [0.54;098] 1.3%

e 0.05 [-0.57;0.63] 1.6%

— 0.49 [0.06;0.77] 2.8%
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il 0.11 [0.00;0.21] 7.1%

——*— 065 [0.21;087] 22%

Doe—— 0.61 [0.45;0.74] 5.6%
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—— 0.38 [-0.03;0.68] 3.2%

—=%— 062 [037;0.79] 4.1%

= 0.18 [0.03;0.33] 6.5%

e 0.28 [-0.10; 0.59]  3.6%

— 0.45 [0.10;0.70] 3.6%

s 0.16 [0.04;0.26] 7.0%

— 0.22 [-0.57;0.80] 1.1%

- 0.16 [0.01;0.30] 6.6%

= 0.23 [0.07;0.38] 6.4%

—— 0.39 [-0.18;0.76] 2.1%

- 0.42 [-0.34;0.85] 1.3%

: 0.53 [-0.28;0.90] 1.1%

- 0.29 [-0.10; 0.60]  3.5%

— 0.46 [0.02;0.75] 2.8%
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| | < | 0.33 [0.23; 0.41] 100.0%
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Study Difference
Agin-Liebes et al. 2021a P ——
Agin-Liebes et al. 2021b P
Agin-Liebes et al. 2021c ———
Agin-Liebes et al. 2021d
Agin-Liebes et al. 2021e ——
Davis et al. 2019a ——
Davis et al. 2019b =
Garcia Romeu et al. 2015
Johnson et al. 2017 Lo
Kervadec et al. 2024 ——
Romeo et al. 2023 . H
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[0.86; 1.74] 8.8%
[0.78; 1.49] 10.0%
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[-0.44;2.42] 2.1%
[0.47;1.43] 8.3%
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[-0.73;1.83] 2.5%
[0.00; 0.49] 11.4%
[0.03;0.66] 10.5%
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[ 0.41; 0.89] 100.0%
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Hypothese(s) explicative(s)

o Plusieurs hypotheses peuvent étre faites:

v L’intensité de I'expérience peut étre considérée comme un proxy de I'impact des psychédéliques
sur le systéme seérotoninergique

v" De maniére plus générale, cette intensité pourrait refléter la sensibilité cérébrale de chaque
individu aux psychédéliques

v Actuellement, on ne peut pas faire de causalité entre l'intensité et I'efficacité clinique

A



‘ Méta-analyse évaluant le lien entre intensité et efficacité clinique

Prospective vs retrospective

Clinical vs Naturalistic

Study Total Correlation COR  95%-Cl Weight Study Total Correlation COR  95%=Cl Weight
Bogenschutz et al. 2015 9 —= 0.89 [0.54;098] 1.3% Bogenschutz et al. 2015 9 |+ 089 [054,008 13%
Calder et al. 2024 1 - 0.05 [-0.57;0.63] 1.6% Carhart-Harris et al. 2018 20 — & 0.49 [0.06;0.77] 2.8%
Carhart-Harris etal. 2018 20 ——%— 049 [0.06,0.77] 2.8% Garcia-Romeu etal. 2015 15 = 065 [021;087] 22%
Garcia-Romeu etal. 2015 15 ——=— 065 [021;087] 22% Goodwin et al. 2022 79 ; & 061 [045:0.74]  5.6%
Goodwin et al. 2022 79 —# 061 [045074] 56% Griffiths et al. 2016 51 — 0.36 [0.09;0.58]  4.8%
Griffiths et al. 2016 51 —.— 0.36 [0.09;0.58] 4.8% Gukasyan et al. 2022 24 T 038[003068 32%
Gukasyan et al. 2022 24 —=—  0.38 [-0.03;0.68] 3.2% Holze et al. 2022 37 i 062 [037,079]  4.1%
Holze et al. 2022 37 —#— 062 [0.37,0.79] 4.1% Moreno et al. 2006 29 T 028 [-0.10;0.59]  3.6%
Moreno et al. 2006 29 = 0.28 [-0.10;0.59]  3.6% Murphy et al. 2021 29 —®— 045 [010;0.70] 3.6%
Murphy et al. 2021 29 i 045 [0.10:0.70] 3.6% Palhano-Fontes et al. 2019 8 I S— 0.22 [-0.57;0.80] 1.1%
Nygart et al. 2022 302 s & 0.16 [0.04;0.26] 7.0% Ross et al. 2016 14 T 0391018076 2.1%
Palhano-Fontes etal. 2019 8 —=—— 022 [-057;0.80] 1.1% Schindler et al. 2021 9 — v 042[034085 13%
Ross et al. 2016 14 R R S — 0.39 [_018, 076] 21% Schindler et al. 2022 8 _—’_ 0.53 [ 0.28; 0. 90] 1.1%
Schindler et al. 2021 9 ————=—— 042 [-0.34;0.85] 1.3% Von Rotz et al. 2023 26 T 0.38 [-0.01,067]  3.4%
Schindler et al. 2022 8 ——+—=—— 053[-0.28090] 1.1% Ellis et al. 2024 14 T 041 [-0.15,0.77] = 2.1%
Spriggs et al. 2020 27 ,+ 0.29 [-0.10; 0.60] 3.5% Aaronson et al. 2023 14 —‘_’_ 0.69 [0.25;0.89] 2.1%
Van Oorsouw et al. 2022 20 — 0.46 [0.02;0.75] 2.8% <
Von Rotz et al. 2023 26 —— 0.38 [-0.01;0.67] 3.4% :
Ellis et al. 2024 14 ———=—— 041 [-0.150.77] 2.1% ;
Aaronson et al. 2023 14 —— 0.69 [0.25;0.89] 21% :
> Calder et al. 2024 1 -— 0.05 [-0.57;0.63]  1.6%
Garcia-Romeu et al. 2020 444 = 0.12 [0.03;0.21] 7.2%
: Garcia-Romeu etal. 2019 343 Lo 0.11 [0.00;0.21]  7.1%
§ Kervadec et al. 2024 160 - 0.18 [0.03;0.33] 6.5%
Garcia-Romeu et al. 2020 444 ' = 012 [0.03;021] 7.2% Nygart et al. 2022 302 - 016 [0.04;0.26]  7.0%
Garcia-Romeu et al. 2019 343 - 011 [0.00;021] 7.1% Romeo et al. 2023 173 . 0.16 [0.01;0.30]  6.6%
Kervadec et al. 2024 160 —- 0.18 [0.03;0.33] 6.5% Romeo et al. 2024 152 = 023 [0.07,0.38]  6.4%
Romeo et al. 2023 173 - 0.16 [0.01;0.30] 6.6% Spriggs et al. 2020 27 N e 0.29 [-0.10;0.60]  3.5%
Romeo et al. 2024 152 i 0.23 [0.07;0.38] 6.4% Van Oorsouw et al. 2022 20 —— % 046 [0.02,0.75] 2.8%
Stroud et al. 2024 233 - 0.09 [-0.04; 0.22]  6.8% Stroud et al. 2024 233 1 0.09 [-0.04;0.22] 6.8%
¢ o
Random effects model 2251 P 0.33 [0.23; 0.41] 100.0% Random effects model 2251 I <> I | 0.33 [0.23; 0.41] 100.0%
1
-1 =05 0 05 1 -1 05 0 05 1

Heterogeneity: /% = 63%, 1> = 0.0336, p < 0.01
Test for overall effect: to5 =6.81 (p < 0.001)
Test for subgroup differences: Xf =49.87,df=1 (p <0.01)

Heterogeneity: /% = 63%, 12 = 0.0336, p < 0.01
Test for overall effect: t,5 = 6.81 (p < 0.001)
Test for subgroup differences: Xf =30.58,df =1 (p <0.01)

Romeo et al Neuro Bio Rev. 2025
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Discussion analyses de sous-groupe Prospectif vs
retrospectif; études vs naturalistiques

Il y a un chevauchement significatif entre les études cliniques et prospectives, ainsi qu’entre les
études rétrospectives et naturalistiques.

Ce résultat était inattendu ....

v Nous avions supposé que les biais de sélection et de mémoire, inhérents aux études
naturalistiques ou rétrospectives, amplifieraient la relation entre I'expérience subjective et
I'amélioration clinique or, cela n’a pas été observé.

Une explication possible serait que le soutien psychothérapeutique (c’est-a-dire le set and setting)
contribue a de meilleurs résultats.

v Sessions de préparations et d’intégrations

v' Sécurité de 'environnement




Discussion analyses de sous-groupe Prospectif vs
retrospectif; études vs naturalistiques

Table 2. Correlation between therapeutic alliance ratings (via the working alliance inventory- short revised) and depression outcomes (GRID-HAMD).

WAI GRIDHAMD (4-weeks post- GRIDHAMD (3-month GRIDHAMD (6-month GRIDHAMD (12-month
session 2) follow-up) follow-up) follow-up)
Total | Final Prep -.651** -.282 -471* -.542*
1-week post-session 1 -734*** -.420* -.710%** -.541**
1-week post-session 2 -.851*** -.518** -.774** -.614**

Table 3. Correlation between therapeutic alliance (via the working alliance inventory- short revised) and peak acute mystical-type and insight effects.

WAI Mystical Experiences Questionnaire (MEQ) N = 20 Psychological Insight Item
N=16
Total Final Prep 493* 518*
1-week post-session 1 392 T746™**
1-week post-session 2 378 826™**

Table 4. Correlation between peak acute mystical-type and insight effects and depression outcomes (GRID-HAMD).

Peak Acute Effects 4-weeks post-session 2 3-month follow-up 6-month follow-up 12-month follow-up
Mystical Experiences Questionnaire (MEQ) -.445* -.156 -.291 -.307
N=24

Psychological Insight Item N = 20 -.748*** -.515* -.819*** -.704***

Levin et al. Plos One 2024
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‘ Méta-analyse évaluant le lien entre intensité et efficacité clinique

Study Total Correlation COR 95%-Cl Weight
Bogenschutz et al. 2015 9 i — 0.89 [0.54;098] 1.5% Standardised Mean
Garcia—Romeu et al. 2020 444 - 0.12 [0.03;0.21] 11.0% Study Difference SMD 95%-Cl Weight
Garcia—Romeu et al. 2019 343 = 0.11 [0.00;0.21] 10.7%
Garcia—Romeu et al. 2015 15 ——— 0.65 [0.21;0.87] 2.6% :
Kervadec et al. 2024 160 e 0.18 [0.03;0.33] 9.5% ﬁgin-t?eges et a:- ggg}z P ]?2 {832 11‘9}% 138;
| . 0 gin-Liebes et al. P . .78; 1. 0%
resazn T = omlomom seb  iZIsi T mimia e
j ’ Davis et al. 2019a e 051 [0.10;0.91] 9.2%
Bt Davis et al. 2019b = 052 [0.15;0.89] 9.8%
. <>
Calder et al. 2024 11 T 0.05 [-0.57; 0.63] 1.9% bsta ;
Carhart-Harris et al. 2018 20 —=%— 049 [0.06;0.77] 3.4% Agin-Liebes et al. 2021d : 0.99 [-0.44;2.42]  2.1%
Goodwin et al. 2022 79 L = 061 [045,0.74] 7.7% Agin-Liebes et al. 2021e ! 0.95 [0.47;1.43]  8.3%
Gukasyan et al. 2022 24 —=— 038003068 3.9% Garcia Romeu et al. 2015 I 020 000 0 11an
Murphy et al. 2021 29 — 045 [0.10;0.70] ~ 4.5% Kervadec et al. 2024 — 0.35 [0.03;0.66] 10.5%
Nygart et al. 2022 302 - 0.16 [0.04;0.26] 10.6% Romeo et al. 2023 4 0.41 [0.11;0.71] 10.7%
Palhano-Fontes et al. 2019 8 : 0.22 [-0.57;0.80] 1.2% Romeo et al. 2024 T 0.31 [-0.10; 0.72] 9.2%
Van Oorsouw et al. 2022 20 ——'— 0.46 [0.02;0.75] 3.4% <
Von Rotz et al. 2023 26 o 0.38 [-0.01;0.67] 4.2% 5
Ellis et al. 2024 14 —_— 0.41 [-0.15;0.77] 2.4% : 0
Aaronson et al. 2023 14 G—s— 069 [0.25089] 24% Random effects model — < 0.65[041;0.89] 100.0%
I Heterogeneity: I° =70%, t“ = 0.1021, p < 0.01
: Test for overall effect: t14 = 6.00 (p < 0.001) -2 -1 0 1 2
: Test for subgroup differences: xf =6.59,df=1 (p = 0.01) Non responders Responders
Random effects model 1843 : : b - | | 0.31 [0.19; 0.42] 100.0%

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1
Heterogeneity: 12 = 67%, v2 = 0.0230, p <0.01
Test for overall effect: t17 = 5.16 (p <0.001)
Test for subgroup differences: Xf =5.40,df =1 (p =0.02)

Romeo et al Neuro Bio Rev. 2025 }
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Addiction vs Troubles thymiques

o C’est trés difficile d’expliquer ce résultat ....

o Explication méthodologique?

v Prédominance d’études naturalistiques
dans le sous-groupe addiction

o Explication neurobiologique?

v Systéme sérotoninergique ayant un
plus grand réle dans les troubles
thymiques que les addictions?

v Systémes glutamatergique et
dopaminergiques prépondérant dans
les addictions?
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Facteurs influengant ’intensité de ’expérience psychédélique

Table 1. Binding Profiles of Serotonergic Psychedelics

5-HT Receptors
DMT, Psilocin, LSD, Mescaline, 5-MeO-DMT,
Receptor nM” nM"” nM"” nM® nM°
5-HTia 183 626 73 1841 19
| 5-HTya 129 305 3.9 >10,000 74
B 5-HTyp 39 18.6 7.8 >10,000 6.3
- 5-HT,e 517 443 929 5205 3602
J 5-HT,a 127 3396 113 9400 2011
5-HT,s 184 47 30 7928 3884
5-HTog 360 1412 30.6 9900 538
5-HTga 2135 69.9 9 =>10,000 276.6
MEQ Transcendence 5-HT; 464 .7 6.9 >10,000 355
» 5-HT, 206 71.6 6.6 >10,000 3.9
Other Receptors
ﬂ ‘ Receptor DMT, Psilocin, LSD, Mescaline, 5-MeO-DMT,
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-y D, 271 19.9 177 >10,000 79.5
D, 10,000 >10000 1101 >10000 3562
D; >10000 1012 27 >10000  497.6
D. >10000 >10,000 1584  >10,000 3120
MEQ Mystical T Dy >10,000 =>10,000 3444 >10,000 =>10,000
SERT 6000 =>10,000 =>10,000 >10,000 2032
DAT >10,000 6000 =>10,000 >10,000 =>10,000
S— — B Tk e = Sigma-1 5208  >10,000 >10,000 >10,000 >10,000
L8D Pdlocymn N’N ikl Ay‘hu.m 5-MeO-DMT Mescaline Sigma-2 =>10,000 >10,000 >10,000 =10,000 =>10,000
TAAR1 (raf)® 2200 1400 450 3300 -
TAART 3300 1700 =>10,000 >10,000 -
i (mouse)’
1. H.j
Efﬂ 100+
T _'_J |
/S /S ;
I il i -
5, s 57
/// g = /_// %
v 7 B 74
/ | ES Dissociative E3 Entactogen E3 Serotonergic Psychedelic g) 50+
©
| el = Z 25
H )
i ; i | <
o o =
e B ==
s LS | J /S / 0
/ /7

L
He

10 12 14
Time (h)

16 24

Romeo et al. 2025 Prog. Neuropsychopaharmacol Biol Psy

Romeo et al. 2026 Prog. Neuropsychopaharmacol Biol Psy

Holze et al. 2024 Biol Psychiatry Cogn Neurosci Neuroimaging
Ley et al. 2024 NPP



Facteurs influencant P’intensité de ’expérience psychédélique
Influence des facteurs extra-pharmacologiques a déja été montrée

Complete mystical experience
40

30 Family et al. 2022 J. Psychopharmacol.
20
10

0

Spiritual Recreational ~ == Therapeutic LSD 50 HJ LSD 100 M9

i | TABLE 7 | Traits, set and setting, intentions predicting acute psychedelic
! é 3 | experience measures.
i $-E sl Parameter B Std. Error t-value p-value
: v | | & e — EE—

| ¥ ! : Intercept 0039 0065 0596 0552
i i H Number of kfetime uses of a psychedelic —0.144  0.083 -1.728 0.086
é‘ ié ; } 7 Bias item? 0079 0.092 0.863 0.389

| [ 3 Openness to experience -0.071 0.072 -0992 0.323

P f//// 7 e ’//// A Emotional stability 0032 0.100 0.319 0.750
Trait anxiety -0.126 0102 -1.229 0.221

Suggestibility 0.017 0.072 0.242 0.809

= B8 ot i8N & Haijen et al. 2018 Front. Pharmacol. Sueeores ol oo 08

- $ Other E Self-exploration E Therapeutic Absorption 0.347 0.076 4584 0.000

} ’ 4 “Spiritual connection” 0.153  0.079 1.936 0.054
f : ) ; i ] “Recreation” -0.095 0074 -1.281 0.202
% i ‘ R 3 “Emotional” 0073 0075 0967 0335
g#%‘é ' B‘Qlé “Set” 0014 0065 0209 0835
o 5 ] A = = “Setting" —0.021 04022 —0.&7 0.759
Cdd i 1/ [Fcear intentions” 0.180 0072 2510 0013

Drug dose 0285 0071 4008 0000

Being in a therapeutic environment 0.034  0.080 0.426 0671

Romeo et al. 2025 Prog. Neuropsychopaharmacol Biol Psy I
15
Romeo et al. 2026 Prog. Neuropsychopaharmacol Biol Psy



Facteurs influencant P’intensité de expérience psychédélique
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Review article

Safety and risk assessment of psychedelic psychotherapy: A meta-analysis

and systematic review

B. Romeo ™", E. Kervadec ™!, B. Fauvel ¢, L. Strika-Bruneau®”, A. Amirouche *°,

V. Verroust >¢, P. Piolino, A. Benyamina "
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Facteurs influengant ’intensité de Pexpérience psychédélique

Prise concomitante d’alcool Prise concomitante de substance dissociative
* *
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Quels processus psychologiques sont associés a cette
amélioration ?

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

CLIN
SYCHOLOGY
REVIEW

2 S
P

g ) k.ZJ Clinical Psychology Review

ELSEVIER journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/clinpsychrev

Review )
Defining and measuring “psychological flexibility”: A narrative scoping e
review of diverse flexibility and rigidity constructs and perspectives

Kathlyn M. Cherry ', Erin Vander Hoeven, Timothy S. Patterson, Margaret N. Lumley

o 23 définitions différentes sont utilisées dans 220 articles

o Capacité a vivre le moment présent, indépendamment du caractere
agréable ou désagréable de la situation, et a choisir de se comporter de
maniere que nos actions reflétent les valeurs personnelles que nous avons

choisies. Hayes et al. 2004 The Psychological Record

o processus consistant a remarquer et a accepter les pensees et les
sentiments tels qu'ils sont, et a utiliser I'énergie qui serait autrement
dépensée pour éviter ces sentiments négatifs afin de vivre en accord avec
les valeurs choisies. Hayes et al. 2011 Annual Review of Clinical Psychology

A

CONGRES ALBATROS



Flexibilité psychologique
Flexibilité Flexibilité
psychologique cognitive

ocapacité a changer d'ensemble cognitif pour s'adapter aux exigences changeantes de
I'environnement Denis et al. 2010 Cognitive therapy and research

ocapacité a établir des liens conceptuels, a générer des options, a réfléchir a des alternatives et a
utiliser ces idées et ces options de maniere flexible et adaptative Bledow et al. 2013 Academy of management

Journal
_.&
A



La flexibilité psychologique comme possible médiateur de
Pefficacité des psychédéliques en addictologie
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La flexibilité psychologique comme possible médiateur de
Pefficacité des psychédéliques en addictologie

435

43

42.5

42

415
41
40.5
40
Reduced or quit group No change group Reduced or quit group No change group
AAQ baseline Tobacco AAQ baseline Alcohol
Romeo et al. J. Psycho. Drugs 2023 .{5

Kervadec et al. Alcohol Alcoholism 2023 T
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Facteurs influencant la flexibilité psychologique

ACT et depression

Characteristic Change
Estimate SE

Initial AAQ-II score 0.42%** 0.03
Age 3510 055 —-0.67 0.72
Age >55 0.20 0.80
Gender (male; ref: Female) 0.37 0.62
Race” (Black; ref: White) —-1.52* 0.73
Race (other/unknown; ref: White) 0.31 0.978
Hispanic/Latino —0.40 0.98
Depression SC -1.23 0.75
Non-depression mental health SC —0.65 0.69
PTSD diagnosis —0.88 0.64
Bipolar/psychosis diagnosis 0.09 1.14
Other anxiety disorder 0.14 0.54
SUD diagnosis 0.77 0.67
ACT providers 0.00 0.03
Diagnosis duration (years) 0.04 0.05
IP psychiatric admission 1.46 1.13
ED admission 0.47 0.59
Elixhauser scores —0.08 0.05
Total MH visits —0.02 0.01
COVID era 1.02 0.95
5-15 ACT-D sessions (ref: 1-4 ACT-D sessions) 2.19%% 0.73
16+ ACT-D sessions (ref: 1-4 ACT-D sessions) 0.79 1.15

Tabac

Romeo et al. 2023 J. Psychoactive drugs

Alcool

Kervadec et al Alcohol alcohol 2024

AAQ Baseline

48
46
44
42
40
38
36

Amélioration Pas d'amélioration

Amélioration Pas d'amélioration

Grau et al. 2023 JAF.



Facteurs influengant la flexibilité psychologique

Acute
_»  insight
| effects
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Davis et al. 2020 J Contextual Behav Sci
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Facteurs impactant la flexibilité psychologique

Increases in

Flexibility

- 2%k

»

Decreases in
Depression/Anxiety

Acute insight
effects

Acute mystical
effects

Psychological
flexibility

Depression

Anxiety

Well-being

Peace of
mind

Davis et al. 2020 J Contextual Behav Sci

Krabbe et al. 2024 Scientific report



Intérét thérapeutique de la flexibilité psychologique

Recruitment
Experts invited to participate in study.

4

Round 1

Exploration of expert opinions on important or promising psychological processes
relevant to psychedelic-assisted psychotherapy for depression, and how these can be
promoted during different treatment stages,

March 2022 - April 2022

4

Analysis
Analysis of data and development of definitions for identified mechanisms
Refinement of Round 2 survey based on analysis.

4

Round 2

Exploration of expert opinions on the importance of reported psychological processes
relavant to psychedelic-assisted psychotherapy for depression.

May 2022 - June -2022

9

Analysis
Final exploration of data collected throughout the study and additional feedback.

Mechanism
Psychological
fexibility

Psychological Flexibility

Memory Reconsolidation

Self Compassion
Mystical Experience
Self-Transcendence
Meaning Enhancement

Ego Dissolution

Awe

Cognitive Reframing

(=]

= Extremely Important

Preparation

that are collaboratively developed between
therapist and participant.

*healing’ linguage, instead of ‘curative’
language.
Introduce ACT concepts (eg., the
hexaflex) and strategies.

Very Important =

10 20 30 40 50 60

‘Moderately Important

Dosing

« Limit engaging in direct intervention.

« Be aware of avoidance behaviors.

« Provide gentle encouragement to promote
acceptance and openness to experience.

« Encourage relaxation techniques to promote
present moment awareness.

« Note areas where psychalogical fexibility
occurs (to discuss in integration)

70

80 90 100

% Not Very Important ™ Not at all

Integration

« Explore ‘values' themes which may have
occurred during dosing and integrate these
into the participants life.

« Discuss new perspectives of the self that may
have emerged during dosing.

« Discuss new behaviors that align with
functional changes in ‘values.

« Indude defusion and acceptance to promote

+ Promote regular mindfulness practice

Johansen et al. 2023 Front. Psy.




Conclusion

o Il'y une association entre l'intensité de I'experience psychédélique et I'efficacité clinique variant en fonction
v De l'indication

v" Du design des études

S : : Consommation d’autre Flexibilité psychologique
L'intention avant la prise L
substance (Alcool) initiale

N/ /

Intensité de I'expérience ﬁ Flexibilité psychologique

/7 N\ /7

La dose Type de substance

[ CoNGRes Ataaros |
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