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Background: Cannabidiol (CBD) is a cannabinoid of potential interest for the treatment

of substance use disorders. Our aim was to review the outcome measures, surrogate

endpoints, and biomarkers in published and ongoing randomized clinical trials.

Methods: We conducted a search in PubMed, Web of Science, PMC, PsycINFO,

EMBASE, CENTRAL Cochrane Library, “clinicalTrials.gov,” “clinicaltrialsregister.eu,” and

“anzctr.org.au” for published and ongoing studies. Inclusion criteria were randomized

clinical trials (RCTs) examining the use of CBD alone or in association with other

cannabinoids, in all substance use disorders. The included studies were analyzed in detail

and their qualities assessed by a standardized tool (CONSORT 2010). A short description

of excluded studies, consisting in controlled short-term or single administration in

non-treatment-seeking drug users, is provided.

Findings: The screening retrieved 207 published studies, including only 3 RCTs in

cannabis use disorder. Furthermore, 12 excluded studies in cannabis, tobacco, and

opioid use disorders are described.

Interpretation: Primary outcomes were validated withdrawal symptoms scales and

drug use reduction in the three RCTs. In the short-term or crossover studies, the

outcome measures were visual analog scales for subjective states; self-rated scales

for withdrawal, craving, anxiety, or psychotomimetic symptoms; and laboratory tasks

of drug-induced craving, effort expenditure, attentional bias for substance, impulsivity, or

anxiety to serve as surrogate endpoints for treatment efficacy. Of note, ongoing studies
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are now adding peripheral biomarkers of the endocannabinoid system status to predict

treatment response.

Conclusion: The outcome measures and biomarkers assessed in the ongoing CBD

trials for substance use disorders are improving.

Keywords: cannabis, tobacco, opioid, clinical trials, cannabinoids, cannabidiol, efficacy, biomarker

INTRODUCTION

The legalization of “medical marijuana” in several parts of the

United States, soon followed by other countries, has produced

an exponential increase in research using different active
compounds derived from the Cannabis sativa plant in various

medical conditions including substance use disorders (1).
Among those pharmacological agents, cannabidiol (CBD)

may be the one provoking the highest expectations. For the
general population, it is a painkiller and anxiolytic compound

used either dermally as oil or orally as oil (2) or herbal

tea, or smoked in electronic cigarettes (3, 4) for the self-
treatment of several conditions associated with chronic pains,

insomnia, and various psychological suffering. Compared with
tetrahydrocannabinol (THC), CBD is the product of choice

for medical cannabis users who do not have an associated
recreational use (5).

Pharmacologically speaking, CBD is a CB1-receptor low-

affinity agonist (6, 7) with inverse-agonist properties in the
presence of THC (8). Targeting the specific CB1-receptor could
be of interest in the treatment not only of cannabis use disorder.
Indeed, it could be relevant also in depression, anxiety, or
substance-related disorders in general for 3 reasons. First, this
G-coupled protein is abundant and ubiquitous in the human
brain, from the brainstem and cerebellum to the basal ganglia,
hippocampus, and neocortex, thus regulating several important
brain functions (9). Second, CB1 antagonists can provoke serious
mood disorders (10), thus supporting the reverse hypothesis that
CB1 agonists, including those with low affinity as CBD, might
have antidepressant effects. Third, several genetic variants of
CNR1, the CB1-coding gene, located on chromosome 6q14–15
(NC_000006.12), have been associated with either addictive (11–
15) or mood disorders (16) in case–control studies, highlighting
again the potential therapeutic properties of the pharmacological
modulation of this target. The published GWAS of lifetime
cannabis use and cannabis use disorders (17–19) did not confirm
the association. However, the genetic risk conferred by minor
alleles in CNR1 is expected to have a small effect size and
to interplay with several risk alleles for various psychiatric
disorders. Still, genetic variants of CNR1, especially those located
in the 3′UTR region, regulating the translation and stability of
RNA, are good candidate biomarkers for treatment efficacy of
pharmacological agents targeting the CB1-receptor.

Furthermore, CBD has several non-direct CB1-receptor
effects, as demonstrated in animal or cellular models. It
modulates the conformation of CB1- and CB2-receptor
heteromeric complexes (8). It is also a strong agonist of TRPV

(vanilloid channel receptors family) located on endothelial
cells, including the blood–brain barrier (20), mediating
its anti-inflammatory effects along with second messenger
pathway activation. CBD inhibits the cellular reuptake of the
endocannabinoid anandamide, increasing its activity (21) and
also increasing its disposition (22). Lastly, CBD seems to have
5HT1-receptor agonist properties (23) and 5HT3a antagonist
properties (24). Because of all those properties, CBD modulates
dopamine, serotonin, opioid, and the brain inflammatory
systems (25). CBD has shown several effects such as decreasing
anxiety and depressive-like symptoms and decreasing pain and
biological stress levels in several rodent models (26–28). As
those symptoms are known triggers for relapse in substance
use disorders (29, 30), those results from the pre-clinical
literature suggest that CBD is an interesting candidate to test in
human studies.

So far, CBD has demonstrated some anxiolytic properties
in human studies (31), but most of this effect was obtained
from studies where CBD was compared with THC, the major
compound of smoked cannabis. CBD has also anticonvulsant
properties (32), now well-established in controlled trials as an
adjunctive treatment in child refractory conditions (Lennox–
Gastaut and Dravet syndromes), and has a Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) and European Medicines Evaluation
Agency (EMEA) approval for those indications.

Concerning safety, in human studies, CBD has been safely
administrated for several weeks to human subjects. CBD,
especially, does not induce psychodysleptic effects or abuse.
Indeed, as an add-on treatment of schizophrenia (33), at a dose
of 1,000mg per day during 6 weeks, CBD produced only a slight
decrease in positive symptoms compared with placebo, but with
acceptable tolerance (the main side effects being nausea in one-
third of patients in the active group). CBD does not induce
withdrawal symptoms as was shown by a specific trial assessing
withdrawal symptoms after 4 weeks of CBD 750mg twice a day
and either blind maintenance or abrupt cessation under placebo
(34). In this trial, as in the literature, to the best of our knowledge,
no study described any case of CBD use disorder.

Concerning efficacy, CBD has shown some promising
properties in pre-clinical studies and some clinical studies in
the field of psychiatry and addiction medicine. To help identify
the methods currently used to assess the potential therapeutic
properties of CBD in substance use disorders and isolate them
from the noise of high expectations, we choose to perform
a review of both published and ongoing randomized clinical
trials in humans. We present the studies with a specific focus
on the outcome measures, surrogate endpoints, and biomarkers
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developed by the authors to show clinical efficacy or at least to
show that CBD could modify targets associated with efficacy in
substance use disorders.

METHODS

Search Strategy and Selection Criteria
First, we conducted a review of the published clinical trials
through a PubMed data search. Looking for double-blind
randomized trials, published before May 2020, we led 10
separate searches. CBD could be assessed alone or in association
with other cannabinoids, in (a) alcohol, (b) amphetamine, (c)
cannabis, (d) cocaine, (e) hallucinogen, (f) inhalant, (g) opioid,
(h) phencyclidine, (i) sedative, and (j) tobacco use disorder.

We used the following terms: “(cannabidiol OR CBD) AND
(randomized trial OR randomized study) AND (substance
related disorder OR addiction OR use disorder OR use OR abuse
OR excessive use OR dependence OR withdrawal)” AND either
“(alcohol),” “(amphetamine OR speed OR stimulant),” “(cannabis
OR marijuana OR THC),” (cocaine OR crack OR freebase),”
“(hallucinogen),” “(inhalant),” “(opioid OR heroin),” “(PCP OR
phencyclidine OR angel dust),” “(benzodiazepine OR sedative),”
or “(tobacco OR nicotine).” Inclusion criteria for the articles
were double-blinded, randomized, placebo, or adequate control,
in subjects with a formal diagnosis of substance use disorder,
assessing CBD alone or in association with other cannabinoids,
and reporting at least one primary outcome regarding substance
use disorder.

Exclusion criteria were as follows: studies involving healthy
volunteers, single administration, pre-clinical studies, reviews,
opinion papers, protocols, open-label studies, case reports, and
studies not published in English.

Two authors (AM and PL) independently examined titles and
abstracts. Relevant articles were obtained in full text and assessed
for inclusion criteria blindly by the two reviewers. Disagreement
was resolved via discussion to reach consensus.

Detailed data on each included randomized controlled
trial, including target population, intervention, treatment dose,
frequency and route of administration, treatment duration,
control group, outcome measures, surrogate endpoints and
biomarkers, adverse events, and study withdrawals, are described.
The risk of bias was assessed with the Cochrane risk of bias
tool, which includes assessment of indicators of selection bias,
performance bias, detection bias, attrition bias, and reporting
bias. Furthermore, the CONSORT 2010 (Consolidated Standards
of Reporting Trials) statement was used to rate the report made
in each article of the study design, analysis, and interpretation.

For the excluded studies consisting in short-term or single-
administration, proof-of-concept studies, conducted mostly in
non-treatment-seeking drug users, only a shorter presentation
of outcome measures, surrogate endpoints, and biomarkers
is provided.

Secondly, to ensure that no RCT was missed, we conducted
another search with the same key words in Web of Science,
PMC, PsycINFO, EMBASE, and CENTRAL Cochrane Library.
No further study was added.

Lastly, to identify ongoing or unpublished studies, we
searched different online registries: “clinicaltrials.gov,”
“clinicaltrialsregister.eu,” and “anzctr.org.au” websites, using
the terms “substance related disorder OR addiction OR use
disorder OR use OR abuse OR excessive use OR dependence
OR withdrawal” and “cannabidiol OR CBD OR nabiximols OR
(THC+ CBD).”

RESULTS

The PRISMA flowcharts presenting the selection of studies are
shown in Figure 1. The initial screening identified 17 published
articles presenting studies assessing CBD for alcohol, 2 for
amphetamine, 105 for cannabis, 59 for hallucinogen, 6 for
inhalant, 8 for opioid, 3 for sedative, and 7 for tobacco use
disorder. All the other researches that we conducted retrieved
no results. Of those screened studies, we finally retained only
3 studies meeting the inclusion criteria with a classical design
of randomization in parallel groups, vs. placebo, for cannabis
use disorder, all assessing the efficacy of nabiximol spray (a 1:1
THC/CBD ratio). Their outcome measures, surrogate endpoints,
and biomarkers are detailed in Table 1.

Although not properly speaking randomized controlled trials
of efficacy, 12 other controlled studies are presented: 3 studies of
THC–CBD combination on various endpoints in cannabis users
and 9 studies assessing the efficacy of CBD alone, mostly as oral
tablets, on surrogate endpoints of efficacy for cannabis (4 studies),
opioid (1 study), tobacco dependence (3 studies), or multiple
substance use (1 study). The main considerations for exclusion
are detailed in Figure 1.

Outcome Measures, Surrogate Endpoints,
and Biomarkers of the Three Randomized
Controlled Trials Assessing THC–CBD in
Cannabis Use Disorder
Withdrawal Symptoms
Only three trials randomized by group, as well as placebo-
controlled, assessed the pharmaceutical preparation nabiximol
(1:1 THC/CBD ratio) for cannabis use disorders (30–32). All 3
studies took place in subjects with verified cannabis use disorder
criteria during a cessation attempt. The studies lasted between 6
days and 12 weeks, giving way to observe both early withdrawal
symptoms and later abstinence maintenance or relapse, but
also to quantify cannabis use. The first published study (35),
conducted in 6 consecutive days in hospitalized patients, chose
to assess the CWS (Cannabis Withdrawal Scale) (38), a self-rated
withdrawal scale, as the main outcome.

Drug Use Reduction
In the two other RCTs, the investigators assessed 12-week
cannabis use reduction with self-reports collected with the
Timeline Followback as their primary outcome (see Table 1)
and relegate withdrawal symptoms questionnaires as secondary
outcome measures. Of note, in those studies, abstinence, defined
as a 4-week cannabis cessation, and time-to-relapse were also
only secondary outcomes. Furthermore, the 3 studies added

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 3 February 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 565617

https://clinicaltrials.gov
https://clinicaltrialsregister.eu
https://anzctr.org.au
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles


Morel et al. Outcomes in CBD-Based SUD Trials

FIGURE 1 | Continued
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FIGURE 1 | Flowchart of screened, selected, included, and evaluated studies (SUD, substance use disorder; RCT, randomized controlled trial). (A) Alcohol use

disorder. (B) Amphetamine use disorder. (C) Cannabis use disorder. (D) Cocaine use disorder. (E) Hallucinogen use disorder. (F) Inhalant use disorder. (G) Opioid use

disorder. (H) Phencyclidine use disorder. (I) Sedative use disorder. (J) Tobacco use disorder.

urine or plasma cannabis measurement to characterize drug
use reduction and act as surrogate endpoint predictors of
abstinence. The 3 trials included a validated self-rated craving
questionnaire, the Marijuana Craving Questionnaire (MCQ)
(39), either complete or short form, as surrogate endpoints for
abstinence. None of those 3 studies used biomarkers as a potential
predictor of abstinence or cannabis use reduction.

Quality of the Methodology of the
Randomized Controlled Trials
Overall, the quality of those 3 studies was good. The detailed risk
of bias and quality rating regarding those studies are presented
in Tables 2, 3. Analyses were performed in intention-to-treat
and missing data were handled by several appropriate methods:
multiple imputation (35), maximum likelihood estimation (36),
or intention-to-treat restricted to subjects who had received at
least one dose of medication (37).

Outcome Measures, Surrogate Endpoints,
and Biomarkers of the 12 Excluded Studies
Here, we give a short presentation of the methodology of the 12
pilot controlled studies that are not RCTs enrolling treatment-
seeking subjects.

Three Crossover Trials Assessing THC–CBD in

Cannabis Use Disorders

Consecutive Administration
Withdrawal Symptoms The study by Trigo et al. (40) used a
crossover design in 16 participants with cannabis use disorder

to assess withdrawal symptoms during repetitive 5-day cannabis
cessation sessions assessing several doses of nabiximol. The
primary outcome was assessed by 2 withdrawal scales: the
CWS (38) and the Marijuana Withdrawal Scale (MWC) (41). A
validated self-rated craving score, the MCQ (39), was used as
a secondary outcome measure, as were the side effects or the
quotation of feeling “high” with the THC–CBD doses.

Single Administrations Two crossover controlled studies
assessing the effect of a single administration of THC–CBD
or CBD alone used motivation and anxiety measures as
primary endpoints.

Motivation and Reward Expectation One study chose to assess
the motivation for rewarded tasks as a primary outcome measure
(42). In a double-blinded placebo-controlled experimental study,
17 subjects realized an effort expenditure for rewarded tasks,
under 3 conditions: after THC or THC–CBD (vaporized 8mg
THC + 10mg CBD) or placebo inhalation. The authors
measured not only the amount of the effort produced but
also the amount of expected reward associated with the effort
produced. The authors observed that CBD could attenuate the
indifference provoked by THC, expressed in the attenuation of
expected reward.

Anxiety Another study (43) reported more classical outcome
measures in terms of heart rate and blood pressure and several
self-rated visual analog of mood states including good drug effect
and high anxiety, but also the repetitive assessment state anxiety
part of the Spielberger State–Trait Anxiety Inventory (38). Those

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 5 February 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 565617

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles


Morel et al. Outcomes in CBD-Based SUD Trials

TABLE 1 | Characteristics of the 3 included randomized controlled trials assessing inhaled tetrahydrocannabinol–cannabidiol (THC–CBD) in cannabis use disorder.

Author Allsop et al. (35), Australia Trigo et al. (36), Canada Lintzeris et al. (37), Australia

Number of subjects P, n = 24/N, n = 27 P, n = 20/N, n = 20 P, n = 73/N, n = 64

Out-/inpatient Inpatient Outpatient Outpatient

Withdrawal During withdrawal During withdrawal/follow-up During withdrawal/follow-up

Treatment Self-titrated

Maximum 86.4mg THC + 80mg

CBD/day + CBT

Self-titrated

Maximum 113.4mg THC + 105mg

CBD/day + MET/CBT

Self-titrated

Maximum 86.4mg THC + 80mg

CBD/day + CBT

Duration 6 days of treatment, 3 days of washout,

28 days of follow-up

12 weeks 12 weeks

Primary outcome (Intervention)

Withdrawal score

Cannabis use, tolerability Cannabis use

Secondary outcome (Intervention)

Craving

(Follow-up)

Time to relapse

Use reduction

Psychosocial outcome

Tolerability

Craving score, withdrawal score Abstinence, use reduction, withdrawal

score, craving score, tolerability

Outcome measures CWS

Urine and plasma drug test

TLFB (7 days)

Urine and plasma drug tests

MWC

MCQ-SF

TLFB (28 days)

Urine drug test (placebo group)

MWC

MCQ

Main results CWS: N (−66%) > P (+52%), p = 0.01

Retention: N > P at day 6

Cannabis use: NSD

Tolerability: NSD

P (53/84 d) > N (35/84 d),

p = 0.02

Secondary results Time to relapse: NSD

Reduction use: NSD

Psychosocial: NSD

Tolerability: NSD

Withdrawal: NSD

Craving: NSD

Abstinence: NSD

Withdrawal: NSD

Craving: NSD

Quality CONSORT: 31/32

Biases 1/10

CONSORT: 24/32

Biases 2/10

CONSORT: 30/32

Biases 3/10

MET/CBT, motivational enhancement therapy and cognitive behavior therapy; CBT, cognitive behavior therapy; TLFB, Timeline Followback; MWC, Marijuana Withdrawal Checklist; MCQ,

Marijuana Craving Questionnaire; MCQ-SF, Marijuana Craving Questionnaire Short Form; CWS, Cannabis Withdrawal Scale; NSD, non-significant difference; P, placebo; N, nabiximol.

assessments were repeated several times over 10 h after a single
intake of either the following: oral THC 5mg, oral THC 15mg,
oromucosal spray pharmaceutical THC–CBD low dose (5.4mg
THC + 5.0mg CBD) or high dose (16.2mg THC + 15.0mg
CBD), oral placebo, or oromucosal spray placebo. The subjects
were 9 occasional cannabis users. The adjunction of CBD did not
prevent the rise of anxiety associated with THC in the few hours
after THC–CBD mixtures.

Outcome Measures, Surrogate Endpoints,
and Biomarkers of the Nine Excluded
Studies of CBD Alone for Substance Use
Disorders
Consecutive Administration

Drug Use Reduction
We identified a pilot study in tobacco dependence (44) with
only an indirect comparison design that did not qualify for our
inclusion criteria. We thus classified it as “miscellaneous” (see
Figure 1J). The chosen primary outcome was smoking reduction
measured by the declared number of cigarettes smoked in 1 week.
Smokers were randomized to receive either ad libitum inhaled
CBD (n = 12) or placebo (n = 12) via an inhaler delivering 400

µg of CBD at each press. Secondary outcome measures included
tobacco craving and self-rated separate visual analog scales of
the MRS (Mood Rating Scale) (45) including depression, anxiety,
and sedation. The results are presented like those assessments
that occurred only once on day 0 and once on day 7. No direct
comparison of craving reduction between groups is provided.

Single Administrations
Wepresent here some data from the eight other published articles
of interest. They were conducted in heroin-dependent subjects
(1 study), in regular cannabis users (4 studies), in dependent
tobacco smokers (2 articles), and in subjects with multiple
dependencies (1 study). Their primary outcome measures were
diverse and are listed below.

Cue-Induced Craving and Anxiety
The only published study assessing CBD effects in 42 subjects
with heroin use disorder, currently abstinent (46), was a
crossover, placebo-controlled trial examining 3 consecutive
days of oral CBD 400mg per day or CBD 800mg per day
or placebo. The primary outcome measures were repetitive
visual analog scales (VASs) of craving and anxiety during
cue-induced laboratory sessions, up to 7 days after the
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TABLE 2 | Internal and external validity of the 3 THC-CBD trials in cannabis use

disorder evaluated by Cochrane risk of bias tool.

Allsop

et al. (35)

Trigo et al.

(36)

Lintzeris

et al. (37)

Internal validity

Selection bias

Random sequence generation y y y

Allocation protected from

contamination

y y y

Similar baseline characteristics y y y

Detection bias

PPG calculation y y y

Blinding of outcome assessment y y y

Adequate outcome measurement y y y

Equivalent assessment y y y

Attrition bias

Incomplete outcome data y (ITT) y (ITT) y (mITT)

Report bias

No selective reporting y y y

External validity

Appropriate comparator y y y

PPG, participant per group; y, yes; ITT, intention-to-treat; mITT, modified intention-to-treat.

end of CBD administration. Several secondary outcome
measures were also assessed: the Positive and Negative Affect
Scores (PANAS) (47) and several cognition tests, mostly
consisting in sustained attention tasks, such as a Digit Symbol
Substitution Task (DSST), a Digit Span Test–Backward
(DSTB), and a Continuous Performance Task (CPT). The
investigators added physiological measures, including heart
rate, blood pressure, and body temperature and salivary
cortisol levels, as biomarkers of cue-induced stress during
the exposition task. The authors concluded that both CBD
doses reduced craving and anxiety during the tasks of
salient drug cue presentation compared with neutral cues.
In addition, the drug cue-induced physiological measures of
heart rate and salivary cortisol levels were also attenuated.
No sedation effects were observed, and there was also no
cognitive enhancement.

Psychomimetic Subjective Effect
A study conducted in occasional and regular cannabis users
with a single inhalation of either THC 8mg, CBD 16mg, THC
8mg + CBD 16mg, or placebo (48) chose as primary endpoint
a scale designed to assess drug-induced psychotomimetic
effects, the Psychotomimetic States Inventory (PSI) (49) along
with the validated Brief Psychiatric Rating scale (BPRS)
(50). The co-administration of CBD did not attenuate the
psychotomimetic effects of THC, and CBD alone reduced PSI
scores in light users only. This study included a working
memory task using a word list and sustained attention tests as
secondary outcome measures, showing again that CBD in co-
administration did not attenuate the impairing memory and
cognitive effect of THC and that CBD alone had no cognitive
enhancement properties.

TABLE 3 | CONSORT quality ratings of the 3 THC-CBD trials in cannabis use

disorder.

CONSORT 2010 Allsop

et al. (35)

Trigo

et al. (36)

Lintzeris

et al. (37)

Title and abstract 1a y n y

1b y y y

Introduction 2a y y y

2b y y y

Methods Trial design 3a y y y

3b n/a n/a n/a

Participants 4a y y y

4b y n y

Interventions 5 y y y

Outcomes 6a y n y

6b n/a n/a n/a

Sample size 7a y y y

7b n/a n/a n/a

Randomization Sequence

generation

8a y y y

8b y y y

Allocation

concealment

mechanism

9 y n n

Implementation 10 n y y

Blinding 11a y y y

11b y y y

Statistical

methods

12a y y y

12b y y y

Results Participant

flow

13a y n y

13b y y y

Recruitment 14a y n y

14b n/a n/a n/a

Baseline data 15 y y y

Numbers

analyzed

16 y n y

Outcome

measures and

estimation

17a y y y

17b n/a n/a n/a

Ancillary

analyses

18 y y y

Harms 19 y y y

Discussion Limitations 20 y y y

Generalizability 21 y y y

Interpretation 22 y y y

Other information Registration 23 y y y

Protocol 24 n n y

Funding 25 y y y

Total/32 31 24 30

n, no; y, yes; n/a, non-applicable.

Attentional Bias and Impulsivity
In order to test what could be surrogate endpoints for CBD
efficacy in tobacco use disorder, a British team published
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in 2 interesting articles the results of a crossover trial of 1
administration of 800mg CBD vs. placebo in non-treatment-
seeking tobacco smokers during experimental sessions of 24 h
abstinence, separated by 1-week washouts (51, 52). In the first
report (51), the primary outcome was the attentional bias toward
tobacco cues (AB) as a slower response time during a Visual
Probe Task (VPT) with both neutral and smoking-related cues.
Furthermore, participants had to quote the pleasantness of the
task. Secondary outcome measures included withdrawal and
craving scales, heart rate, blood pressure, and side effect scales.
In the second report (52), the primary outcome was impulsivity,
and it was measured by 2 tests. In a Delay-Discounting Task,
no significant difference between CBD and placebo was found,
while a Go/No-go task showed significantly more errors with
CBD than placebo. Memory was measured by a Prose Recall
Task (PRT), showing no significant difference between CBD
and placebo. Furthermore, an N-Back Task (NBT) showed no
difference for correct responses, reaction time, and maintenance
and manipulation. Thus, CBD was not shown to improve
cognition in the specific condition of nicotine withdrawal.

Cognitive Performance
Several cognitive tests were also assessed in another specific
condition, this time the pretreatment with a single dose of 200,
400, or 800mg CBD prior to smoked cannabis intake (53), along
with several VASs exploring the reinforcing and subjective effect
of this interaction, during 8 sessions. Once again, no specific
significant differences were found between CBD and placebo and
neither was there any signal of abuse liability (54).

Abuse Liability
Another team performed the same kind of experiment to assess
the abuse liability of oral CBD in healthy recreational polydrug
users (55). The investigators compared single administrations of
750, 1,500, and 4,500mg oral CBD to alprazolam 2mg (APZ)
or dronabinol (THC) 10 and 30mg. The primary outcome
was again the maximum effect (Emax) on a drug-liking VAS
scale, with also positive (“feeling high” and “feeling stoned”)
and negative effects, and there were several other subjective
effects as secondary outcome measures. Cognitive, memory, and
psychomotor functions were measured by a Divided Attention
Test (DAT), the Hopkins Verbal Learning Test Revised (HVLT),
and the DSST. Again, this study confirmed that single-dose oral
CBD does not show any signal of abuse liability as well as no
detectable cognitive effect in this condition.

Facial Emotion Recognition Task
Originally, we identified 1 study conducted by Hindocha et al.
(56), which examined the acute effects of THC, CBD, and
their combination on facial emotion recognition. This task
consists in showing six basic emotions (happiness, sadness,
anger, disgust, fearful, surprise, and neutrality) and with an
intensity degree in 5 levels. Facial recognition is impaired in
mood and anxiety disorders. The reduction of its impairment
is proposed as a surrogate endpoint for treatment efficacy in
anxiety disorders when screening new molecules (48). Regular
cannabis smokers attended 4 sessions with a 1-week washout

and were administered by inhalation either THC 8mg, CBD
16mg, THC+ CBD (8+ 16mg), or placebo. The results showed
that at 60% intensity, participants were more accurate with
CBD alone than placebo. At more ambiguous emotion levels, at
40% intensity, participants with THC–CBD were more accurate
than participants with THC alone. As a secondary outcome
measures, participants also completed the subjective effect VASs
for “stoned,” “anxiety,” “alert,” and “happy or sad,” among other
subjective states. The results did not support the investigators’
hypothesis that cannabis users would differ according to their
score on a Schizotypal Proneness Questionnaire.

None of those single-administration studies tested if their
primary or secondary outcome measures were associated with
indirect brain biomarkers of substance use disorder severity
or evolution. In the studies presenting time-curve evolution of
mood or cognitive effects over some hours, no correlation with
plasma CBD level was shown.

Ongoing Studies
Our screening in the American clinical trial registry
(clinicaltrials.gov) identified 87 studies. The same screening
in the European clinical trial web-base (clinialtrialsregister.eu)
identified 2 studies and seven from the Australian and New
Zealand clinical trial registry (anzctr.org.au). We did not retain
studies not performed in substance use disorders (mostly
performed in epilepsy or chronic pain), already published studies
(previously included in this review), and studies recorded in
several registries. This left 13 studies. Of note, and this is an
important change from the past few years, all those studies
are evaluating the efficacy of CBD alone as the treatment of
interest. The substance use disorder conditions assessed in
those studies were as follows: cannabis use disorder (UD) (5
studies), opioid UD (4 studies), alcohol UD (3 studies), and
1 study was also found in cocaine UD. Eight studies were
conducted in North America, 2 in Europe, 2 in Oceania, and 1
with unknown location. Protocols, CBD dose, and duration vary
according to the study. The duration of CBD administration
ranges from four single administrations to 3 months, with the
majority of studies assessing 1–2 months of treatment. CBD
doses range from 300 to 1,400mg per day. The primary outcome
measures are withdrawal symptoms or craving in the shortest
studies (on opioid UD, alcohol UD) and also substance use
or relapse, associated with craving in several-week duration
trials (cannabis UD, alcohol UD, cocaine UD). Most studies
have also secondary outcome measures with various subjective
symptoms scales: anxiety, sleep quality, psychotic symptoms,
and craving, serving as surrogate endpoints for efficacy. On
top of that, those more recent studies add several biomarkers
to be tested as surrogate endpoints for efficacy: cannabidiol
plasma levels (alcohol UD studies, opioid UD studies, cocaine
UD study), combined with endocannabinoid plasma levels
(cannabis UD studies and cocaine UD study) composed
of both CBD and anandamide plasma levels, sometimes
combined with other biomarkers: mono-amine plasma levels
or inflammatory biomarkers including plasma cortisol in
cocaine UD.
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DISCUSSION

Despite the great expectations toward the possible therapeutic
effects of CBD in substance use disorders, this review showed
that published data are limited. There is no published study
demonstrating the efficacy of CBD alone to treat any substance
use disorder.

When choosing stringent inclusion criteria, only 3 high-
quality randomized placebo-controlled trials can be retained. All
those 3 studies tested THC/CBD compounds and proposed to
treat cannabis use disorder. Their primary outcome measures
were validated scales of withdrawal symptoms or cannabis use
reduction. In the context of efficacy trials, validated craving
scales, previously associated with relapse, are only secondary
outcomes. Those 3 studies did not report on any biomarker that
could be used as a useful predictor of efficacy.

Regarding trials assessing CBD alone in treating substance use
disorder, none of them can qualify as a high-quality randomized
controlled trial. Published data are limited to very short-term
or even single-administration crossover designs. In such short-
term pilot studies, the efficacy assessment can only rely on
primary outcome measures sensitive to short-term change. In
that context, series of visual analog scales of various subjective
effects, describing the drug effects or anxiety or mood states, are
useful and allow repetitive assessments and the establishment of
time curves. The adjunction of validated withdrawal or craving
scales, as well as scales assessing anxiety or psychotomimetic
effects, is an improvement if those scales are validated for such
repetitive assessments.

The investigators identified tasks that could be surrogate
endpoints for treatment efficacy in substance use disorders,
by mimicking conditions associated with relapse: drug-induced
craving, attentional bias for the substance, impulsivity, or anxiety.
The assessment of the expected procognitive properties of CBD
does not target relapse. It is rather a way to rule out the THC-
induced cognitive side effects.

There is a shift in the most recently declared clinical
trials toward more prolonged efficacy trials and toward
targeting more substance use disorders, including alcohol
and cocaine use disorders. This shift is also accompanied
by a qualitative improvement of the methodology toward
the use of biomarkers that could be predictive of CBD
efficacy. Above classical pharmacokinetic parameters such as
CBD plasma level, which could help to define a therapeutic
range, researchers are now adding new peripheral biomarkers
assessing the current state of the endocannabinoid system, the
mono-amine system, or the immune system. Of note, those
biomarkers could be applied to all substance use disorders.
Indeed, repetitive drug intake produces homeostatic changes
in the common final pathway of the brain reward circuit.
The endocannabinoid system plays a role of modulator of this
circuit. Those therapeutic trials could benefit from a more
general enhancement in research for the identification of valid
biomarkers of the reward circuit homeostatic state. They could
include peripheral biomarkers, combined with brain imagery
or neuropsychological tasks, and eventually drug administration

challenges to describe the various stages of substance use
disorder. In particular, an entire research era consisting in the
design of study protocols able to assess the central nervous system
pharmacological target engagement by CBD could emerge in the
next years. They could include the association of CNR1 gene
polymorphisms with treatment response, or specific measures
of the central nervous system inflammation state through
radioactive ligands, or markers of CB1- or 5HT-receptors or
TRPV channel activity.

Among the strengths of our review, we would like to point out
the stringent definition of included/excluded published studies;
the extended search strategy including PubMed, Web of Science,
PMC, PsycINFO, EMBASE, and CENTRAL Cochrane Library;
the double selection made independently by two reviewers; and
the separate presentation of declared ongoing studies.

CONCLUSION

The field of research assessing the efficacy of CBD in substance
use disorder is emergent. To date, published randomized
controlled trials are limited to THC–CBD compounds. However,
pilot studies assessing single administrations or short-term
efficacy of CBD alone on surrogate endpoints of efficacy have
already been conducted. They targeted cue-induced craving,
effort expenditure, attentional bias for the substance, impulsivity,
or anxiety. The next generation of trials, already ongoing,
will include peripheral biomarkers of the endocannabinoid
system homeostatic state as well as immunologic biomarkers
as potential predictors of efficacy. Our recommendation for
future randomized clinical trials testing the efficacy of CBD
to treat substance use disorders would be to combine the
repetitive assessment of 3 types of biomarkers of efficacy:
peripheral biomarkers of the endocannabinoid system such
as cannabinoid plasma level, short-term surrogate endpoints
(such as craving or attentional bias reduction), and long-
term validated measures of abstinence, dose reduction, or
harm reduction.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

FV and MF designed the study. AM and PL screened the
studies and wrote the first draft. All authors have significantly
contributed to the discussion and approved the final manuscript.

FUNDING

This study was funded by the French Ministry of Health (PHRC
national 2018) to FV to support a randomized controlled trial
of CBD in alcohol use disorder. The study sponsor is the DRCI
(Direction de la Recherche Clinique et de l’Innovation) from the
Assistance Publique - Hôpitaux de Paris. The funding source as
well as the sponsor had no part in the study design, the writing or
the choice to submit this work for publication.

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 9 February 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 565617

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles


Morel et al. Outcomes in CBD-Based SUD Trials

REFERENCES

1. Di Marzo V, Bifulco M, De Petrocellis L. The endocannabinoid system

and its therapeutic exploitation. Nat Rev Drug Discov. (2004) 3:771–84.

doi: 10.1038/nrd1495

2. Izgelov D, Davidson E, Barasch D, Regev A, Domb AJ, Hoffman A.

Pharmacokinetic investigation of synthetic cannabidiol oral formulations

in healthy volunteers. Eur J Pharm Biopharm. (2020) 154:108–15.

doi: 10.1016/j.ejpb.2020.06.021

3. Davenport S. Price and product variation in Washington’s

recreational cannabis market. Int J Drug Policy. (2019) 102547.

doi: 10.1016/j.drugpo.2019.08.004

4. Giroud C, de Cesare M, Berthet A, Varlet V, Concha-Lozano N, Favrat

B. E-Cigarettes: a review of new trends in cannabis use. IJERPH. (2015)

12:9988–10008. doi: 10.3390/ijerph120809988

5. Morean ME, Lederman IR. Prevalence and correlates of medical cannabis

patients’ use of cannabis for recreational purposes. Addict Behav. (2019)

93:233–9. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2019.02.003

6. Bergamaschi MM, Queiroz RHC, Zuardi AW, Crippa JAS. Safety and side

effects of cannabidiol, a Cannabis sativa constituent. Curr Drug Saf. (2011)

6:237–49. doi: 10.2174/157488611798280924

7. Dalton WS, Martz R, Lemberger L, Rodda BE, Forney RB. Influence of

cannabidiol on delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol effects. Clin Pharmacol Ther.

(1976) 19:300–9. doi: 10.1002/cpt1976193300

8. Navarro G, Varani K, Lillo A, Vincenzi F, Rivas-Santisteban R, Raïch

I, et al. Pharmacological data of cannabidiol- and cannabigerol-type

phytocannabinoids acting on cannabinoid CB1, CB2 and CB1/CB2 heteromer

receptors. Pharmacol Res. (2020) 159:104940. doi: 10.1016/j.phrs.2020.104940

9. Piomelli D. The molecular logic of endocannabinoid signalling. Nat Rev

Neurosci. (2003) 4:873–84. doi: 10.1038/nrn1247

10. Topol EJ, Bousser M-G, Fox KAA, Creager MA, Despres J-P, Easton JD,

et al. Rimonabant for prevention of cardiovascular events (CRESCENDO): a

randomised, multicentre, placebo-controlled trial. Lancet. (2010) 376:517–23.

doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(10)60935-X

11. Chen X, Williamson VS, An S-S, Hettema JM, Aggen SH, Neale MC, et al.

Cannabinoid receptor 1 gene association with nicotine dependence. Arch Gen

Psychiatry. (2008) 65:816–24. doi: 10.1001/archpsyc.65.7.816

12. Agrawal A, Wetherill L, Dick DM, Xuei X, Hinrichs A, Hesselbrock V, et al.

Evidence for association between polymorphisms in the cannabinoid receptor

1. (CNR1) gene and cannabis dependence. Am J Med Genet B Neuropsychiatr

Genet. (2009) 150B:736–40. doi: 10.1002/ajmg.b.30881

13. Marcos M, Pastor I, de la Calle C, Barrio-Real L, Laso FJ, González-

Sarmiento R. Cannabinoid receptor 1 gene is associated with

alcohol dependence. Alcohol Clin Exp Res. (2012) 36:267–71.

doi: 10.1111/j.1530-0277.2011.01623.x

14. Clarke T-K, Bloch PJ, Ambrose-Lanci LM, Ferraro TN, Berrettini

WH, Kampman KM, et al. Further evidence for association of

polymorphisms in the CNR1 gene with cocaine addiction: confirmation

in an independent sample and meta-analysis. Addict Biol. (2013) 18:702–8.

doi: 10.1111/j.1369-1600.2011.00346.x

15. Zhang P-W, Ishiguro H, Ohtsuki T, Hess J, Carillo F, Walther D, et al.

Human cannabinoid receptor 1: 5’ exons, candidate regulatory regions,

polymorphisms, haplotypes and association with polysubstance abuse. Mol

Psychiatry. (2004) 9:916–31. doi: 10.1038/sj.mp.4001560

16. Agrawal A, Nelson EC, Littlefield AK, Bucholz KK, Degenhardt L, Henders

AK, et al. Cannabinoid receptor genotype moderation of the effects of

childhood physical abuse on anhedonia and depression. Arch Gen Psychiatry.

(2012) 69:732–40. doi: 10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2011.2273

17. Pasman JA, Verweij KJH, Gerring Z, Stringer S, Sanchez-Roige S, Treur JL,

et al. GWAS of lifetime cannabis use reveals new risk loci, genetic overlap

with psychiatric traits, and a causal influence of schizophrenia. Nat Neurosci.

(2018) 21:1161–70. doi: 10.1038/s41593-018-0206-1

18. Demontis D, Rajagopal VM, Thorgeirsson TE, Als TD, Grove J, Leppälä K,

et al. Genome-wide association study implicates CHRNA2 in cannabis use

disorder. Nat Neurosci. (2019) 22:1066–74. doi: 10.1038/s41593-019-0416-1

19. Agrawal A, Chou Y-L, Carey CE, Baranger DAA, Zhang B, Sherva R,

et al. Genome-wide association study identifies a novel locus for cannabis

dependence.Mol Psychiatry. (2018) 23:1293–302. doi: 10.1038/mp.2017.200

20. Luo H, Rossi E, Saubamea B, Chasseigneaux S, Cochois V, Choublier N, et al.

Cannabidiol increases proliferation, migration, tubulogenesis, and integrity of

human brain endothelial cells through TRPV2 activation.Mol Pharmaceutics.

(2019) 16:1312–26. doi: 10.1021/acs.molpharmaceut.8b01252

21. Bisogno T, Hanuš L, De Petrocellis L, Tchilibon S, Ponde DE, Brandi I,

et al. Molecular targets for cannabidiol and its synthetic analogues: effect

on vanilloid VR1 receptors and on the cellular uptake and enzymatic

hydrolysis of anandamide: Cannabidiol, VR1 receptors and anandamide

inactivation. Br J Pharmacol. (2001) 134:845–52. doi: 10.1038/sj.bjp.

0704327

22. Izzo AA, Borrelli F, Capasso R, Di Marzo V, Mechoulam R. Non-psychotropic

plant cannabinoids: new therapeutic opportunities from an ancient

herb. Trends Pharmacol Sci. (2009) 30:515–27. doi: 10.1016/j.tips.2009.

07.006

23. Hartmann A, Lisboa SF, Sonego AB, Coutinho D, Gomes FV,

Guimarães FS. Cannabidiol attenuates aggressive behavior induced by

social isolation in mice: involvement of 5-HT1A and CB1 receptors.

Progr Neur Psychopharmacol Biol Psychiatry. (2019) 94:109637.

doi: 10.1016/j.pnpbp.2019.109637

24. Yang K-H, Galadari S, Isaev D, Petroianu G, Shippenberg TS, Oz M. The

nonpsychoactive cannabinoid cannabidiol inhibits 5-hydroxytryptamine 3A

receptor-mediated currents in Xenopus laevis oocytes. J Pharmacol Exp Ther.

(2010) 333:547–54. doi: 10.1124/jpet.109.162594

25. Ibeas Bih C, Chen T, Nunn AVW, Bazelot M, Dallas M,Whalley BJ. Molecular

targets of cannabidiol in neurological disorders. Neurotherapeutics. (2015)

12:699–730. doi: 10.1007/s13311-015-0377-3

26. Campos AC, Fogaça MV, Sonego AB, Guimarães FS. Cannabidiol,

neuroprotection and neuropsychiatric disorders. Pharmacol Res. (2016)

112:119–27. doi: 10.1016/j.phrs.2016.01.033

27. Norris C, Loureiro M, Kramar C, Zunder J, Renard J, Rushlow W, et al.

Cannabidiol modulates fear memory formation through interactions with

serotonergic transmission in the mesolimbic system. Neuropsychopharmacol.

(2016) 41:2839–50. doi: 10.1038/npp.2016.93

28. Fogaça MV, Campos AC, Coelho LD, Duman RS, Guimarães FS.

The anxiolytic effects of cannabidiol in chronically stressed mice

are mediated by the endocannabinoid system: Role of neurogenesis

and dendritic remodeling. Neuropharmacology. (2018) 135:22–33.e28.

doi: 10.1016/j.neuropharm.2018.03.001

29. Koob GF, Volkow ND. Neurobiology of addiction: a neurocircuitry analysis.

Lancet Psychiatry. (2016) 3:760–73. doi: 10.1016/S2215-0366(16)00104-8

30. Fatseas M, Serre F, Swendsen J, Auriacombe M. Effects of anxiety and mood

disorders on craving and substance use among patients with substance use

disorder: an ecological momentary assessment study. Drug Alcohol Depend.

(2018) 187:242–8. doi: 10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2018.03.008

31. Zuardi AW, Shirakawa I, Finkelfarb E, Karniol IG. Action of cannabidiol on

the anxiety and other effects produced by delta 9-THC in normal subjects.

Psychopharmacology (Berl). (1982) 76:245–50. doi: 10.1007/BF00432554

32. Perucca E. Cannabinoids in the treatment of epilepsy: hard evidence at last?

J Epilepsy Res. (2017) 7:61–76. doi: 10.14581/jer.17012

33. McGuire P, Robson P, Cubala WJ, Vasile D, Morrison PD, Barron R,

et al. Cannabidiol (CBD) as an adjunctive therapy in schizophrenia: a

multicenter randomized controlled trial. Am J Psychiatry. (2018) 175:225–31.

doi: 10.1176/appi.ajp.2017.17030325

34. Taylor L, Crockett J, Tayo B, Checketts D, Sommerville K. Abrupt withdrawal

of cannabidiol (CBD) a randomized trial Epilepsy Behav. (2020) 104:106938.

doi: 10.1016/j.yebeh.2020.106938

35. Allsop DJ, Copeland J, Lintzeris N, Dunlop AJ, Montebello M, Sadler

C, et al. Nabiximols as an agonist replacement therapy during cannabis

withdrawal: a randomized clinical trial. JAMA Psychiatry. (2014) 71:281–91.

doi: 10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2013.3947

36. Trigo JM, Soliman A, Quilty LC, Fischer B, Rehm J, Selby P, et al. Nabiximols

combined with motivational enhancement/cognitive behavioral therapy for

the treatment of cannabis dependence: a pilot randomized clinical trial. PLoS

ONE. (2018) 13:e0190768. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0190768

37. Lintzeris N, Bhardwaj A, Mills L, Dunlop A, Copeland J, McGregor

I, et al. Nabiximols for the treatment of cannabis dependence: a

randomized clinical trial. JAMA Intern Med. (2019) 179:1242–53.

doi: 10.1001/jamainternmed.2019.1993

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 10 February 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 565617

https://doi.org/10.1038/nrd1495
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpb.2020.06.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2019.08.004
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph120809988
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2019.02.003
https://doi.org/10.2174/157488611798280924
https://doi.org/10.1002/cpt1976193300
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phrs.2020.104940
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn1247
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)60935-X
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.65.7.816
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajmg.b.30881
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-0277.2011.01623.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1369-1600.2011.00346.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.mp.4001560
https://doi.org/10.1001/archgenpsychiatry.2011.2273
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41593-018-0206-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41593-019-0416-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/mp.2017.200
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.molpharmaceut.8b01252
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjp.0704327
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tips.2009.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pnpbp.2019.109637
https://doi.org/10.1124/jpet.109.162594
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13311-015-0377-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phrs.2016.01.033
https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2016.93
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropharm.2018.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(16)00104-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2018.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00432554
https://doi.org/10.14581/jer.17012
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2017.17030325
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yebeh.2020.106938
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2013.3947
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0190768
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamainternmed.2019.1993
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles


Morel et al. Outcomes in CBD-Based SUD Trials

38. Gorelick DA, Levin KH, Copersino ML, Heishman SJ, Liu F, Boggs DL, et al.

Diagnostic criteria for cannabis withdrawal syndrome. Drug Alcohol Depend.

(2012) 123:141–7. doi: 10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2011.11.007

39. Heishman SJ, Singleton EG. Assessment of cannabis craving using the

marijuana craving questionnaire. Methods Mol Med. (2006) 123:209–16.

doi: 10.1385/1-59259-999-0:209

40. Trigo JM, Lagzdins D, Rehm J, Selby P, Gamaleddin I, Fischer B,

et al. Effects of fixed or self-titrated dosages of sativex on cannabis

withdrawal and cravings. Drug Alcohol Depend. (2016) 161:298–306.

doi: 10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2016.02.020

41. Budney AJ, Novy PL, Hughes JR. Marijuana withdrawal among adults

seeking treatment for marijuana dependence. Addiction. (1999) 94:1311–22.

doi: 10.1046/j.1360-0443.1999.94913114.x

42. Lawn W, Freeman TP, Pope RA, Joye A, Harvey L, Hindocha C, et al. Acute

and chronic effects of cannabinoids on effort-related decision-making and

reward learning: an evaluation of the cannabis “amotivational” hypotheses.

Psychopharmacology. (2016) 233:3537–52. doi: 10.1007/s00213-016-4383-x

43. Karschner EL, Darwin WD, McMahon RP, Liu F, Wright S, Goodwin

RS, et al. Subjective and physiological effects after controlled Sativex

and oral THC administration. Clin Pharmacol Ther. (2011) 89:400–7.

doi: 10.1038/clpt.2010.318

44. Morgan CJA, Das RK, Joye A, Curran HV, Kamboj SK. Cannabidiol reduces

cigarette consumption in tobacco smokers: preliminary findings. Addict

Behav. (2013) 38:2433–6. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2013.03.011

45. Bond A, Lader M. The use of analogue scales in rating subjective feelings. Br J

Med Psychol. (1974) 47:211–8. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8341.1974.tb02285.x

46. Hurd YL, Spriggs S, Alishayev J, Winkel G, Gurgov K, Kudrich C,

et al. Cannabidiol for the reduction of cue-induced craving and anxiety

in drug-abstinent individuals with heroin use disorder: a double-blind

randomized placebo-controlled trial. Am J Psychiatry. (2019) 176:911–22.

doi: 10.1176/appi.ajp.2019.18101191

47. Crawford JR, Henry JD. The positive and negative affect schedule

(PANAS) construct validity, measurement properties and normative data

in a large non-clinical sample. Br J Clin Psychol. (2004) 43:245–65.

doi: 10.1348/0144665031752934

48. Morgan CJA, Freeman TP, Hindocha C, Schafer G, Gardner C, Curran HV.

Individual and combined effects of acute delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol and

cannabidiol on psychotomimetic symptoms and memory function. Transl

Psychiatry. (2018) 8:181. doi: 10.1038/s41398-018-0191-x

49. Mason OJ, Morgan CJM, Stefanovic A, Curran HV. The Psychotomimetic

states inventory (PSI) Measuring psychotic-type experiences

from ketamine and cannabis. Schizophr Res. (2008) 103:138–42.

doi: 10.1016/j.schres.2008.02.020

50. Overall JE, Gorham DR. The brief psychiatric rating scale. Psychol Rep. (1962)

10:799–812. doi: 10.2466/pr0.1962.10.3.799

51. Hindocha C, Freeman TP, Grabski M, Stroud JB, Crudgington H, Davies

AC, et al. Cannabidiol reverses attentional bias to cigarette cues in a human

experimental model of tobacco withdrawal. Addiction. (2018) 113:1696–1705.

doi: 10.1111/add.14243

52. Hindocha C, Freeman TP, Grabski M, Crudgington H, Davies AC,

Stroud JB, et al. The effects of cannabidiol on impulsivity and memory

during abstinence in cigarette dependent smokers. Sci Rep. (2018) 8:7568.

doi: 10.1038/s41598-018-25846-2

53. Haney M, Malcolm RJ, Babalonis S, Nuzzo PA, Cooper ZD, Bedi G, et al.

Oral cannabidiol does not alter the subjective, reinforcing or cardiovascular

effects of smoked cannabis. Neuropsychopharmacology. (2016) 41:1974–82.

doi: 10.1038/npp.2015.367

54. Babalonis S, Haney M, Malcolm RJ, Lofwall MR, Votaw VR, Sparenborg

S, et al. Oral cannabidiol does not produce a signal for abuse liability

in frequent marijuana smokers. Drug Alcohol Depend. (2017) 172:9–13.

doi: 10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2016.11.030

55. Schoedel KA, Szeto I, Setnik B, Sellers EM, Levy-Cooperman N, Mills C, et al.

Abuse potential assessment of cannabidio (CBD) in recreational polydrug

users: a randomized, double-blind, controlled trial. Epilepsy Behav. (2018)

88:162–71. doi: 10.1016/j.yebeh.2018.07.027

56. Hindocha C, Freeman TP, Schafer G, Gardener C, Das RK, Morgan CJA,

et al. Acute effects of delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol, cannabidiol and their

combination on facial emotion recognition: a randomised, double-blind,

placebo-controlled study in cannabis users. Eur Neuropsychopharmacol.

(2015) 25:325–34. doi: 10.1016/j.euroneuro.2014.11.014

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the

absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a

potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2021 Morel, Lebard, Dereux, Azuar, Questel, Bellivier, Marie-Claire,

Fatséas, Vorspan and Bloch. This is an open-access article distributed under the

terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution

or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and

the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal

is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or

reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Psychiatry | www.frontiersin.org 11 February 2021 | Volume 12 | Article 565617

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2011.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1385/1-59259-999-0:209
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2016.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1360-0443.1999.94913114.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00213-016-4383-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/clpt.2010.318
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2013.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8341.1974.tb02285.x
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2019.18101191
https://doi.org/10.1348/0144665031752934
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41398-018-0191-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.schres.2008.02.020
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1962.10.3.799
https://doi.org/10.1111/add.14243
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-25846-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/npp.2015.367
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2016.11.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yebeh.2018.07.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroneuro.2014.11.014
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychiatry#articles

	Clinical Trials of Cannabidiol for Substance Use Disorders: Outcome Measures, Surrogate Endpoints, and Biomarkers
	Introduction
	Methods
	Search Strategy and Selection Criteria

	Results
	Outcome Measures, Surrogate Endpoints, and Biomarkers of the Three Randomized Controlled Trials Assessing THC–CBD in Cannabis Use Disorder
	Withdrawal Symptoms
	Drug Use Reduction

	Quality of the Methodology of the Randomized Controlled Trials
	Outcome Measures, Surrogate Endpoints, and Biomarkers of the 12 Excluded Studies
	Three Crossover Trials Assessing THC–CBD in Cannabis Use Disorders
	Consecutive Administration
	Withdrawal Symptoms
	Single Administrations
	Motivation and Reward Expectation
	Anxiety



	Outcome Measures, Surrogate Endpoints, and Biomarkers of the Nine Excluded Studies of CBD Alone for Substance Use Disorders
	Consecutive Administration
	Drug Use Reduction

	Single Administrations
	Cue-Induced Craving and Anxiety
	Psychomimetic Subjective Effect
	Attentional Bias and Impulsivity
	Cognitive Performance
	Abuse Liability
	Facial Emotion Recognition Task

	Ongoing Studies


	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	References


