The War on Hegal Drugs Must Continue
Advocate: Theodore Dalrymple, a physician and psychiatrist who
works in a British prison. A contributing editor of City Journal, he
recently wrote Life at the Bottom: The Worldview that Makes the
Underclass (Chicago: Tvan R, Deg, 2001).
Source: “Don’t Legalize Drugs,” City Journal, Yolume 7, Number 2
(Spring 1997).
The War on Drugs Is Counterproduoctive
Advocates: Bric L. Jensen, Professor of Sociology at the University of
{daho; Jurg Gerber, Professor in the College of Criminal Justice, Hars
Houston State University: and Clayton Mosher, Associate Professon
ol Sociology, Washinglon State University, Vancouver.
Source: “Social Conscquences of the War on Drugs: The Legacy of
Failed Policy,” Criminal Justice Policy Review, Volume 15, Number |
(March 2004): 100121,

The debate over whether marijuana (and perhaps other illegal drugs) =7
decriminalized is not a debate over whether clementary school childvet
be able to buy marijuana at the candy store or smoke a joint in the schee
ria after lunch. The question is instead whether to decriminalize poss+
sale of illegal drugs (such as marijuana, cocaine, and opium), which is -
punishable by criminal sanctions, and regulate their sale and use much
regulate alcohol and {obacco: perhaps more strictly, but that is a point
and not the fundamental issue.

Though most conservatives are vehemently against drug decrir
there are many leading conservatives— Ethan Nadelmann, for examiis
Nobel Prize cconomist Milton Friedman, conservative colummis?
Buckley, and others—who view the U.S. drug policy not only as a divs
expensive (ailure but also as a fundamental infringement on OUf SEOE
citizens to make our own decisions aboul things that affect only ourse
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not harm others, Whije those who favor decriminal
on the liberal side, many lil
ol drugs.

ization are more i

rerals also adamantly oppose (he decrir

While currently the US, “war on drugs™ is being pursucd lervently coemizies
with a “drug czar” and an enormous prison population, other cour i g
Netherlands is a noteworthy example—(ake a very different approach 1o 1 -
lem of drugs. In the Netherlands, marijuana is legally available on areofice o
model, in which shops selling small quantitics of marijuana are regulated by Ircod
ordinance (and those that prove troublesome are shut down, analogous to the sie-
ting down of U.S. taverns that lose their liquor licenses). While there is dispure con

cerning the level of drug addiction in (he Netherlands, most studies indicate thi:
the rate of aclult addiction and teenage drug use is lower than in the United Stutes,
and there is no dispute that the violent crime rate there is only a [raction of ours,
While other European countrics do not have g liberal a policy as the Netherlands,
neither do they have policies as harsh as those of (he United States, particularly
toward the use of marijuana.

There are two major lines of argument concerning drug decriminalization,
One is that the current criminal policy is and will remain a costly failure, so we are
better off trying a new policy to deal with this ineradicable problem, In this argu-
ment, the sociological question of what ctfect decriminalization would have —on
drug addiction, violence, law enforcement —-looms large. The other argument is
that even if the current criminal program worked, it should siill bhe rejected as a
paternalistic program (hat violales our right of frec choice (including the vight 10
make bad choices that harm only oursclves). In the second argument the key
question is what are the rights ol individuals (o make (heir own decisions (includ-
ing harmful ones) as opposed (o the right of the staie (o regulate behavior (hat
might harm the individual and perhaps indirectly damage the state?

Poinis fo Ponder

° Dalrymple acknowledges the importance of freedom, but he opposes the
“lreedom™of butterflics and children. What concept of frecdom does
Dalrymple favor? Which coneept of “freedom” seems more plausible? Are
there other models for “freedom” than the (wo discussed by Dalrymple?

° Dalrymple rejects the “pragmatic” argument for legalization: the argument(
that legalizing drugs would have good practical effects in reducing crime, He
claims that legalizing drugs would possibly produce another effect, which
would possibly lead to increased crime. What is the possible effec on which
his argument hinges, and how plausible is his supposition?

* Dalrymple claims that “Amsterdam, where access (o drugs is relatively
unproblematic, is among (he mos| violent and squalid cities in FEurope.” In
fact, Amsterdam in 200) had a homicide rate of 3.1 for each 100,000 of

population, which is comparable (o other European cities, and far lower
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than in U.S. cities (the 2001 homicide rate in New York City was 6.6,in L :
was 12.6, in Chicago 15.6, and in Detroit 39.3). The Netherlands has
significantly less heroin addiction and drug addiction, and significantly
fewer drug-related deaths, than in France, Germany, and England, and
rate is far lower than in the United States. And rather than “squalid,” it =
generally regarded as a particularly clean and beautiful city, and a womdz=
ful place for walking or biking. If Dalrymple is wrong in this claim, docs
undercut any key elements of his argument?

o Jensen, Gerber, and Mosher argue that long prison terms for drug offens
ultimately lead to an increase in criminal behavior. In their analysis, wht
are the steps from higher rates of imprisonment to higher rates of erime

Theodore Dalrymple

There is a progression in the minds of
men; lirst the unthinkable becomes
thinkable, and then it becomes an
orthodoxy whose (ruth scems 5o obvi-
ous that no one remembers (hat any-
one ever thought differently. This is
just what is happening with the idea of
legalizing drugs: it has reached the
stage when millions of thinking men
are agreed that allowing people to
take whatever they like is the obvious,
indeed only, solution to the social
problems that arise from the con-
sumption of drugs.

Man’s desire to take mind-altering
substances is as old as socicty ilself —
as are attempts to regulate their con-
sumpltion, Tf intoxication in one form
or another is inevitable, then so is cus-
tomary or legal restraint upon (hat
intoxication, Bul no socicty until our

own has had to contend with the <
availability of so many dilferent =
altering drugs, combined with =
zenry jealous ol its right to pusss
own pleasures in its own way.

The arguments in favor of fcg
ing lhél\use of all narcotic and s
lant drugs arc twolold: philosoy!
and pragmatic, Neither argume
negligible, but both are mistai
believe, and both miss the point.

The philosophic argument is
in a free society, adults should b
mitted to do whatever they pt
always provided that they are
pared to take the consequenc:
their own choices and that they -
no direct harm to others, The !
classicus for this point of view i
Stuart Mill’s famous essay On Lt
“The only purpose for which 1-

Theodore Dalrymple, “*Don’t Lepalize Drugs,” City Jowrnal, Yolume 7, No, 2 (Spring 10+

Reprinted with permission from Ciry Journal.
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adults should be -

can be rightfully exercised over any

member of the community, against his
will,is Lo prevent harm to others,” Mil]
wrolte. “His own good, either physical

- or moral, is not a sufficient warrant.”

This radical individualism allows soci-
<ty no part whatever in shaping, deter-
mining, or enforcing a moral code: in

_short, we have nothing in common bug

our contractual agreement nol ro
nterfere with one another as we go
about seeking our private pleasures,
In practice, of course, it is exceed-
ingly difficult to make people take all
the consequences of their own
ictions—as they must, if Mill’s great
orinciple is to serve as a philosophical
auide to policy. Addiction to, or regi-
Aar use of, most currently prohibited
drugs cannot affect only the person
vho takes them—and not his spouse,
children, neighbors, or employers, No
man, except possibly a hermit, is an
sland; and so it is virtually impossible
or Mill’s principle to apply to any
auman action whatever, let alone
shooting up heroin or smoking crack.
such a principle is virlually useless in
letermining what should or should

- zot be permitted,

Perhaps we ought not be (oo harsh
on Mill’s principle: it’s not clear that
anyone has ever thought of a belter
me. But that is precisely the point,
Juman affairs cannot be decided by an
sppeal Lo an infallible rule, expressible
1 a few words, whose simple appli-
ation can decide all cases, including
vhether drugs should be freely avail-
:ble to the entire adult population,
“hilosophical fundamentalism is not
orelerable (o the religious variety;
md because the desiderata of human
fe are many, and often in conflict
“ith one another, mere philosophical
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inconsistency in policy —-such as per-
mitting the consumption of alcohol
while outlawing cocaine —is not a suffi-
cient argument against that policy. We
all value freedom, and we all value
order; sometimes we sacrifice freedom
for order, and sometimes order for
[reedom. But once a prohibition has
been removed, it is hard to restore,
even when the new-found freedom
proves to have been ill-conceived and
socially disastrous.

Even Mill came to see the limiia-
tions ol his own principle as a guide
for policy and to deny that all plea-
sures were of equal significance for
human existence. It was better, he said,
lo be Socrates discontented than 4
lool satistied. Mill acknowledged that
some goals were intrinsically worthier
ol pursuit than others,

This being the case, not all free-
doms are cqual, and neither are al]
limitations of frecdom: some are seri-
ous and some (rivial, The frecdom we
cherish—or should cherish—is not
merely that of satisfying our appetites,
whatever they happen to be, We are
not Dickensian Harold Skimpoles,
exclaiming in protest that “Even the
butterflies are free!” We are not chil-
dren who chafe at restrictions because
they are restrictions. And we even rec-
ognize Lhe apparent paradox that
some limitations (o our freedoms have
the consequence of making us freer

overall. The [reest man is not the one
who slavishly follows his appetites and
desires throughout his life—as all (oo
many ol my patjents have discovered
to their cost.

We are prepared to accept limita-
tions to our freedoms for marty req-
sons, not just that of public order, Take
an extreme hypothetical case: public
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cxhibitions ol necrophilia are quite
rightly not permitted, though on
MilP’s principle they should be. A
corpse has no interests and cannot be
harmed, because it is no longer a per-
son; and no member of the public is
harmed if he has agreed to attend
such an exhibition.

Our resolve to prohibit such exhi-
bitions would not be altered if we dis-
covered that millions of people wished
to attend them or even if we discov-
cred that wmillions already were
attending them illicitly. Our objection
is not based upon pragmatic consider-
ations or upon a head count: it is based
upon the wrongness of the would-be
exhibitions themselves. The fact that
the prohibition represents a genuine
restriction ol our freedom is of no
account,

It might be argued that the lree-

dom Lo choose among a variclty of

intoxicating substances is a much
more important freedom and that mil-
lions of people have derived innocent
fun from taking stimulants and nar-
cotics. But the consumption of drugs
has the effect of reducing men’s free-
dom by circumscribing the range of
their interests. It impairs their ability
to pursue more important human
aims, such as raising a family and ful-
filling civic obligations. Very often it
impairs their ability to pursue gainful
employment and promoles parasitism.
Moreover, (ar from being expanders
ot consciousness, most drugs severely
limit it. One of the most striking char-
acteristics of drug takers is their
intense and tedious sclf-absorption;
and their journeys into inner space are
generally forays into inner vacuums,
Drug taking is a lazy man’s way of put-
suing happiness and wisdom, and the

shortcul turns out to be the desi
dead ends. We lose remarkaisy
by not being permitted (o take <

The idea that freedom iv =
the ability to act upon one’s @
surely very thin and hardly beg
capture the complexities ot
existence; a man whosc apputs
law strikes us not as libersice
enslaved. And when such a o=
conceived freedom is masz
touchstone of public policy. «
lion of society is bound to o
culture that makes publich:
tioned sell-indulgence its =
good can long survive: a radsz
tism is bound to ensue, in wi
limitations upon personal ©
are experienced as infringoms
basic rights, Distinctions be
important and the trivial,
freedom (o crilicize receives
and the freedom to take >
precisely the standards @
societies from barbarism.

So the legalization of dru |
be supported by philosophics’ |
ple. But if the pragmatic argume.
favor of legalization were
enough, it might overwhe!
objections. It is upon this 57
that proponents of legalizal:
the larger parl of their casc.

The argument is that the
whelming majority of the har: |
(o society by the consumption =<y
rently illicit drugs is caused I
their pharmacological properi=
by their prohibition and the resue.
criminal activity that proho
always calls into being., Simple =
tion tells us that a supply i
grows up to meet a demand; ase
the demand is widespread, su
sion is useless. Indeed, it is &
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since — by raising the price of the com-
modity in question—it raises the prot-
its of middlemen, which gives them an
even more powerful incentive to stim-
ulate demand further. The vast profits
to be made from cocaine and heroin—
which, were it not for their illegality,
would be cheap and easily affordable
even by the poorest in affluent
societies—exert a deeply corrupting
effect on producers, distributors, con-
sumers, and law enforcers alike.
Besides, it is well known that illegality
in itself has altractions for youth
already inclined to disaffection. Even
many of the harmtul physical cflects
of illicit drugs stem from their illegal
status: for example, fluctuations in the
purity of heroin bought on the street
are responsible for many of the deaths
by overdose. If the sale and consump-
tion of such drugs were legalized, con-
sumers would know how much they
were taking and thus avoid overdoses.

Moreover, since socicty already
permits the use of some mind-altering
substances known to be both addictive
and harmful, such as alcohol and nico-
fine, in pro nhlrmgp others il appears
hypocritical, arbitrary, and dictatorial,
lts hypocrisy, as well as its patent
nilure to enforce its prohibitions
suecessfully, leads inevitably to a
decline in respect for the law as a

~whole. Thus things fall apart, and the
center cannot hold.

It stands to reason, therefore, that
2l these problems would be resolved
it a stroke if everyone were permitted
‘0 smoke, swallow, or inject anything
1e chose. The corruption of the police,
-he luring of children of 11 and 12 into
ilegal activities, the making ol such
‘ast sums of money by drug dealing

‘hat legitimate work seems pointless

Don’t Legalize Drngs 349

and silly by comparison, and the (ur

wars that make poor neighhor :

so exceedingly violent and day

would all cease at once were drug

ing to be decriminalized and the Sup
ply regulated in the same WAV s
alcohol,

But a certain modesty in the face
of an inherently unknowable future is
surely advisable, That is why prudence
1s a political virtue: what stands (o rea-
son should happen does not necessar-
ily happen in practice. As Goethe said.
all theory (even of the monetarist or
[ree-market variety) is gray, but green
springs the golden trec of life. If drugps I
were legalized, [ suspect that the
golden tree of life might spring some
unpleasant surprises.

It is of course true, but only triv-
ially so, that the present ill egality of
drugs is the cause of the criminality
surrounding  their  distribution.
Likewise, it is the illegality of stealing
cars that creates car thieves. In fact,
the ultimale cause of all criminality is
law. As far as | am aware, no one has
ever suggested that law should there-
fore be abandoned. Morcover, the
impossibility of winning the “war”
against theft, burglary, robbery, and
fraud has never been used as an argu-
ment that these categorics of crime
should be abandoned. And so long as
the demand for malterial goods out-
strips supply, people will be tempted
to commit criminal acts against the
owners of property. This is not an
argument, in my view, against private
property or in favor of the common
ownership of all goods. [t does suggest,
however, that we shall need a police
force for a long time to come.

In any case, there are reasons (o
doubt whether the crime rate would
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fall quite as dramatically as advocates
of legalization have suggested.
Amsterdam, where access (o drugs is
relatively unproblemalic, is among the
most violent and squalid cities in
Europe. The idea behind crime—of
getting rich, or at least richer, quickly
and without much effort—is unlikely
to disappear once drugs are freely
available to all who want them. And it
may be that olficially sanctioned anti-
social behavior —the official lifting of
taboos—breeds yet more antisocial
behavior, as the “broken windows”
theory would suggest.

Having met large numbers ol drug
dealers in prison, I doubt that they
would return to respectable life if the
principal article of their commerce
were (0 be legalized, Far from evincing
a desire (0 be reincorporated into the
world of regular work, they express a
deep contempt for it and regard those
who accept the bargain of a fair day’s
work for a fair day’s pay as cowards
and fools. A life of crime has its attrac-
tions for many who would otherwise
lead a mundane exislence. So long as
there is the possibility of a lucrative
racket or illegal traffic, such people
will find it and extend its scope.

~Therefore, since even legalizers would

hesitate to allow children to take
drugs, decriminalization might easily
result in dealers turning their atien-
tions (o younger and younger children,
who—in the permissive atmosphere
that even now prevails-—have already
been inducted into the drug subcul-
ture in alarmingly high numbers.

Those who do not deal in drugs
but commit crimes to fund their con-
sumption of them are, of course, more
numerous than larpe-scale dealers,
And it is true that once opiale addicts,

for example, enter a treatmes:
gram, which often includes

nance doses of methadone. the =&

which they commit crimes
markedly. The drug clinic in m:
tal claims an 80 percent reduct
criminal convictions among
addicts once they have been stz
on methadone,

This is impressive, but i
certain that the results should =
eralized. First, the patients

i

selected: they have some motivass

change, otherwisc they would ==
attended the clinic in the first 2

Only a minority of addicts atten:

i

therefore it is not safe to cos

that, if other addicts were o 7z
methadone, their criminal
would similarly diminish.
Second, a decline in convic
not necessarily the same ag a dvcs
criminal acts, If methadone sta™y
an addict’s lite, he may becoms =2
efficient, harder-to-catch crm
Moreover, when the police in
do catch an addict, they are fes< &
1o prosecule him il he can po
he is undergoing nnylhipg T
resembling psychiatric (res
They return him directly to
tor, Having once had a psyc
consultation is an all-purpos:
for a robber or a burglar; the
who do not want to fifl in the
forms it now takes to charge ==
with anything in England, cons:
single contact with a psychiafri=
cient to deprive anyone of
responsibility for crime lorever.
Third, the rate of criminal &
among those drug addicts who 1«
methadone from the clinic. 17
reduced, remains very higl
deputy director of the clinic exts
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that the number of criminal acts
committed by his average patient (as
judged by self-report) was 250 per
year before entering treatment and
50 afterward, It m(ly well be that the

real difference is considerably less
than this, because the patients have an
incentive to exaggerale it {o secure the
conlinuation of their methadone. But
clearly, opiate addicts who receive
their drugs legally and free of charge

conlinue Lo commit lalg:,e numbers of

crimes. In my clinics in prison, I see
numerous prisoners who were on
methadone when they committed the
crime for which they are incarcerated.

Why do addicts given (heir drug
free of charge continue (o commit
crimes? Some addicts, of course, con-
tinue to take drugs other than those
prescribed and have to fund their con-
sumption of them. So long as any
restriction whatever regulates the con-
sumption of drugs, many addicts will
seck them illicitly, regardless of what
they receive legally. In addition, the
drugs themselves exerl a long-term

effect on a person’s ability 1o earn a
living and severely limit rather than

expand his horizons and mental reper-
toire, They sap the will or the ability of
an addict to make long-term plans,
While drugs are the focus of an
addict’s life, they are not all he needs
to live, and many addicts thus continue
to procure the rest of what they need
by criminal means.

For the proposed legalization of
drugs to have its much vaunted benefi-
cial effect on the rate of criminality,
such drugs would have to be both
cheap and readily available, The legal-
izers assume that there is a natural
limit to the demand for thesc drugs,
and that if their consumption were
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lcgali'/cd the demand would not
increase substantially, Those psycho-
logically unstable persons currently
taking d]ugs would continue to do so,
with the necessity to commil crimes
removed, while psychologically stabler
people (such as you and I and our
children) would not be enticed to take
drugs by their new legal status and
cheapness. But price and availability, 1
need hardly say, exert a profound
effect on consumption: the cheaper
alcohol becomes, for cexample, the
more of it is consumed. at leas! within
quile wide limis,

[ have personal experience of this
etfect. T once worked as a docior on o
British government aid project
Africa. We were building & rosd
through remote Alfrican bush. The
contract stipulated that the constrie-
tion company could import, free of 2]
taxes, alcoholic drinks from the Ty
Kingdom. These drinks the
then sold to its British work
in the local currency at ihe
exchange rate, which was
male¢ly one-sixth the
rate, A liter bottle of gin thus cosp e
than a dollar and could be sold on e
open market for almost ten dollars 5
it was theoretically possible (o ren
dead drunk for several years for un
initial outlay of less than a doilar.

Of course, the necessity to go 1o
work somewhat limited the workcrs’
consumption of alcohol. Neverthetess.
drunkenncss among them far our-
stripped anything 1 have cver secn,
before or since. [ discovered that,
when alcohol is effectively Iree of
charge, a [ifth of British construction
workers will regularly go to bed o
drunk that they are incontinent both
ol urine and feces. I remember one

black




352 DEBATE 18 The War on Drugs

man who very rarely got as far as his
bed at night: he fell asleep in the
lavatory, where he was usually found
the next morning, Half the men shook
in the mornings and resorted to the
hair of the dog to steady their hands
before they drove their bulldozers
and other heavy machines (which they
frequently wrecked, al enormous
cxpense to the British taxpayer); hang-
overs were universal. The men were
either drunk or hung over for months
on end.

Sure, construction workers are
notoriously liable to drink heavily, but
in these circumstances even formerly
moderate drinkers turned alcoholic and
eventually suffered from delirium
tremens. The heavy drinking occurred
not because of the isolation of the
Alfrican bush: not only did the company
provide sports facilitics for its workers,
but there were many other ways to
occupy oneself there. Other groups of
workers in the bush whom | visited,
who did not have the same rights of
importation of alcoholic drink but had
to purchase it at normal prices, were not
nearly as drunk. And when the com-
pany asked its workers what it could do
to improve their conditions, they unani-
mously asked for a further reduction in
the price of alcohol, because they could
think of nothing else to ask for,

The conclusion was inescapable:
that a susceptible population had
responded to the low price ol alcohol,
and the lack of other effective
restraints upon its consumption, by
drinking destructively targe quantitics
of it. The health of many men suffered
as a consequence, as did their capacity
for work; and they gained a well-
deserved local reputation for repre-
hensible, vialent, antisocial behavior,

It is therefore perfectly poe
that the demand for drugs, inch
opiates, would rise dramaticall
their price Lo fall and their avail:
to increase. And il it is true thi
consumption ol these drugs in
predisposes to criminal behavi
data from our clinic suggest), it s
possible that the effect on the
criminality of this rise in consuin
would swamp the decrease
resulted from decriminalizatic:
would have just as much cr»
aggregate as before, but man:
addicts,

The intermediate position v
legalization, such as that csm
by Ethan Nadelmann, direc::
the Lindesmith Center, a druz ¢
research institute  sponsor
financier George Soros, is cni
cally not the answer to drug-v:
crime. This view holds that it sk
easy lor addicts to receive
drugs from doctors, either fro
cost, and that they should
them in municipal injecting
such as now exist in Zurich. B
look at Liverpool, where 2,000
ol a population of 600,000 rec:
cial prescriptions for methades
once proud and prosperous ¢it
the world capital of drug-moe
burglary, according to the pol
independent researchers.

Of course, many addicts 1
pool are not yet on meins
because the clinics are insufis
number to deal with the de+
the city expended more m
clinics, perhaps the number v
in treatment could be increu
or tenfold, But would that »
problem of burglary in Livery
hecause the profiis to be mao
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selling illicit opiates would still be
large: dealers would therefore make
etforts (o expand into parts of the pop-
ulation hitherto relatively untouched.
in order to protect their profits. The
new addicts would still burgle o feed
their habits. Yet more clinics dispens-
ing yet more methadone would then
be needed. In fact Britain, which has
had a relatively liberal approach to the
prescribing of opiate drugs to addicts
since 1928 (I myself have prescribed
heroin to addicts), has seen an explo-
sive increase in addiction to opiates
and all the evils associated with it since
the 1960s, despite that liberal policy, A
few hundred have become more than
a hundred thousand.

Al the heart of Nadelmann’s posi-
tion, then, is an evasion, The legal and
liberal provision of drugs for people
who are already addicted (o them will
not reduce the economic benefits (o
dealers of pushing thesc drugs, al
least until the entire susceptible popu-
lation is addicted and in a treatmen(
program. So long as there are addicts
who have to resort to the black market
for their drugs, there will be drug-
associated crime, Nadelmann assumes
that the number of potential addicts
wouldn’t soar under considerably
more liberal drug laws. 1 can’t muster
such Panglossian optimism,

The problem of reducing the
unount of erime committed by indi-
vidual addicts is emphatically not the
same as the problem of reducing the
imount of erime committed by addicts
s a whole, 1 can illusirate what I mean
2y an analogy: it is often claimed thal
orison does not work because many
risoners are recidivists who, by defin-
tion, failed to be deterred from fur-
her wrongdoing by their last prison
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sentence. But does any sensible person
believe that the abolition of prisons in
their entirety would not reduce the
numbers of the law-abiding? The mut-
der rate in New York and the rate of
drunken driving in Britain have not
been reduced by a sudden upsurge in
the love of humanity, but by the effec-
tive threat ol punishment. An institu-
tion such as prison can work for
society even if it does not work for an
individual.

The situation could be very much
worse than I have suggested hitherto,
however, if we legalized the consump-
tion of drugs other than opiates. So lar,
I have considered only opiates, which
exert a generally tranquilizing elfect.
I opiate addicts commi( crimes even
when they receive their drugs frec of
charge, it is because they are unable to
meel their other needs any other way;
but there are, unfortunately, drugs
whose consumption directly leads (o
violence because of their psychophar-
macological properties and not merely
because of the criminalily associated
with their distribution. Stimulant
drugs such as crack cocaine provoke
paranoia, increase aggression, and
promolte violence. Much of this vio-
lence takes place in the home, as the
relatives ol crack takers will testify. It
is something I know from personal
acquaintance by working in the emer-
gency room and in the wards ol our
hospital, Only somcone who has nol
been assaulted by drug takers ren-
dered psychotic by their drug could
view with equanimity the prospect of
the further spread of the abuse of
stimulants,

And no one should underestimate
the possibility that the use of stimulant
drugs could spread very much wider,
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and become far more general, than it is
now, if restraints on their use were
relaxed. The importation of the mildly
stimulant khat is legal in Britain, and a
large proportion of the community of
Somali refugees there devotes its entire
life to chewing the leaves that contain
the stimulant, miring these refugees in
far worse poverty than they would
otherwise experience. The reason that
the khat habit has not spread to the rest
of the population is that il takes an
entire day’s chewing of disgustingly bit-
ter leaves to gain the comparatively
mild pharmacological effect. The point
is, however, that once the use of a stim-
ulant becomes culturally acceptable
and normal, it can casily become so
general as Lo exert devastating social
elfects. And the kinds of stimulants
on offer in Western cities—cocaine,
crack, amphetamines--are vastly more
attractive than khal.

In claiming that prohibition, not
the drugs themselves, is the problem,
Nadelmann and many others—even
policemen—have said that “the war
on drugs is lost.” But to demand a yes
or no answer Lo the question “Is the
war against drugs being won?” is like
demanding a yes or no answer o the
question “Flave you stopped beating
your wife yet?” Never can an unimagi-
native and fundamentally stupid
metaphor have exerted a more baleful
effect upon proper thought.

Let us ask whether medicine is
winning the war against death. The
answer is obviously no, it isn’t win-
ning: the onc fundamental rule of
human existence remains, unfortu-
nately, onc man one death. And this
is despite the [act that 14 percent of
the gross domestic product of the
United States (to say nothing of the

efforts of other countries) guoes
the light against death. Was 220
war more expensively lost! &
then abolish medical schoois
tals, and departments of
health. If every man has «
doesn’t matter very much w=ie
does so.

If the war against drugs =
then so are the wars agairs
speeding, incest, fraud, rape. z=
arson, and illegat parking, Fe=
such wars are winnable, So let ws g
“anything we choose.

Even the legalizers” argusscs
permitting the purchase anz
drugs as treely as Milton Frio
suggests will necessarily reseis - |
governmental and other officz |
lerence in our lives doesn't « "
To the contrary, if the use of =0 i
and stimulants were to become
ally universal, as is by no meazs ‘
sible, the number of situation:
compulsory checks upon peoric
have to be carried out, for roa:
public salety, would incre::
mously. Pharmacics, banks
hospitals—indeed, all orgazi |

dealing with the public—m=<
obliged to check regularly sz

domly on the drug consurz
their employees. The geners
such drugs would increase ihc
standi of innumerable agencies o
and private, to interfere in vor
and [reedom trom interfen
from having increased, wauwic |
drastically shrunk.

The present situation
undoubtedly; but few are the
s0 bad that they cannot be ma == |
by a wrong policy decision. ‘
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