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Should Laws Against Drug Use
Remain Restrictive?

YES: Herbert Kleber and Joseph A. CalifanoJr., from “Legalization:
Panacea or Pandora’s Box?” The World & I Online (January 2006)

NO: Peter Gorman, from “Veteran Cops Against the Drug War,”
The World & I Online (January 2006)

ISSUE SUMMARY

YES: Herbert Kleber, the executive vice president of the Center
on Addiction and Substance Abuse (CASA), and Joseph Califano,
founder of CASA, maintain that drug laws should remain restric-
tive because legalization would result in increased use, especially by
children. Kleber and Califano contend that drug legalization would
not eliminate drug-related violence and harm caused by drugs.

NO: Author Peter Gorman states that restrictive drug laws have
been ineffective. He notes that drug use and drug addiction have
increased since drug laws became more stringent. Despite the Frack-
down on drug use, the availability of drugs has increased while the
cost of drugs has decreased. In addition, restrictive drug laws, says
Gorman, are racist and endanger civil liberties.

In 2008, the federal government allocated nearly $13 billion t0 control drulg
e and to enforce laws that are designed to protect soc€y ks the pers
“eated by drug use. Some people believe that the governments war 0fl_dm85
®uld be more effective but that governmental agencies and communities are
10t fighting hard enough to stop drug use. They also hold that laws tO balt
TUg use are too few and too lenient. Others contend that the war agamst
85 is unnecessary; that, in fact, society has already lost the war on cl;utis
ese individuals feel that the best way to remedy drug problems is to end the

ghtaltogether by ending the current restrictive policies regarding drug use.
There are conflicting views among both liberals qu conservatives or;
“hether legislation has had the intended result of curtailing the Pf'i’bl?-'ffrl‘s 0
beeg use. Many argue that legislation and the criminalization of drug; a:;e
N counterproductive in controlling drug problems. Some suggest that the




criminalization of drugs has actually contributed to and worsened the social
ills associated with drugs. Proponents of drug legalization maintain that the
war on drugs, not drugs themselves, is damaging to American society. They
do not advocate drug use; they argue only that laws against drugs exacerbate
problems related to drugs.

Proponents of drug decriminalization argue that the strict enforcement
of drug laws damages American society because it drives people to violence
and crime and that the drug laws have a racist element associated with them.
People arrested for drug offenses overburden the court system, thus rendering
it ineffective. Moreover, proponents contend that the criminalization of drugs
fuels organized crime, allows children to be pulled into the drug business, and
makes illegal drugs more dangerous because they are manufactured without
government standards or regulations. Hence, drugs may be adulterated or Qf
unidentified potency. Decriminalization advocates also argue that decriminali-
zation would take the profits out of drug sales, thereby decreasing the value of
and demand for drugs. In addition, the costs resulting from law enforcement
are far greater to society than the benefits of criminalization.

Some decriminalization advocates argue that the federal government’s
prohibition stance on drugs is an immoral and impossible objective. To
achieve a “drug-free society” is self-defeating and a misnomer because drugs
have always been a part of human culture. Furthermore, prohibition efforts
indicate a disregard for the private freedom of individuals because they assume
that individuals are incapable of making their own choices. Drug proponents
assert that their personal sovereignty should be respected over any govern-
ment agenda, including the war on drugs. Less restrictive laws, they argue,
would take the emphasis off of Jaw enforcement policies and allow more effort
to be put toward education, prevention, and treatment. Also, it is felt that
most of the negative implications of drug prohibition would disappear.

Opponents of this view maintain that less restrictive drug laws are not
t?le solution to drug problems and that it is a very dangerous idea. Less restric-
tive laws, they assert, wil drastically increase drug use. This upsurge in drug
use will come at an incredibly high price: American society will be overrun
with drug-related accidents, lost worker productivity, and hospital emergency

rooms filled with drug-related emergencies. Drug treatment efforts would b
futile because users woy

society and its citizens from the harm of drugs.

In the following selections Hen i explain
, 1y Kleber and Joseph Califano
why they feel drugs should remain illegal, whereas Peter Gorman describes

the detrimental effects that he beli trictive laws
associated with drugs. €Ves occur as a result of the res




YES «j Herbert Kleber and
Joseph A. Califano Jr.

i Legalization:
anacea or Pandora’s Box?

Introduction

Legalization o
for the Unitecfi gi::;g hr;l)s recently received some attention as a policy option
that the “war on de. . roponents of such a radical change in poli
gs” has been lost; ‘hiti £Y-50°
drugs themselves, s ; .ost, drug prohibition, as opposed to illegal
1o anyone who “;anptawns increasing violence and crime; drugs are available
addiction would not . them, even under present restrictions; drug abuse and
‘;hateve; drugs they :v'i‘:lf:?sda?er legalization; individuals have a right to use
§ ’ ore i : it
Oul?n btiu 2 d?tptg Sy tlagtr; ;xpenments with legalization work and
at Columbia Usmft White Paper, the Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse
drug use; the probai?lty (CASA) examines these propositions; recent trends in
violence: lessons 1o bee consequences of legalization for children and drug-related
B o il learned from America’s legal drugs, alcohol and tobacco;
basis of its review ‘E‘Aélbertles; and the experiences of foreign countries. On the
some burden off ’th i’fcc_mcll{des that while legalization might temporarily take
?dditional costs e criminal justice system, such a policy would impose heavy
Impair the abilityor; tt}e,health care system, schools, and workplace, severely
thelong term OVeob millions of young Americans to develop their talents, and in
Drugs like hl‘ uFden the criminal justice system.
¢ are illegal bzchln and cocaine are not dangerous because they are illegal;
American socie ause they are dangerous. Such drugs are not a threat to
threat o Amer'ty becayse they are illegal; they are illegal because they are a
Any rela S
0 the nati(,n?catlo,“ in standards of illegality poses a
Citizeng, lndi\: dcmld“?n and their ability to learn an
ally certajn n; uals who reach age 21 without using illegal drugs are virtu-
nd addiction e do so. Viewed from this perspective, substance abuse
Ralization of:js a disease acquired during childhood and adolescence. Thus,
Pediatric panq rugs such as heroin, cocaine, and marijuana would threaten
ilen emic in the United States.
mssessigﬁﬁ"‘ p_r_ohibitions on the import, manufacturé, distribution,
marijuana, cocaine, heroin, and other drugs should remain,

clear and present danger
d grow into productive

a report of The National Center
September 1995. Copyright ©
(CASA) at Columbia Univer-

AS seen ;
N in The W
on Aq orld and I Online journal, January 2006, from

on
sﬁ'ﬁbym N:rtlig Slllbstance Abuse at Columbia University,
“Reprinteq p nal Center on Addiction and Substance Abusé
Y permission.
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America’s drug policies do need a fix. More resources and energy should be
devoted to prevention and treatment, and each citizen and institution should
take responsibility to combat drug abuse and addiction in America. .. .

Legalization, Decriminalization, Medicalization,
Harm Reduction: What’s the Difference?

The term “legalization” encompasses a wide variety of policy options from
the legal use of marijuana in private to free markets for all drugs. Four terms
are commonly used: legalization, decriminalization, medicalization, and harm
reduction—with much variation in each.

Legalization usually implies the most radical departure from current pol-
icy. Legalization proposals vary from making marijuana cigarettes as availal?le
as tobacco cigarettes to establishing an open and free market for drugs. Varia-
tions on legalization include: making drugs legal for the adult population, but
illegal for minors; having only the government produce and sell drugs; and/or
allowing a private market in drugs, but with restrictions on advertising, dos-
age, and place of consumption. Few proponents put forth detailed visions of
a legalized market.

Decriminalization proposals retain most drug laws that forbid manu-
facture, importation, and sale of illegal drugs, but remove criminal sanctions
for possession of small amounts of drugs for personal use. Such proposals su§-
gest that possession of drugs for personal use be legal or subject only t0 civi
penalties such as fines. Decriminalization is most commonly advocated for
marijuana.

Medicalization refers to the prescription of currently illegal drugs bY
physicians to addicts already dependent on such drugs. The most frequ_eﬂﬂ!"
mentioned variation is heroin maintenance. Proponents argue that providing
addicts with drugs prevents them from having to commit crimes t0 finance
their habit and insures that drugs they ingest are pure.

Harm reduction generally implies that government policies should co™
centrate on lowering the harm associated with drugs both for users and society
rather than on eradicating drug use and imprisoning users. Beginning with 1
Proposition that drug use is inevitable, harm reduction proposals can include
the prescription of heroin and other drugs to addicts; removal of penalties ﬂ::
Juana; needle-exchange programs for injection drug user.
.to prevent the spread of AIDS and other diseases that result from needle .shi
INg among addicts; and making drugs available at low or no cost to elimina'®
the harm caused by users who commit crimes to support a drug habit
_Variations on these options are infinite. Some do not require any chan"
g: the illegal status of drugs. The government could, for instance, allow "i::
mggi;cfl:]aifégte:d wdl;::e maintaining current laws banning heroin, the 3::“ B
v govemmenf- Oghers, however, represent a major shift from use and
availability, Some. . da:l the goal of its policies with regard to drug Jitically

- ocates use the term “harm reduction” as @ PO

attractive cover for legalization.
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Where We Are

Most ar Lo
tion thaﬁut?:ee ]3::::) :):,egahza:lon in all its different forms start with the conten-
and social policies withmgs has been lost and that prevailing criminal justice
B ciirrent.d respect to drug use have been a failure. To support the
N willion Amer'mg policies have failed, legalization advocates point to
many individuals h icans who have tried drugs during their lifetime. Since so
futile and lead to w_a; e broken drug laws, these aduacates s the laws are
i <k idespread disrespect for the law. A liberal democra th
Th;a 580 oulf; pot ban what so many people do.l Eh $hEY
single joint. ,?;:ehr?]'; Americans include everyone who has ever smoked even a
e “]rorlty‘of these'mdwiduals have used only marijuana, and
teflects the large nu asbbrlef experimentation. In fact, the size of this number
nogenic drugs durinmt; r of young people who tried marijuana and halluci-
tletated. During thig he late 1960s and the 1970s when drug use was widely
Shafer Commission o drug use was 50 commonly accepted that the 1972
Besident Jimmy C , established during the Nixon Administration, and later,
ot the:!] arter called for decriminalization of marijuana.’
Mounted ene,get'icce(;fnceer public health and government leaders have
Reagan’s “Just Say N ;:)rts to df-normalue drug use, including First Lady Nancy
ameasured by tl);e I':I) cpmnpagn- As a result, current* users of any illicit drugs,
248 million in 1979‘"“0“&1 Ht?u_sehold Survey on Drug Abuse, decreased from
the same time per odto 13 million in 1994, a nearly 50 percent drop. Over
10 million and E eriod, current marijuana users dropped from 23 million to
B o i1 ocaine users from 4.4 million to 1.4 million.? The drug-using
users were old Erli?]p“latloﬂ is also aging. In 1979, 10 percent of current drug
With the an 34; today almost 30 percent are.*
fently using drsue ;eglf:t_s al?d only 6 percent of the population over age 12 cur-
is sharp decliié itis difficult to say that drug reduction efforts have failed.
Societal disapprov lm drug use occurred during a period of strict drug 1aws,
and costs of ; al, and increasing knowledge and awareness of the dangers
e of illegal drug use.
ngxes: ile'factors' however, lead many t
0f the Succge sl:s‘tvd’_‘-‘gs- This feeling of despair ste
“"Iltia]]y Ceﬁ ; hlle.casual drug use and experime
With dmés ansm neighborhoods and areas of the ¢
Media atteni drug-related crime, and these continuin
droppeq Signign. At the same time, the number of drug addicts has not
ew dimensio cantly and the spread of HIV among addicts has added a deadly
&timateq |, n to the problem. The number of hardcore** cocaine users (as
y the Office of National Drug Control Policy based on a number

SUrvevs i 3
€ys including the Household Survey, Drug Use Forecasting, and Drug

———

Ough 3

e past n?:;ﬂf,l,“ s paper, “current” drug users refers to individuals who have used
shout , the definition used in most dms useé

'Q“Y this paper, “hardcore” users refers to

| o e s e e RS T T T |

o conclude that we have not made
ms from the uneven nature
ntation have declined sub-
ountry remain infested
g trouble spots draw

drugs within

individuals who use drugs at least
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Abuse Warning Network) has remained steady at roughly 2 million.® The over-
all number of illicit drug addicts has hovered around 6 million, a situation
that many experts attribute both to a lack of treatment facilities” and the large
numbers of drug-using individuals already in the pipeline to addiction, even
though overall casual use has dropped.

Teenage drug use has been creeping up in the past three years. In the face
of the enormous decline in the number of users, however, it is difficult to con-
clude that current policies have so failed that a change as radical as legaliza-
tion is warranted. While strict drug laws and criminal sanctions are not likely
to deter hardcore addicts, increased resources can be dedicated to treatment
without legalizing drugs. Indeed, the criminal justice system can be used to
place addicted offenders into treatment. In short, though substantial problems
remain, we have made significant progress in our struggle against drug abuse.

Will Legalization Increase Drug Use?

Proponents of drug legalization claim that making drugs legally available would
not increase the number of addicts. They argue that drugs are already availablg to
those who want them and that a policy of legalization could be combined with
education and prevention programs to discourage drug use.® Some contend that
legalization might even reduce the number of users, arguing that there would be
1o pushers to lure new users and drugs would lose the “forbidden fruit” allure
of illegality, which can be seductive to children.? Proponents of legalization als0
play down the consequences of drug use, saying that most drug users can func
tion normally.'® Some legalization advocates assert that a certain level of dru
addiction is inevitable and wil] not vary, regardless of government policies; ﬂ.lus'
they claim, even if legalization increased the number of users, it would havelitté
effect on the numbers of users who become addicts.!

The effects of legalization on the numbers of users and addicts is an impor-
ta}rlt question because the answer in large part determines whether legalization
will reduce crime, improve public health, and lower economic, social, and heal
care costs. The presumed benefits of legalization evaporate if the number Of use®
and addicts, particularly among children, increases significantly.

Availability

. . . ili : h
An examination of thjs question begins with the issue of availability, Wi¢
has three components:

* Physical, how convenient is access to drugs.

* Psychological, the mora] and soci ~ d perceived conse
quences of drug use. social acceptability and p

* Economic, the affordability of drugs.

Physical

aDrZsI::ti assertions to the contrary, the evidence indicates that presently d::ﬂ
ouno accessible to all. Fewer than 50 percent of high school seniors of
young adults under 22 believed they could obtain cocaine “fairly easily’
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“very easily.”’? Only 39 percent of the adult population reported they could
get cocaine; and only 25 percent reported that they could obtain heroin, PCP,
and LSD.'® Thus, only one-quarter to one-half of people can easily get illegal
drugs (other than marijuana). After legalization, drugs would be more widely
and easily available. Currently, only 11 percent of individuals reported seeing
drugs available in the area where they lived;'* after legalization, there could be
aplace to purchase drugs in every neighborhood. Under such circumstances,
itis logical to conclude that more individuals would use drugs.

Psychological

!I'“Slﬂ'ﬂg that legalization would not result in increased use, proponents of legal-
ization often cite public opinion polls, which indicate that the vast majority of
Americans would not try drugs even if they were legally available.” They fail to
take into account, however, that this strong public antagonism towards drugs has
been formed during a period of strict prohibition when government and institu-
tions at every level have made clear the health and criminal justice consequences
of drug use. Furthermore, even if only 15 percent of population would use drugs
alter legalization, this would be triple the current level of 5.6 percent. .

Laws define what is acceptable conduct in a society, eXpress the will
of its citizens, and represent a commitment on the part of the Congress,
ﬂl.e President, state legislatures, and governors. Drug Jaws not only create a
Giminal sanction, they also serve as educational and norma
that shape public attitudes.'® Criminal laws constitute a far stronger statement
than civil laws, but even the latter can discourage individual consumption.
Laws regulating smoking in public and workplaces, prohibiting certain types
oftobacco advertising, and mandating warning labels are in part responsible
for the decline in smoking prevalence among adults.

The challenge of reducing drug abuse and addiction would be decidedly
More difficult if society passed laws indicating that these substancgs are not
Sufficiently harmful to prohibit their use. Any move toward legalization would

fCrease the perception of risks and costs of drug use, which would lead to

Wider use, 17 During the late 1960s and the 1970s, as society, laws, an_d 'iaw
€nforcement became more permissive about drug use, the number of individu-
> Smoking marijuana and using heroin, hallucinogens, and other fin_xgs ros:j:
Sha_rply. During the 1980s, as society’s attitude became more r.estrxctlve 2;21-
anti-drug Jaws stricter and more vigorously enforced, the perceived harm

S of Marijuana and other illicit drugs increased and ‘use dec.reased. e

Some legalization advocates point to the campaigr against 'mtl:l) lagBut
PIoof that reducing use is possible while substances are legally available. *
thz.“ taken smoking more than 30 years to decline as much as illegal dmg :esn

n10.1 Moreover, reducing use of legal drugs among the Yo““igo :’:fjfép ged
;G‘Pfdally difficult. While use of illegal drugs by high -'f‘hom sen tant
Percent from 1979 to 1993, tobacco use remained virtually constart-

s;vrmic
Al of the laws of economics, reducing the price of
Ption.?! Though interdiction and law enforcemen

tive statements

drugs will increase
t have had limited
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success in reducing supply (seizing only 25 percent to 30 percent of cocaine
imports, for example)?” the illegality of drugs has increased their price.2* Prices
of illegal drugs are roughly 10 times what they would cost to produce legally.
Cocaine, for example, sells at $80 a gram today, but would cost only $10 a
gram legally to produce and distribute. That would set the price of a dose at
S0 cents, well within the reach of a school child’s lunch money.?*

Until the mid-1980s, cocaine was the drug of the middle and upper
classes. Regular use was limited to those who had the money to purchase it
or got the money through white collar crime or selling such assets as their
car, house, or children’s college funds. In the mid-1980s, the $5 crack cocaine
vial made the drug inexpensive and available to all regardless of income. Use
spread. Cocaine-exposed babies began to fill hospital neonatal wards, cocaine-
related emergency room visits increased sharply, and cocaine-related crime
and violence jumped.?

; Efforts to increase the price of legal drugs by taxing them heavily in orderto
discourage consumption, if successful, would encourage the black market, crime,
violence, and corruption associated with the illegal drug trade. Heroin addicts,
who gradually build a tolerance to the drug, and cocaine addicts, who crave more
of the drug as soon as its effects subside, would turn to a black market if an afford-
able and rising level of drugs were not made available to them legally.

Children

Drug use among children is of particular concern since almost all individuals
who use drugs begin before they are 21. Furthermore, adolescents rate drugs
the number one problem they face.? Since we have been unable to keep legil
fimgs, like tobacco and alcohol, out of the hands of children, legalization of
illegal drugs could cause a pediatric pandemic of drug abuse and addiction-
Most advocates of legalization support a regulated system in which
access to presently illicit drugs would be illegal for minors.2’ Such regulation®
vyould retain for children the “forbidden fruit” allure that many argue legalize
tion would eliminate. Furthermore any such distinction between adults and
?flggst;w make drugs, like beer and cigarettes today, an attractive badg®
The American experience with laws restricting access by children and
adolesc?nts to tobacco and alcohol makes jt clear that keeping legal drugs 5
from minors would be a formidable, probably impossible, task. Today, 62 P°;
cent of high school seniors have smoked, 30 percent in the past month-
Three million adolescents smoke Cigarettes, an average of one-half 2 pack Per

day, a $1 billion a i dri
year market.2° Twe] illi e Americans
r and other Rloshiol s mackat elve million underag Although

€ dangers of smoking and drinking and despite increasing

use
- This record indicates that efforts to ban dru8
am .
Ong minors while allowing it for adults would face enormous difficut
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Moreover, in contrast to these high rates of alcohol and tobacco use, only
18 percent of seniors use illicit drugs, which are illegal for the entire society.”’
Itis no accident that those substances which are mostly easily obtainable—
alcohol, tobacco, and inhalants such as those found in household cleaning
fluids—are those most widely used by the youngest students.*?

Supporters and opponents of legalization generally agree that education
and prevention programs are an integral part of efforts to reduce drug use by
children and adolescents. School programs, media campaigns such as those
of the Partnership for a Drug-Free America (PDFA), and news reports on the
dangers of illegal drugs have helped reduce use by changing attitudes towards
drugs. In 1992, New York City school children were surveyed on their percep-
tions of illegal drugs before and after a PDFA campaign of anti-drug messages
on television, in newspapers, and on billboards. The second survey showed
that the percentage of children who said they might want to try drugs fell
29 points and those who said drugs would make them “cool” fell 17 points.
Another study found that 75 percent of students who saw anti-drug adver-
tisments reported that the ads had a deterrent effect on their own actual or
intended use. 34 .

Along with such educational programs, however, the stigma of illegal-
ity is especially important in preventing use among adolescents. From.1978
101993, current marijuana use among high school seniors dropped twice as
_fiSt asalcohol use.? California started a $600 million anti-smoking campaign
n 1989, and by 1995, the overall smoking rate had dropped 30 percent. But
among teenagers, the smoking rate remaine;: constant—even though almost
Oe-quarter of the campaign targeted them. ;

In separate studies?aﬁg to 7{? percent of New Jersey and California students
"ported that fear of getting in trouble with the authorities was a major resfsoeg
why they did not use drugs.3” Another study found that the greater the petrhcelr ’
lkelihood of apprehension and swift punishment for using marijuana, t1¢ ese
likely adolescents are to smoke it.* Because a legalized system would rﬂ:c;“tro
Much, if not all of this deterrent, drug use among teenagers CO‘-‘l‘;gbe expect i
s, Since most, teens begin using drugs because their peers d‘o_ .._no.t ﬁzcts
;flc[:'ressure from pushers**—and most drugs users initially exhibit few ill )

€ teenagers would be likely to try drugs.*! -

As a result, legalization gf marijuana, cocaine, and heroin for :‘m‘]etz:\;?:;ﬁ

that increased numbers of teenagers would smoke, snort, and i) g
*stances at a time when habits are formed and the social, academic, and phys

Gl skills needed for a satisfying and independent life are acquired.

Hardcore Addiction

A teview of addiction in the past shows that the number of ation, fluctuates
wmine addicts, even when adjusted for chang‘els_icilel societal attitudes, and
e Y over time, in response to changes in access, P the most accepted and '

‘onsequences. The fact that alcohol and t0 dgm(;nsmtes that behavior is

Wallable legal drugs, are the most widely abused Jdiers who were regular
| by opportunity, stigma, and price. Many £0
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heroin users in Vietnam stopped once they returned to the United States where
heroin was much more difficult and dangerous to get.*? Studies have shown that
even among chronic alcoholics, alcohol taxes lower consumption.*

Dr. Jack Homer of the University of Southern California and a founding
member of the International System Dynamics Society estimates that without
retail-level drug arrests and seizures—which reduce availability, increase the
danger of arrest for the drug user, and stigmatize use—the number of com-
pulsive cocaine users would rise to between 10 and 32 million, a level 5 to 16
times the present one.*4

Not all new users become addicts. But few individuals foresee their addic-
tion when they start using; most think they can control their coml.lmptiori.45
Among the new users created by legalization, many, including children,
would find themselves unable to live without the drug, no longer able to
work, go to school, or maintain personal relationships. In fact, as University
of California at Los Angeles criminologist James Q. Wilson points out with
regard to cocaine,* the percentage of drug triers who become abusers when
the drugs are illegal, socially unacceptable, and generally hard to get, may
be only a fraction of the users who become addicts when drugs are legal and
easily available—physically, psychologically, and economically.

Harming Thy Neighbor and Thyself:
Addiction and Casual Drug Use

To offset any increased use as a result of legalization, many proponents co™
tend that money presently spent on criminal justice and law enforcemert
could be used for treatment of addicts and prevention.*” In 1995, the federl
government is spending $13.2 billion to fight drug abuse, nearly two-thirds of
that amount on Jaw enforcement; state and local governments aré spending !
least another $16 billion on drug control efforts, largely on law enforcement.
Legalization Proponents argue that most of this money could be used to i
treatm?nt on demand for all addicts who want it and extensive public health
campaigns to discourage new use.

With legalization, the number of prisoners would initially decrease becaus
Mmany are currently there for drug law violations. But to the extent that legaliz
tion increases drug use, we can expect to see more of its familiar consequence
Cstts would qQuickly rise in health care, schools, and businesses. In thelong = o)
wu:!er use and addiction would increase criminal activity related to the psy‘:h'&
loglca! and physical effects of drug use and criminal justice costs would rise 3galg
;l'he higher number of casual users and addicts would reduce worker proq?i‘:l
;nyda;::ash?dents ability and motivation to learn, cause more highway acClts an
= 1€5, and fill hospital beds with individuals suffering from ailmen

njuries caused or aggravated by drug abuse.
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has not eliminated law enforcement costs due to alcohol-related violence. A
third of state prison inmates committed their crimes while under the influence
of alcohol.* Despite intense educational campaigns, the highest number of
arrests in 1993—1.5 million—was for driving while intoxicated.*® Even if, as
some legalization proponents propose, drug sales were taxed, revenues raised
would be more than offset by erosion of the general tax base as abuse and
addiction limited the ability of individuals to work.

Like advocates of legalization today, opponents of alcohol prohibition
cliimed that taxes on the legal sale of alcohol would dramatically increase rev-
enues and even help erase the federal deficit.’! The real-world result has been
Quite different. The approximately $20 billion in state and federal revenues
from alcohol taxes in 199552 pay for only half the $40 billion that alcohol
abuse imposes in direct health care costs,> much less the costs laid on federal
entitlement programs and the legal and criminal justice systems, to say noth-
ing of lost economic productivity. The nearly $13 billion in federal and state
Cigarette tax revenue®* is one-sixth of the $75 billion in direct health care costs
attributable to tobacco, to say nothing of the other costs such as the $4.6 bil-
lion in social security disability payments to individuals disabled by cancer,
heart disease, and respiratory ailments caused by smoking.* : 7

Health care costs directly attributable to illegal drugs exceed $30 billion,
an amount that would increase significantly if use spread after legalization.
Experience renders it unrealistic to expect that taxes could be imposed on newly
legalizeq drugs sufficient to cover the costs of increased use and abuse.

Public Health

Legalization proponents contend that prohibition has negative public health
‘onsequences such as the spread of HIV from addicts who share dirty needles,
accidenta] poisoning, and overdoses from impure drugs of vamb-le gty
%94, more than one-third of new AIDS cases were among injection drug users
Who shareq needles, cookers, cottons, rinse water, and other p.arap.hemal'ltz
Many other individuals contracted AIDS by having sex, often W
nfected injection drug users.
Advocates of medicalization argue that w
ly available to all, doctors should be allowed to
arly heroin, but also cocaine) to addicts. They contf:nd
85 assures purity and eliminates the need for addicts
Y them_ 59

. Provid-
ing tl-? iving addicts drugs like heroin, however, Posefgla;;): g:?ff?:he black
€M by prescription raises the danger of d]t::;s:trugs e prescriber’s

Market, The g gy .
oy ternative—insisting that addicts . e
Ses—entails at least two visits a day, thus interfering with the g

- : to hold jobs.
Y maintenance programs to enable z‘:sdi:::h day in increasing doses as

Heroin addicts i four sh
; require two to four s done can be
they builg tolerance to its euphoric effect. On the other haﬂdﬁgitcl:z maintained
4t a constant dose since euphoria is not the obleﬁ::"e;any eliminating the
ne need only a single dose each day and take 1t 0Tt

hile illicit drugs should not be
prescribe them (particu-
that giving addicts
to steal in order to
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need for injection.®” Because cocaine produces an intense, but short euphoria
and an immediate desire for more,®! addicts would have to be given the drug
even more often than heroin in order to satisfy their craving sufficiently to
prevent them from seeking additional cocaine on the street.

Other less radical harm reduction proposals also have serious flaws. Dis-
tributing free needles, for example, does not guarantee that addicts desperate
for a high would refuse to share them. But to the extent that needle exchange
programs are effective in reducing the spread of the AIDS virus and other dis-
eases without increasing drug use, they can be adopted without legalizing
drugs. Studies of whether needle exchange programs increase drug use have
generally focused on periods of no longer than 12 months.®> While use does
not seem to increase in this period, data is lacking on the long-term effects of
such programs and whether they prompt attitude shifts that in turn lead to
increased drug use.

Some individuals do die as a result of drug impurities. But while drug
purity could be assured in a government-regulated system (though not for
those drugs sold on the black market), careful use could not. The increased
numbers of users would probably produce a rising number of overdose deaths,
similar to those caused by alcohol poisoning today.

The deaths and costs due to unregulated drug quality pale in comparison
to the negative impact that legalization would have on drug users, their fami-
lies, and society. Casual drug use is dangerous, not simply because it can lead
to addiction or accidental overdoses, but because it is harmful per se, produc-
'8 worker accidents, highway fatalities, and children born with physical and
mental handicaps. Fach year, roughly 500,000 newborns are exposed to illegil
drugs in the womb; many others are never born because of drug-induced spor-
taneous abortions.®* Newborns already exposed to drugs are far more likely
to need intensive care and suffer the physical and mental consequences of
om bi,rth weight and premature birth, including early death.® The addiﬁ?“a]
COSts just to raise drug-exposed babies would outweigh any potential saving
of legalization in crimina] justice expenditures. 55 j

Substance abuse aggravates medical conditions. Medicaid patients With
a secondary diagnosis of substance abuse remain in hospitals twice as 10n8
2 patients with the same primary diagnosis but with no substance aDUs
problems. Girls and boys under age 15 remain in the hospital three and foU

times as long, respectively, when they have a secondary diagnosis of substan®®

abuse.* One-third to one-h indivi : A lerns aré
-half of ind atric proble
also substance abusers 67 ividuals with psychi P

isk of
Young people who use drugs are at higher ns‘k .
:;1;;1:;] health problems, including dgpression, suicide% and personality djs:;
o Teenagers who yse illegal drugs are more likely to have sex®? and J
ess lil_tely t0 use a condom than those who do not use drugs.” Such sexud
behavior exposes these teens to increased risk of pregnancy as well as AIDS2"
other sexually transmitteq diseases, ;




7,——

YES / Kleber and Califano Jr. 313

emotional support of the spouse and guidance of children, and putting their
children at greater risk of becoming substance abusers themselves.”! With the
advent of crack cocaine in the mid-1980s, foster care cases soared over 50 per-
cent nationwide in five years; more than 70 percent of these cases involved
families in which at least one parent abused drugs.”

Decreased coordination and impaired motor skills that result from drug
use are dangerous. A recent study in Tennessee found that 59 percent of reck-
less drivers who, having been stopped by the police, test negative for alcohol
on the breathalyzer, test positive for marijuana and/or cocaine.”® Twenty per-
cent of New York City drivers who die in automobile accidents test positive for
tocaine use.”* The extent of driving while high on marijuana and other illegal
drugs is still not well-known because usually the police do not have the same
Capability for roadside drug testing as they do for alcohol testing. . ..

Crime and Violence

Legalization advocates contend that drug-related violence is really drug-trade-related
vidlence. They argue that what we have today is not a drug problem but a drug
Prohibition problem, that anti-drug laws spawn more violence and crime than the
drugs themselves. Because illegality creates high prices for drugs and huge profits
for dealers, advocates of legalization point out that users commit crirpes to sup-
port their habit; drug pushers ﬁght over turf; gangs and organized C'flme?ghﬂve;
ad users become criminals by coming into contact with the underworld.

Legalization proponents argue that repeal of current laws, which crimi-
Nalize drug use and sales, and wider availability of drugs at lower IS ‘_"‘11
0d this black market and thus reduce the violence, crime, and incarceration
iociated with drugs. _

Researchers divide drug-related violence into three types: systemic, €co-
"omically compulsive, and psychopharmacological:"*

* Systemic violence is that intrinsic to involvement with Lllljﬁal g$§:
ind“diﬂg murders over drug turf, retribution for S]glelg:glia '
and fighting among users over drugs or drug parapiicvae ‘

5 I‘:“:)ﬂomicaglly con%pulsive violence result;df}'éotlp; :ddm who engag
in violent crime in order to support their addiction. ol

* Psychopharmacological violence is caused by the S;}i"" :{: J‘:;lcflence.
use of certain drugs which lead to excitability, irration :’}’ g
such as a brutal murder committed under the influence cocai

rices might decrease the lfust
se would increase the third.
ix House treatment centers,
onals would expect to se€

Legalization of the drug trade and lower p
DLO of violence, but higher use and abu
nrsim‘}sll Rosenthal, President of the Phoe;Ie 2
S, “What | an r treatment profes .
ing drug—legalized m:;é?:gesharp rise in the amount of drt}%‘-retl;tseed :;’g:;
"atis not committed for gain—homicide, assault, rape, and cl;ll B
tion::is' an increase in social disorder, due "_3 flsing levels 0L ArE

d a growing number of drug abusers.”
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In a study of 130 drug-related homicides, 60 percent resulted from the
psychopharmacological effects of the drug; only 20 percent were found to be
related to the drug trade; 3.1 percent were committed for economic reasons.
(The remaining 17 percent either fell into more than one of these categories or
were categorized as “other.”)’® U.S. Department of Justice statistics reveal that
six times as many homicides, four times as many assaults, and almost one and
a half times as many robberies are committed under the influence of drugs as
are committed in order to get money to buy drugs.” Given these facts, any
decreases in violent acts committed because of the current high cost of drugs
would be more than offset by increases in psychopharmacological violence,
such as that caused by cocaine psychosis.

The threat of rising violence is particularly serious in the case of cocaine,
crack, methamphetamine, and PCP—drugs closely associated with violent
behavior. Unlike marijuana or heroin, which depress activity, these drugs
cause irritability and physical aggression. For instance, past increases in the
New York City homicide rate have been tied to increases in cocaine use.*

Repeal of drug laws would not affect all addicts in the same way. Addicts
eéngage in criminal behavior for different reasons. A small proportion of addicts
Is responsible for a disproportionately high number of drug-related crimes and
arrests. Virtually all of these addicts committed crimes before abusing drugs
and use crime to support themselves as well as their habits. Their criminal
activity and drug use are symptomatic of chronic antisocial behavior and att
tudes. Legally available drugs at lower prices would do little to discourage o
by this group. For a second group, criminal activity is associated with the high
cost of illegal drugs. For these addicts, lower prices would decrease drug-related
crimes. For a third group, legally available drugs would mean an opportunity 10
create illegal diversion markets, as some addicts currently do with methadone.

ll.egalization advocates point to the exploding prison population and
the failure of strict drug laws to lower crime rates.® Arrests for drug offense
doubled from 470,000 in 1980 to 1 million in 1993.33 Some 60 percent of the
95,000 federal inmates are incarcerated for drug-law violations.*

Rising prison populations are generated in large part by stricter laws, toug?
enforcerr}ent, and mandatory minimum sentencing laws—policy choices f
the public and Congress. But the growing number of prisoners is also prod-
uct of the high rate of recidivism—a phenomenon tied in good measure to the
lack of treatment facilities, particularly in prison. Eighty percent of prisoner’
?3"3 Prior convictions and 60 percent have served time before.® Despite the
l::ltyt:;;n;gre than 60 percent of al] state inmates have used illegal drugs ;fﬁ i
Stiad et cr?;:‘-‘im Were under the influence of drugs at the time theYem 0
Inmates with dreu or which they were incarcerated,® fewer than 20 Pe_fcma =
also abuse alcoho? [lJ]rohlems "eceive any treatment.®” Many of these g:em or
PRSI i ut there is little alcoholism treatment either for

Whlil:, ners dependent only on alcoho] 88
i mmzls';::ttii‘ﬁfs atI;d enforcement do not deter addicts from uﬂBeﬂfag%
the nature of addiction, most a2 £Ct them in treatment. BSC,
but many respond to ::ilgﬂ drug abusers do not seek treatment VO tion.”

€ pressures including the threat of incarcer
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Where the criminal justice system is used to encourage participation in treat-
ment, addicts are more likely to complete treatment and stay off drugs. . . .*
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Veteran Cops Against the Drug War

Howard Woolridge is outside of Utica, New York, heading east on horse-
back on a beautiful late summer day. He’s wearing a T-shirt with the ,slogan
“Cops Say Legalize Drugs. Ask Me Why.” For the last 3,000 miles, pe s been
switching off between his two horses, Misty and Sam. But the T-shirt slogan
has stayed the same,

The rangy, good-looking guy is also talking on the cell phone to a reporter
back in North Texas. But he interrupts that conversation to speak to someon¢
who pulls up next to him in a car. “That’s right—cops say legalize,” he tells the
newcomer in a deep voice. “Why? Because if we do, we just might be able to
keep drugs out of the hands of your 14-year-old.”

“Right on!” the motorist shouts, and drives off.

Woolridge is not a lunatic and he’s not been out in the sun too long, i
if he did cross the United States on horseback in the summer heat. He's a retired
law enforcement officer with 18 years on the job who finally decided that the war
on drugs was more of a problem than the illicit drugs it was pumorﬁns ” ﬁght

He's also a serious long-distance horseman, on the road this time sinc
March 4, when he left Los Angeles for the 3,400-mile ride to New York- I:lafb‘;lfe'
It’s the second time Woolridge has crossed the United States to publicize t o
Campaign to repeal most of the drug laws in this country. In 2003 he }'ode ﬁoat
Georgia to Oregon. When he finished this trip on October 5, looking OUtthE
the Statue of Liberty, he was honored by the Long Riders’ Guild as only
second person known to have ridden horseback all the way across thF-: Cou[.l:g
in both directions. And he'll still be wearing one of his “Ask Me Why” T-shirts,
the same shirts he’s been wearing for six years. [ was

“When I first started wearing it,” he says, “people in Texas thought‘ 3
Crazy. They thought my idea would destroy Texas and America. They beh'e n or
the government propaganda that millions of people would pick up her! A
methamphetamines and become junkies overnight if you legalized lt'f the
in the last two to three years, he’s seen a sea change in the attitude 0
American public regarding the war on drugs.

Jailed over Medicinal Marijuana

JAt any given Arby’s, McDonald’s, Rotary Club or veterans hall,” he 2

“ shition.
people are overwhelmingly in favor of calling a halt to drug P'Ohlblﬁo
Overwhelmingly.”

From The World & I Online, janua_ty 2006, Copyright © 2006 by The World & [ Onliné

- Reprinted by permission. www.Woridandl.com
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Many of the houses Woolridge is riding past carry plaques attesting to the
'tica area’s involvement in the Underground Railroad that once funneled runa-
way slaves from the south up to Canada. It makes him think about Bernie Ellis, a
llow soldier in the war against the drug war, who has lost his own freedom.

“For 10 years he provided free medical marijuana to three oncologists in
theNashville, Tennessee, area for their patients undergoing chemotherapy. He
never once met the doctors, of course; it was all cloak-and-dagger. He’d bring
the marijuana to an office worker who'd get it to the patient.

“Well, he finally got busted last year. Now he’s looking at five years man-
datory federal prison time, though that might go up to 10 because he had a
shotgun on his farm when he got busted. And of course his million-dollar farm
tasbeen forfeited because he grew the medical marijuana there.”

The phone goes quiet for a minute, and there’s the sound of a strangled
0b. “Sorry. Got a little choked up for a second,” he says. He pauses to explain
his T-Shirt to a motorist, then he’s back on the phone talking about Bernie.
This is a guy who broke the law to help people and is now facing the conse-
Qences of that. Poor son of a bitch. Next time I see him he'll be in prison.”
~ Woolridge is not a lone ranger in the fight to legalize drugs. He’s a found-
g member of an organization called Law Enforcement Against Prohibition
o LEAP, an organization made up entirely of current or former members of

enforcement who feel the drug war's a failure and believe legalization and
*gulation are preferable to the incarceration of drug users and control of the
drug market by organized crime.
: Founded in March 2002 by five police officers, LEAP now counts about
000 members, from the ranks of policemen, prison guards, Drug Brifince-
ment Administration (DEA) agents, judges and even prosecutors 4RSI
1945 foreign countries. The idea behind LEAP is that, as with the Vietnam
:‘ﬁans Against the War, the call for an end to the drug war carries more
€ight when it comes from folks who were in the trenches.

“We'te the ones who fought the war,” said Jack Cole, LEAP's & i
= 20% who retired from the New Jersey state police as 2 detective heute”rr:;

6years, including 14 in their Narcotics Bureau, mostly undescove

I'Witness to the abject failure of the U.S. waron drugs and to the horrors

ﬂeg"?ﬂtionist policies have produced.”
e LEAP Web site provides the statistical backu ;
n:eaFly four decades of fupéling the U.S. policy of a war on drugs with overlh;t_l‘i :
:'0" tax dollars and increasingly punitive policies, ouf c'o'nﬁned popl;rzl:tly
in uadrupled,” it says. “More than 2.2 million of our gtgens are Cuviolent
Glcerated and every year we arrest an additional 1.6 million for non hile
offenses—more per capita than any country in the el £ Ire::zmué
le continue dying in our streets while drug barons and terrorists
3'0;-* richer.”
0 get that message out, LEAP members - )
“Ches since 2003, Andgthey don't preach to the choir. Weu 3&“;0‘1:122?5
Clubs or Million Man Marijuana Marches,” said woomdge-the ple we've
and PTA meetings and cop conventions. That's where the peo

p for that argument. “After

have given nearly 1,500
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To parents and teachers and Rotarians and other cops, LEAP members tell
their own stories, about their work and about how they came to feel the drug
war was not the answer.

Woolridge, for instance, was a street cop in Michigan for 15 of his 18 years
of service, before moving up to the rank of detective. “I didn’t work directly
with the drug war, in that [ wasn’t in narcotics,” he said. “Still, as a detective
I was constantly working with felonies that touched on the drug war. Eight of
10 burglary suspects I dealt with were on crack at the time. They were stealing
for drug money.”

The burglary victims “were all in real pain,” he said. “And I got so fed up
with it I began saying, ‘Why not let these guys have all the crack they want
until they die?’ Now I'd say, ‘Have all you want for a dollar.” That makes it their
choice to live or die. Either way, you don’t have people breaking into houses
for drug money anymore.”

“Dehumanizing” Drug Users

To Cole, who did work directly in narcotics, the whole concept of the war on
drugs is wrong. “You declare war, you need soldiers. You have soldiers, they
need an enemy. So we've effectively taken a peacekeeping force—the police—
and turned them into soldiers whose enemies are the 110 million people who
have tried illegal substances in the U.S.”

To be an effective soldier, you've got to dehumanize your enemy. “When
I started out in narcotics I believed everything they told me,” said Cole, a
no-BS kind of guy. “Drugs were bad. The people who did them were less than
human. I was all for locking them up.”

Worse, he said, he and others often applied what they called a little “street
justice” to the people they were arresting. “In our training we were taught FO
believe that drug users were the worst people in the world and whatever we did
to them to try to stop their drug use was justified.”

What they did was kick in home or apartment doors and have every man
woman and child inside lie on the floor. If people didn’t cooperate immediately,
they were thrown to the floor. Then the place was ransacked. “When we searched
for drugs we pretty much did as much damage as possible. We'd break bureaus:
turn over beds, smash mirrors, throw things on the floor. Didn’t matter, becaus€
the people there weren't humans, right? And then, if we did find any drugs, Wed
arrest everyone in the house: parents, sisters, brothers. And since we’d already
kicked the door down when We came in, it would be left open and anyone e
wanted to enter could steal what they wanted. We never cared about that.”

_ Street justice didn’t stop there, said Cole. In court, he said officers ro%"
tmely“changed testimony to insure convictions—times, locations, amounts .
drug, “anything that couldn't be checked to catch the officer in a lie.”

It di'dn't take long for Cole to reach the conclusion that the drug war -
its street justice weren’t for him, He was mostly going after small-timers, a%
his job, he came to feel, was to insert himself into voluntary, private business

transactions. “To do that, I had to become someone’s confidant, their best
friend. And once I was, I would bust them.”
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But he, too, got hooked—on the adrenaline high of the game. “By the
fime [ came to my senses, | was working on big-timers, and pitting your mind
agiinst theirs was a great rush,” he said. “Also, it was hard to quit because we
wee considered by the public and our peers as heroes. And then, given that
ldworked with a lot of cops who applied bad street justice, Ilet myself believe
that at least if T was the one catching [the dopers] they'd be legally caught, and
Idtell the truth and justice would prevail.”

He laughed. “Know what was the worst? When I realized that I liked and
iepected a lot of the bad guys much more than I liked or respected the guys |
Was working with.”

Prohibition: Has It Worked by Its
Own Standards?

The stated goals of the war on drugs are to lower drug consumption, reduce
dddiction and dependence, and decrease the quality and quantity of l!legal
dngs available on American streets. Those have been the goals since President
Richard Nixon first declared the war as part of his attempt to 100K tough on
dime during the presidential election in 1968.

Since then, the strategy of prohibition has been ramped up by every
Suceeding administration. Few people in this country—orf gnywhere»—-ha;e
®ped the effects of the U.S. drug war, from the toll of burglaries anq car th(? S
“mmitted to pay for drugs, to the tax bills for prisons to hold the 1ncrea51;8
Petcentages of citizens locked up for nonviolent drug-related crimes, to the

Millions of kids who've grown up without one or both parents as a re'sutl;
Mdmg convictions and drug addictions. Drug-related murd‘_"s regchdlﬂ Y
tens of thousands in this country, and the toll is much higher in riucgi
Ploducing and-shipping nations, from Colombia to Afghanistan to Jamz:ﬂe;
usands of peace officers have died fighting the drug war. hdasici i ov-
found themselves under the boot of the illegal drug mdus ok th:l“ glice
:ﬂunems controlled or intimidated by drug cartels, their politicians and pO
Orces infiltrated, and honest public servants assassinated' that those
The assumption in American drug policy has always becy

5 : bers have come t0
the Impacts of illegal drugs themselves. But LEAP me";n drugs. And they

€ve those are the t of drugs, but of the war
War;; tEe rest of the c‘;la”g]iiynz, E,ok c]gosely at the costs of that strategy and
they see as its failures. i 1
LEA Despite the billions of dollars spent on the fight nearlyo;l?tz ?:::*n
P Members point out, the drug war has failed on every one
Stateq 8oals, .1 of dropping Whereas
i Drug consumption, for instance, shows little sign © fgqer than 4 mil-
9s, according to the Drug Enforcement Admmlstraﬁon{s now more than
11 A.mel'icans had ever tried an illegal drug, t.he B t there were about
Million, In 2000, the federal government esnmafed thaleast once—a more
m.nmmi““ people in this country who had used cOcamelat35 ears before who
hag J:g percent increase over the total number of peOP o i

any illegal drug.
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Dependence and addiction? According to the Office of National Drug
Control Policy (ONDCP), the federal agency that sets and administers U.S.
drug policy, in 2002 more than 7 million Americans were either dependent
on or abusing illegal substances—nearly double the number of people who
had even tried such drugs when Nixon declared his war. Heroin addicts have
jumped from a few hundred thousand in the 1960s to between 750,000 and
one million today according to the ONDCP.

Attempts to decrease the quality of available drugs also have failed. In 1970,
average street heroin in this country had a potency of 1 to 2 percent. In 2000,
according to the DEA, that purity figure was 36.8 percent—although U.S. drug czar
John Walters did praise anti-drug forces recently for reducing the strength of street
heroin coming from South America to 32.1 percent. Similarly, street cocaine was
roughly 2 to 4 percent pure in 1968—and a whopping 56 percent in 2001, accord-
ing to the ONDCP. The average strength of the active ingredient (THC) in mari-
juana sold in this country more than doubled between the late 1970s and 2001.

Nor is there much good news on drug quantities and availability, at least
not judging by the numbers of users and the prices on the street. The ONDCP
estimates that Americans’ use of cocaine and crack has dropped from 447 tons
in 1990 to 259 tons in 2000. But the price of cocaine has dropped from $100 per
gram in 1970 to $25 to $50 per gram in 2002—for cocaine that was many times
stronger. At the wholesale level, a kilogram of cocaine (2.2 pounds at roughly
25 percent purity) cost $45,000 in New York City in 1970. Today, in any large city
in the U.S., it costs less than $15,000 and it’s about 65 percent pure.

Only marijuana showed a price increase. In 1970, a bag of Mexican ditch-
weed (roughly an ounce) cost $20. In 2005, that same bag costs nearly §50.
But most Americans who can afford it don’t smoke Mexican ditchweed. They
smoke U.S.-grown sinsemilla, which runs up to $400 per ounce.

With availability, price, and quality making drugs as attractive as evel
the only other barometer of the success of the drug war might be if it’s StoP
anyone from trying drugs—an area where programs like DARE, a huge effor
targeted at schoolkids—have had a noted lack of success. “It didn’t stop Georg:?
Bush, Bill Clinton, Al Gore or me from smoking pot,” said Woolridge. “I don*
think it probably ever stopped anyone.”

Collateral Damage

T? € cops and prosecutors and judges who belong to LEAP think the bad resul®®
of the drug war go beyond its policy failures, even beyond the lives lost to drug
violence and incarceration,

“Let’s be hOI'leSt'n Cole said. “The war on drugs has taken an incredible tOII

in terms of the loss of our civil hbertjes’ partlcularly in terms of the FOl.lfth Amend'

ment, from property forfeiture laws that fund law enforcement agencies 10 warc
;ant:ess searchgs. It's promoted institutionalized racism, and it’s created 3 syste:m
evel of corruption among law enforcement unheard of prior to its initiation- o
A b forcement veterans like Cole and Woolridge believe the Incr®
" onal racism is one of the deepest wounds. They point OUb y
ance, that crack users (generally inner-city blacks) are subject t0 mandato
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Rusty Wi
ite, another LEAP member, is a self-
nd countries,

ha.rd in
: esiuste;gnﬁxas and now, after many Stops in other states 2 .
id decided h c:jf. Eort Worth At 13, he saw a friend shoot UP black-tar heroin
€ times ande idn't like hard drugs. By 16, he'd been t0 juvenile detennlon
¥ith an older gotten kicked out of his high school “because [ was traveling
In quickc“""’d of bad-ass kids that I was trying to live up t”
8t divorced ;uCcesslom he married, became 2 father, joined the Army and
. Z0na, Whe} fter a second tour with the Army, he ended up D Fl(_Jrence,
One of the me he _Went to work at the state peniterltiar}', whi-ch, l:e said, was
From 19‘;;t violent prisons in the United States at that imé&.
anct adms to 1978, he worked as a guard o1 maximum security. death
‘Life me inistrative segregation cellblocks, dealing with horrors daily.
ant very little to those inside the walls,” he said, noting that two
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prison guards were killed and mutilated by inmates in 1973. “And drugs were
one of the biggest problems we had. They were the cause of most of the deaths
and power struggles.” And most of the drugs were brought in by family mem-
bers of prison workers. “I got fed up with the corruption and left to go into the
oil-drilling business in 1979,” he said.

After working overseas for several years, White moved to Oklahoma. And
there, he said, he got to see the war on drugs from a very different vantage
point. “The county I lived in had a sheriff who controlled the drug market.
And he did so with force. It was common knowledge that if you crossed him
he could be—and had been—deadly.”

But the same sheriff regularly flew around the county in National Guard
helicopters, providing photo ops for news crews to show how tough he was on
drugs. “The only thing he was getting rid of was the competition,” said White
disgustedly.

His only personal encounter with the sheriff and his machine occurred
when White’s brother-in-law, a small-time pot dealer, was busted. “He was
poor, didn’t have a car that ran, and was livi ng off [government] commodities.
Yet he was going to be played by the sheriff as a drug-dealing kingpin,” the
former prison guard said.

“Anyway, he’s the father of three little ones, all younger than six, and
when the police arrived, he offered to go with them willingly. But he asked
that his kids be allowed to stay with an uncle who was there rather than drag-
ging them down to the station, Well, you know how people feel about ‘drug
dealers.’ The police said no, the kids were coming to the station to watch their
father get busted, and then they’d be released to the uncle.”

When the man’s trial came up, White said, it turned out the district attor-
ney didn’t have any evidence against him as a big-time dealer. Nonetheless, he
was offered a plea deal: Admit to being a big dealer and get a one- to three-year
sentence. If he took it to trial, however, the prosecutor promised he’d ask for
a full 10 years.

“He copped to the plea. But to see him struggle with having to lie in front
of his kids and admit to something he hadn’t done—well, I sort of snapped
and screamed at the prosecutor and asked him if he'd thought he’d eamned
his money that day and why he was playing God, and he looked at me and
answered, ‘Because in this county, I am God."” )

A couple of years later, White said, the DA went back into private practicé
and shortly thereafter was arrested and convicted for dealing methamphet&-
mines. “How the sheriff escaped that net, I don’t know,” White said. “But the
thing to remember is that . . . this sort of thing is happening every day in the
war on drugs, all over the country. And that abuse of trust and power is faf
more harmful to Americans than drugs could ever be.”

No Place for “Anyone with a Conscience”

Sh?“b' after his brother-in-law’s conviction, White went back to work in th:
g;iso nksys rem, and became a drug-dog trainer and handler. It was the soe
Work White said he was meant to do, ] tracked several escapees from th
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pison and even some cop killers using my track K-9s. We helped departments
al!over the state. I'd be sent to prisons to look for drugs—I had no problem
yith that. But the more we were used with other police organizations the more
myconscience started to become a problem.”

Two incidents stick in White’s mind. Once while his partner was helping
mother officer, part of a joint was discovered in the ashtray of an old pickup
bonging to an elderly man. The dogs were brought in, and in the camper shell
cmthe.back of the truck in which the old man lived the dogs sniffed out a brief-
asewith more than $9,000 in it. Because it was a drug dog that had alerted on
i, the money was confiscated. “And they just stood around laughing as the old
begged them not to take his life savings. It just made me sick and ashamed.
Heck, it's common knowledge that over 90 percent of the paper money in this
tountry is tainted with a drug scent a dog can find. But using that to rob our
pople disgusts me. Heck, if you walk any K-9 into a bank vault the dog will mark
onthat money, too. How come that money isn't confiscated?”

The second incident occurred one night when White and his drug dog
::re called to help a local police department search a house for drugs. When
& P““f’d up to the house, he asked to see the warrant. The officer told him

wasn't there yet but to go ahead and start the search, and it would be there
shortly, “] told him that’s just not how it works. I needed the warrant for the
ﬁrch to be legal. So I put my K-9 back into the truck and brought him back to

kennel. And then I got called on the carpet for refusing to assist.”

White thought getting into trouble for following the law he’d sworn to
Uhold was just too much, so he quit. “Heck, there was so much corruption,
ﬂm' among K-9 handlers. If they didn’t want someone with drugs caught
dsay the dog didn’t mark. If they did, well, we heard of 25 A 0T

Went 5o far as to ‘salt’ the areas their dogs were searching to make sur¢ SOIRe>

2 got busted. It was so bad that, being honest, you couldn’t doit. .. -1 d?n’t
enforcement anymore.

k‘fnYDne with a conscience can be part of law o
tfrRlcl'mrd Watkins saw the same corruption inside prison that Wh'teD l.I;
OM a unique perspective. A decorated Vietnam veteran with a Ph. 1 lt
Seve tion, Watkins worked at Texas’ Huntsville prison for 20 yenny the X
*¥etal as warden of Holiday Unit, a 2,100-bed facility housing® pogeaFreEe
from nonviolent to violent/maximum security- : ectional
offic He was originally hired to revamp and professionalize - erio do by
&hers training program—something the prison system Wasf""c tost HOL-
. ra(llgl andate, and which Watkins said was badly needed: S
- Corrupt, bad, just plain horrible,” he said. red
the d:atkins had always had reservations about the war on dmﬁdll{;oi'g:g at
thig 8 dealers wouldn’t go away as long as there wasa Il aIke:éd mobsters and
ulm;;?lnws experience with Prohibition, “and how that . when selling
ang L 820gs,” he figured that legalizing drugs made MO = had so much
%ednnkmB booze became legal in this country again, he o Yoof alcohol.”
‘ontrol of it. You had supporting 1aws that managed th?' us’e them—he
Watkins was first exposed to drugs in Vietnam. He didnt us;uam and
- alcohol—but he saw a lot of other guys getting e otrl::)l' ca}me home
1 drugs, Many of those men wound up in prison when
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with addiction problems. “And in prison, you could always get whatever drugs
you wanted. Heck, we arrested a mom one time who was putting a lip-lock on
her son to pass him a balloon full of heroin. But most of the drugs came in
through the guards. Drugs are packaged so small, it’s almost impossible to keep
them out. Think about that: If you can’t keep drugs out of a maximum-security
prison, you can’t keep them out of schools or anywhere else.”

Once drugs land someone in prison in Texas, he said, life’s prospects get
a lot dimmer. “We’ve got these minor players put in with professional crimi-
nals. If they weren’t criminals going in they damn sure are when they get out.
Imagine a system where we put people into a society that’s really a training
ground for criminals, then don’t provide them with either schooling or treat-
ment, then put them back on the streets where they came from. Do you really
expect them to be reformed? Life doesn’t work that way.”

He wishes people wouldn’t make the decision to use drugs. “But if they did
use them, [ wouldn’t put them in prison. I'd rather see the money we spend on
prisons going to give these kids the tools they need to make better choices.”

Voices Opposing LEAP’s Perspective

You might imagine that it would be easy to find law enforcement agencies and
personnel who oppose LEAP's call for legalization and regulation as an alternative
to the war on drugs. But neither the FBI nor the DEA would discuss the subject.

“Our job is to stop the flow of illegal drugs both at home and abroad,
as well as to stop our citizens from wanting to use them, through education
and prevention methods,” said an ONDCP representative. “We will not discuss
legalization or any organization which thinks that would be a solution.”

Jack Cole wasn't surprised. “They're good soldiers,” he said. “They’re not
allowed to question their commands. Our job is to simply have their com-
manders change their marching orders.”

Mike Smithson, who runs LEAP’s speakers bureau, said he’s made more
than 100 attempts to get law enforcement and drug policy officials to cOme
out and debate LEAP, “and we've only been taken up on it five times. Policy-
makers generally say that debating us will lend us credence. We think theye
Just afraid. How can they defend a policy that is already being defended by
€Very major drug dealer, cartel and drug-producing government worldwide?

Woolridge says that on his entire ride from Los Angeles he’s talked 0
only two officers who disagreed with LEAP’s point of view. “One guy thought
we’d destroy America if we legalized drugs. He was so angry when he i
find anything to write me a ticket for that he gave me the finger as he drov®
away. And there was a state trooper with 22 years on the job who told me ©©
ta‘ke off my shirt because it said ‘Cops say legalize drugs,” and he didn’t agree
with that. I told him 80 make up his own shirt.” ; i

One person did agree to discuss his opposition to LEAP’s stand was Sherf
John Cooke of Wells County in Colorado. Cooke is a member of a ROt

Club at which Howard Woolridge spoke. He was so taken aback by the idea of

lei ]- -
Club hims‘:elrl;fgs that he demanded equal time and recently spoke to the Rotary
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“In my opinion, there are several reasons not '
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have 2 dmg-depengiilt)le doing drugs in this country skyrocket. I believe we'd
dependent country.” society . . . and I don’t want 10 S¢€ America as a drug-
UmVel;{slii;lag TGilbert, director of the Depa
Sizeable black ;:;ai - SF‘“ Antonio, said he doubted that there would be any
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Seeral well.k policy makers will discuss the benefits of drug prohibition,
fm are Nob ?wn. former policy makers have come out against it. Among
tof Preside]:t Prize-winning economist Milton Friedman, a former mem-

under s I?eagan:s Economic Advisory Board; former Secretary of Stfite
Uy Johnson; eagan) George P. Shultz; former

Kucinich of n; former Baltimore Mayor Kurt Schmoke; an

Ohio, a former presidential candidate.
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hair color decisions, and bad marriages, drug use is a poor choice that society
should only care about when it hurts other people. In town, running around in
your yard naked and screaming at 4 a.m. breaks the social contract. On a ranch
where no one else can see or hear, few people would care about it. Likewise, LEAP
members figure, if you can do drugs and not break the social contract, go ahead.
And in fact, the federal government figures that 72 percent of chronic drug users
continue to function well in society, without harming others.

Even considering the harm that drugs can cause, however, LEAP mem-
bers believe that the war on drugs is even more harmful. Legalizing drugs, on
the other hand, would take profits out of the hands of criminals and hugely
reduce the need for people to commit crime to pay for drugs, they say. Regula-
tion would take drug manufacture out of the hands of bathtub chemists and
put it into the hands of real chemists, eliminating many of the deaths from
bad drugs—much like the end of Prohibition did for deaths from homemade
booze. HIV and hepatitis C, rampant among needle-sharing junkies, could be
significantly reduced with the availability of clean needles, reducing a major
health-care burden for the country.

“Don’t forget my favorite,” Woolridge said. “If as Bush said, drug money
funds terrorists, [then] legalizing drugs would take half a billion dollars a day
out of Afghanistan alone, much of which is going to al Qaeda to buy weapons
to be used to kill our boys. We could eliminate that overnight.”

Legalization, in fact, would probably not increase drug use long-term,
many believe—especially since nearly half the population has already tried it.
“In all likelihood,” Watkins said, “you would see a spike in use as we did with
the end of alcohol prohibition. But that normalized pretty quickly, and would
probably be the same with drugs. There would be a period of experimentation
that would level out, and we’d be left with all the benefits and none of the
negatives.”

It was Sunday afternoon and Howard Woolridge and Misty were still
in upstate New York, having made it from Utica to a ghetto in Schenectady-
Woolridge was back on the phone again, when a woman approached him.

“What do you mean cops say legalize drugs?” she could be heard asking:

“Just that. Let’s legalize drugs, take them off the street corner.”

“What kind of drugs?”

:Heroin, crack, methamphetamine, anything you can think of.”

‘ Arg you crazy? [ don’t want my Kids doing those drugs!”

‘Neither do I,” he told her. “They’re no good. But that doesn’t keep them
g:;m beigg sold on the corner in this very neighborhood, does it? I'd Iega:'zls

m and get them int ' ; i ot whi
walking do%m mis strer;tt?”phz:lrmacues. Keep your kids from being sh

There was a pause and then she laughed. “I never thought of it that wa¥
before. You're making me think now.”
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Should Laws Against Drug Use
Remain Restrictive?
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