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animaJ in vivo experiments, a cause-efTect relationship in the action of a

cannabis constituent on some biological endpoint (metabolic, molecular,

physiological, etc.), may be considered established if the following three

requirements ate met:

a) molecula, or structural specificitY of the constituent causing the effect;

h) an appropriate dose-response relationship, both with respect to range
and slope; and

c) absence or inhibition of effect by neutralization or removal of the con-
stituent.

In addition, in in vitro experiments the relevance of effect would need to
be established by comparing the required drug concentration in vitro to
that found in vivo.

The assessment of clinical evidence, however, has posed many more
problems. Historically, the most common sequence of development of
knowledge about a new clinical problem has included the following steps:
recognition of individual cases; study of series of cases in comparison with
clinical control groups; epidemiological study of incidence and preva-
lence in defined populations; inferential identitication, front the foregoing
data, of possible etiological factors; and experimental demonstration of
Frobable mechanisms. The value of die initial steps, despite the obvious
imitations of the information they provide, has not been questioned in
relation ro other clinical problems. In contrast, very high standards of
oroof are sometimes demanded from evidence concerning cannabis tsee,
for example, Grinspoon, 1977). It is instructive to make comparisons with
die study of effects of other drugs, such as tobacco or alcohol. With these
drugs, ‘Tisk-r ctors” have heen freely identified, although full causality
has not yet been established. Nevertheless, such risk-factors deserve and
receive serious attention with respect to the latter drugs. It is puzzling that
die same reasoning is often not applied to cannabis.

In some cannabis research on humans there arc numerous constraints
which arc difficult to overcome directly. For example, in many of the
epidemiological, laboratory, or clinical quasi-experimental studies, it
seems that researchers can demonstrate relationships only by establishing
statistical association. Whether in the area ofcannabis research, investiga-
tions of other drugs or in other less complicated areas, the research worker
more often than not is faced with a variety of possible interpretations of the
findings, due to the multiplicity of variables diat arise particularly from
dealing with human beings. Moreover, in field studies comparing
matched groups of users and non-users, it must be remembered that it is,
by definition, impossible to determine a drug effect on d1? variable with
respect to which the groups are matched. For example, if die users and
controls are matched with respect to socio-economic status, any possible
effect of dug use on socio-economic performance is automatically
excluded.

Therefore, the researcher can only proceed towards formulating new
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hypotheses about possible mechanisms or processes involved, and pro-
gress by what is usually labeled the method of successive approximations,
l.e., gradually narrowing the range of possible interpretations. This
method is followed in all endeavors in science, cannabis research included.
To provide rigid proof of causality in such investigations is logically and
theoretically impossible, and to demand it is unreasonable.

10. SUMMARY

The acute use of moderate doses of cannabis produces a state of intoxi-
cation. Tnis is associated with a dose-related impairment of the ability to
drive a car or operate complex machinery. In some situations, the user
may not fed the desired euphoric state but rather may experience a short-
lived dysphoric reaction which can range in intensity and character iV'™
mild anxiety to an acute psychosis. Other acute physiological effects are
also transient and do not appear to be of major significance in individuals
with no pre-existing disease.

Intermittent use of low-potency cannabis is not generally associated
with obvious symptoms of toxicity. Daily or more frequent use, especially
of the highly potent preparations, can produce a chronic intoxication
which may take several weeks to clear after drug use is discontinued. The
seeming Inconsistency of this obsen;ation throughout the world may
reflect differing expcsuVcs to THC because of the large variation of poten-
cies and smoking techniques, as well as different cultural preferences for
the route of administration.

Respiratory toxicity is observed in heavy users and is probably related
to smoke components other than THC. Therefore its severity may depend
more on the smoking techniques employed by the user and the combus-
tion properties of the material, than on the THC content. Cannabis effects
on the hormonal, reproductive, and immunological status of these users
is, as yet, unclear.

Chronic administration of cannabis results in the development of
tolerance to a wide variety of the acute drug effects in both humans and
experimental animals. Though scientific opinion is more divided on the
guestion of dependence on cannabis, there is now substantial evidence
that at least mild degrees of dependence, both psychological and physical,
can occur.

Some individuals may be particularly susceptible to the effecrs of can-
nabis for a variety of reasons. Adolescents who are undergoing rapid
developmental change and elderly populations with decreased rates of
drug metabolism, increas'd prevalence of disease and a more conservative
and less flexible mental set may be more sensitive to the effects of cannabis
and other drugs. The symptoms of patients with a variety of diseases in-



eluding various forms of mental illness, diabetes, cardiovascular disease or
epilepsy may he exacerbated by cannabis use Interactions with a variety
of substances including tobacco and alcohol may also potentiate the
observed effects.

The epidemiological studies necessary to assess the frequency of adverse
effects and to relate thsir occurrence to factors such as potency and
amount of cannabis used, length of exposure, set and setting have not, as
yet, been conducted. The low prevalence of adverse effects observed in
field studies of small numbers of heavy users suggests that the adverse ef-
fects described in many of the clinical reports occur relatively infrequently
in these carefully selected populations. Given that millions of individuals
are now using the drug, even relatively infrequent but serious adverse
consequences could be of public health significance.

The results of experimental studies in animals have consistently
demonstrated toxicity at doses comparable to those consumed by the
human who smokes cannabis several times per day. Respiratory toxicity,
CNS dysfunction, endocrinological disturbances, reproductive deficits,
and immunosuppression have all been observed after treatment with
THC or cannabinoids in experimental animals. Most, but not all, ofthese
effects disappear when treatment is discontinued. In vitro studies have also
been used to demonstrate cannabis-induced cytotoxicity. The results of
these experiments are, for the most part, qualitatively consistent with the
In vivo observations, and may provide valuable information about the
mechanisms of action of the cannabinoids and other plant components or
products of pyrolysis.

11. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Based on a discussion of the available information on cannabis toxicity
and the lack of relevant data in certain key areas, several recommenda-
tions for future study were reached. A comprehensive understanding of
any biological phenomenon almost always demands the synthesis of infor-
mation derived from a variety of experimental designs. Therefore, it is im-
portant that no single “ best” scientific design be recommended. On the
contrary', it is recognized that a broad, integrated approach emploving dif-
ferent techniques is most likely to provide the information needed for valid
conclusions regarding the adverse effects of cannabis on health and
behavior.

1 Asuudined in Section 1, there is a lack of consensus on what con-
stitutes the criteria for “ social” or “ problem” use. Standardization of ter-
minology with respect to patterns ot use would greatly facilitate the com-
parison of clinical repons. There should be a search for “hiochemical
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markers” to indentify heavy users (such as the changes in transferrin or
abnormal hemoglobin A used to identify recent heavy users of alcohol)
that could be used as tin objective measure of hazaidous use.

2. Many general considerations were raised. There is an obvious need
to relate biological responses not only to the doses given but also to blood
and relevant organ levels of THC and its major active metabolites and to
the duration of exposure to such levels. For this reason, further studies of
the pharmacokinetics (both acute and chronic) of THC and other can-
nabinoids are indicated. It is important to explore the contribution of
THC to biological efTects, as compared to the possible role of other can-
nabinoids and of other substances contained in the cannabis preparations.

3. Wherever possible, the effects of cannabis should be compared with
those of equieffective doses of other drugs with respect to some common
action, so that cannabis toxicity can be considered within the context of
toxicity of psvchoactive drugs in general. This will indicate which effects
are specific to cannabis and which are common to many drugs.

4. 1t must also be emphasized that, with the exception of a few case
reports and limited experimental studies, almost all information so far
obtained has emerged from observations of healthy mature males. This
limits the extrapolation of results to other segments of the population. For
example, there is virtually no information on the effects of cannabis in
women. Because of the increasing prevalence of use by women and the
evidence of sex differences in the biological response to many other drug’,
studies in .his area are vitally necessary.

5. Other groups may, for various reasons, be particularly at risk for the
appearance of aaverse consequences. The effects of cannabic on children
and adolescents, a group undergoing rapid physical and psychological
maturation, should be intensively studied since, in some countries, can-
nabis use is already very high and increasin? rapidly. Effects on academic
achievement, and on endocrinological profiles during puberty, are areas
particularly deserving of study.

Based on evidence from animal studies, it is also recommended ih.it
children exposed in utero to cannabis should be examined poist-natally for
signs of impaired growth and delayed maturation, and tor long-term
health and behavioral problems.

It is possible that cannabis is producing serious but as yet unrecognized
toxic effects on persons with underlying psychiatric, pulmonary, cardio-
vascular, gastrointestinal, allergic, and dermatologic disease, or with
pathological or therapeutically produced immunosuppression. Greater
attention should be directed to the problem of cannabis-induced precipita-
tion or exacerbation of these disorders.

Because of animal experiments suggesting that nutritional status may to
some extent influence the magnitude and nature of the drug-induced
effects, the relationship between poor nutrition and various cannabis-
related effects should be studied.



Conversely, efforts must be made to identify si)ecial risk factors in those
experiencing adverse effects, so that additional groups at risk may be
identified.

6. There were also su%?estions aimed at improving the quality and
reliability of the data available from clinical and experimental studies.
Case repons are still necessary to identif?/ rare drug-induced effects, and to
confirm the existence of other previously rcponed signs of toxicity. More
complete and consistent descCptions of clinical observations, including <e
extent and pattern ofdrug use (cannabis and other drugs) accompanied if
possible by objective testing, would add to the value of these repons.
There is also a need to identify, in the community, those individuals who
may not be seeking medical attention for adverse effects. These "out-
reach” studies would provide a more accurate estimation of the
prevalence of the relevant symptoms than can be provided by case repons
alone. More systematic enquiring and reponing with respect to drug use
by clinic and hospital patients would, also assist in the assessment of the
prevalence of adverse effects.

The data from carefully designed retrospective studies should not be
underestimated. By means of controlled retrospective studies, the appa-
rent over-representation of cenain characteristics (such as age, sex, and
pre-existing psychopathology) among patients presenting complaints
related to drug use can be assessed. Since adverse drug effects are more
likely to be found in individuals who are identified as "patients,” i.e.,
who present with complaints, than in healthy users without complaints, it
would be informative to apply objective measures such as various
physiological and psychological test batteries to groups of patients with
complaints rather than only to groups of healthy drug-using volunteers.

In the past, a large number of cross-sectional studies of cannabis users
matched with non-user controls have provided information on the drug’s
possible toxicity. In view ofthe difficulties in designing a prospective study,
a thorough reassessment of previously studied subjects presents cenain
advantages, despite the difficulties of tracing some of the individuals in-
volved. The subjects would be older and would have had longer cannabis
exposure. Thus they would be more likely to show cannabis-refated, symp-
toms. Previously made measurements could be repeated, and recently
developed techniques could be employed to provide additional data.

Obviously an iceal approach is that of the controlled study of experi-
mental administration. In this manner, confounding variables such as diet
and concomitant use of other drugs can be eliminated. In such settings the
subjects can also be treated with dignity and safety. From the animal
studies, however, it is apparent that long-term exposure is needed for the
production of adverse chronic effects. Experimental administration studies
In humans should not be used to determine long-term toxicity. OPtimaIIy,
methods should be developed for performing both cross-sectional and ex-
perimental administration studies without the need for hospitalization.
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7. Several types of epidemiological studies are suggested to (a) deter-
mine the prevalence and trends of cannabis use in general and special
populations throughout the world, and (b) to determine the frequency of
adverse reactions, especially those requiring medical treatment among
groups of cannabis users. The prevalence-of-use data should include infor-
mation on the dose (in terms of TKC content, route of administration,
and frequency of use). This would include world-wide assays of potencies
of various illicit cannabh preparations. The surveys of frequency of
adverse effects should help to separate the influence ofvarious factors such
as frequency of use, experience with other drugs, and pre-existing psycho-
pathology. There is also a special need for studies of the frequency of
respiratory, hormonal, cardiovascular, and other non-psychological
adverse consequences of cannabis use. Because of the experimentally
observed carcinogenic and mutagenic potential of cannabis smoke, pos-
sible signs of increased incidence of cancer must be monitored carefully in
groups of heavy users. Analysis of ongoing epidemiological data such as
hospital and emergency service visits, treatment referrals, etc., is very im-
portant and should be continued.

8. Encouragement should be given for prospective studies of potential
user groups, including observations of baseline (pre-drug) health- status
and the occurrence of cannabis-related toxicity during and after periods of
heavy use. On a large scale they are difficult to desi%n and expensive to
conduct. However, this approach remains the best technique for
establishing, in humans, directness of connection between drug use and
an observed effect, and for determining the relationship between recorded
levels of use and the prevalence of adverse effects. Thus attempts should
be made to conduct such studies. Less optimally, efforts could be made to
extract pertinent data from prospective studies being conducted for other
reasons.

9. The optimal designs of experimental studies of toxicology have been
outlined in Section 9. It is recommended that adequate investigations
using a variety of species, doses, routes of administration, and lengths of
exposure (including full-life studies) be performed to evaluate cannabis ef-
fects on all organ systems and to assess potential teratogenicity,
mutagenicity, and carcinogenicity. Research on endocrine and reproduc-
tive functions should also include serial measurements of trans-placental
cannabinoid transfer throughout ?estation, and estimations of canna-
binoid concentrations in breast milk and nursing pups. Further experi
rr~nts should be encouraged to elucidate the cellular and molecular
mechanisms of action of cannabinoids and to analyze cannabis smoke
action in a variety of in vitro Systems.

10. On the behavioral level, several recommendations h ve heen
made. Suggested psychosocial studies include examinations of the in-
fluence of legal controls on patterns of cannabis use and on the drug-
induced behavioral response of the user. For example, observations of the



user's social interactions, such as peer relationships or family structures
and attitudes, may provide data related to reasons for the initiation and
maintenance of cannabis self-administration, and may provide indepen-
dent assessment of the user's behavior while in the intoxicated or non-
ir.toxicated state.

Behavioral studies should include measures of psychomotor and per-
ceptual functions that would be expected to affect one’s ability to drive a
motor vehicle ot otherwise perform safely in the work place. A replication
of the reported ie,search on driving on city streets is necessary to confirm
earlier results. Tt.e hazards of operating complex machinery while intoxi-
cated should be assessed, especially in those countries with new(l}/ intro-
duced mechanized farming where rural cannabis use is traditional.
Wherever possible, cannabis-induced effects on night driving should be
examined, as well as interaction with alcohol and other drugs, and the po-
tential development of tolerance to cannabis-induced driving impairment.

Residual CNS toxicity as a result of long-term cannabis administration
must be examined in greater detail. In animal models, the possible contri-
bution of other individual or environmental factors, such as innate intelli-
gence or environmental stimulation, to cannabis-induced learning impair-
ment, EEG changes and histogathology could be assessed. In humans, a
careful longitudinal study with verified drug-free periods before testing
would help to determine whether or not residual toxicity occurs. The
question ofan absence or redirection of motivation in heavy users must be
examined in greater detail. In addition, an exchange should be set up for
autopsy brain bank samples and case-history information relevant to
chronic heavy users, to provide material for post-hoc analyses of brain in
correlation with recorded levels of use.

11. Additional observations are needed to identify the intervening
pharmacological, neurophysiological, and psychopathological factors
underlying acute panic and paranoid states and other cannabis-related
psychiatric disorders. A comparison between cannabis-related psychiatric
disorders and those produced by other drugs, as well as functional
disorders, would also be profitable. A controlled study of the intervening
etiopathogenic factors underlying spontaneous recurrence reactions
(“ flashbacks” ) could be of assistance in the elucidation of the
mcchanism(s) related to these symptoms.

Specific treatment procedures should be developed to minimize the
potentially severe dysphoric states that can occur as a result of the thera-
peutic use of THC and synthetic cannabinoids. Such studies might not
only be of value to patient care, but also shed light on the mechanisms of
drug action.

12. Immunological studies should include epidemiological investi-
gations of the prevalence, severity, and duration of selected infectious
diseases in populations from which data are readily available and in which
use is known to be high (e.g., students, military' personnel). For example,



the question of a possible cannabis-related decrease in the immune
response to herpes simplex should be studied in a group of cannabis users
known to be infected with herpes.

13. Because of the multiple drug intake of many cannabis users, better
and broader drug interaction studies (especially regarding behavioral im-
pairment, pulmonary' and li'er toxicity) are necessary. These should be
cor.'dvcted with both licit and Illicit drugs such as caffeine, nicotine,
psychotherapeutic agent?, and antihistamines. Data from phar-
macokinetic experiments will be helpful in the interpretation of drug-
inceraction phenomena.

14. The develoEment of tolerance to, and dependence on, drug effects,
whether they be therapeutic or adverse, is a phenomenon that must be
considered in the evaluation ofany chronic psychoactive drug elfect. More
sensitive measures are needed for the identification of dependence, the
delineation of time course of acquisition and particularly of the disap-
pearance of tolerance, and its implications with respect to function. The
relationship of tolerance, physical dependence and drug-seeking behavior
anust be established, both for cannabis and for other concurrently used

rugs.

Since increasing numbers of cannabis users are now presenting signs of
depglndence, research must be conducted on methods for treating this

roblem.
P 15. Finally, adverse health effects are better prevented than treated.
The development (jf educational programs designed to discourage hazar-
dous cannabis use should be encouraged, and the results of such programs
evaluated.

In brief, the obvious need for further cannabis research has heen
demonstrated. Because of the cannabis-related problems throughout the
world, there is an urgent and imperative need for agencies such as the
WHO to alert the national governments and other international agencies
to the need for research in this field. T he benefits of cooperation between
developed and developing countries in this area are mutual.
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The
Marijuana
Health Hazard

By Nicholas A. Pace, M.D.

During the last seven years, a very
active organization called NORML. (Na-
tional Organization for the Reform of
Marijuana Laws) has been vigorously
campaiignin.g state by state for the de-
criminalization of marijuana. This or-
ganization has campaigned nationally
to make marijuana appear harmless.
They are dedicated to fostering the idea
that marijuana should be de-
criminalized since so many people are
usirig it

Recently, it has been learned that
high on the list of President r ».rter's
priorities in the field of public health is
the decriminalization of marijuana. In
order for you as law officers to under-
stand the health asEect of this complex
issue, we would like to give you the
following information.

It is the contention of this author that
the pubiic has not been properly in-
formed concernin
cal effects of this drug. If anything, the

the harmful medi-

media tends to portray marijuana as no
more harmful than tobacco or alcohol.
This comparison is absurd.

As For Tobacco—Tobacco is not a
hallucinogenic drug. Smoking tobacco
produces no hallucinogenic effects.
Smoking marijuana has in reality a hal-
lucinogenic effect on ihe brain with dis-
tortion of time, space and sound. It
takes 20 years of heavy tobacco smok-
ing to produce the same type of severe
sinusitis, pharyngitis, bronchitis, and/or
emphysema that less than one year of
daily marijuana smoking produces,
proving that marijuana smoke is far
more Irritating to the respiratory tract
than tobacco.

Scientific studies have shown that
mariﬂ'(uana smoke mixed with tobacco
smoke is far more damaging to lung
tissue than tobacco smoke alone.

Even the Consumer's Report Of
March, 1975 acknowledged the lung
dama%e In chronic marijuana users, al-
though one could hardly endorse their
suggestion that alternate forms of
marijuana consumption such as "drink-
ing marijuana tea" could protect the
lung tissues. Medical literature isreplete
with repons similar to that of Dr. John

A. S, Hall's report showing the
emphysema-bronchitis  syndrome in
black male Jamaicans who were regu-
lar marijuana users.

Unfortunately, it will take another 20
to 30 years for us to have autopsy re-
ports to show the effects of long term
chronic marijuana smoke on not only
the lungs but other tissues as well.

Of Interest is the fact that lungs of
animals ev.posed to marijuana smoke
have shown cellular changes that are
similar to those seen in patients who
develop lung cancer. Tar from
marijuana, painted on the backs of
animals, has produced cancers.

As Far As Alcohol Is Concerned—
The concept that marijuana is safer
than alcohol is definitely erroneous. A
person can have one or two drinks a
day for 20-30 years and never suffer
il effects from it. Alcohol is water
soluble. One ounce is completely
metabolized and broken down into
water and carbon dioxide within 12
hours. Marijuana, on the other hand, is
not water soluble—it is fat soluble, and
the active psychotropic (mind altering)
ingredient, delta-9 Tetrahydrocan-
nibinol (THC), accumulates (In the



same manner as DDT) in the tissues of
the body which are fat laden, including
the brain and the sex organs. In anima,’
experiments with radioactive tagged
Delta THC. the THC was still detected
in the brain, liver, lungs and reproduc-
tive organs two weeks after a single
injection.

Although alcoholism is a serious
drug problem, one does not hallucinate
from one or two drinks. In order to
hallucinate an alcoholic would have to
develop far advanced disease, with
brain damage and/or the withdrawal
syndrome. On the other hand, the
ﬁsychotropic effect of marijuana causes
allucinations in small doses, and in
some cases, every time the drug is
used. The distortion of time, space and
sound are examples of the mild hal-
lucinations that occur on a mild
marijuana "high" is experienced.
Think of what this effect will be on our
driving population should marijuana
become as popular as cigarette smok-
ing There are several studies which
show that marijuana causes marked
distortion of time and space on profes-
sional automobile drivers and airline
pilots. Dr. H Klonoff. Professor of the
Department of Psychiatry at the Uni-
versity of British Columbia. Canada,
in a study, showed the neuro-
psychological effects of marijuana on
driving.

Marijuana Effects On The
Brain—The active psychotropic ingre-
dient has a cumulative effect on the
brain which is responsible for the ir-
reversible brain damage that Dr.
Robert Heath, Chairman of ihe De-
partment of Psychiatry and Neurology
at Tulane University School of
Medicine aas shown in his rhesus mon-
key experiments. The actual irreversi-
ble brain atrophy or damage in the
rhesus monkeys was produced after
three months with lire equivalent of
one marijuana cigarette (2% THC) a
day. The Columbian marijuana cur
rently available in New York City is
3+t% THC. Therefore, four lo five
marijuana joints per week would be at
the same dosage that caused brain
damage in the rhesus monkey experi-
ment Dr. Heath has not tried does less
than this; therefore, this may not be the
minimal level.

It isunfortunate that Dr. Heath'sfind-

ings have not been properly pub-
licized, especially since it is thought that
there are at least two million daily
marijuana smokers in this country at
the present time.

Loss Of Motivation—In 1972, Dr.
Louis J. West described the term
amotivational syndrome (loss of moti-
vation). This syndrome is well known
to numerous physicians and practicin
psychiatrists in this country an
elsewhere. Marijuana smokers suffer
personality changes that occur gradu-
ally over a peiiod of time. These ﬁer-
sonality changes include diminished
drive, ‘lessened ambition, decreased
motivation, apathy, shortened atten-
tion span, poor judgment, diminished
capacity to carry out complex plans or
prepare realistically for the future, and
a variety of other deleterious changes.

Dr. West suggests that this syndrome
is caused by actual organic changes in
the tissues of the brain. Dr. William
Moore and Dr. Harold Kolansky of the
University of Pennsylvania Medical
School showed in an excellent study
the same distortion of personality
among chronic marijuana users They
describe hundreds of patients who
have suffered from psychiatric and
nuerological symptoms such as im-
paired judgment, diminished attention
and concentration span, a slowing in
time sense, and a loss of thought con-
tinuity as a result of chronic marijuana
use.

Dr. Andrew Malcolm, a Canadian
Psychiatrist, Dr. D. Harvey Powelson,
ormerly Chief of the Health Clinic at
the University of California at Berkeley,
and Dr Roy Hart, a New York
psychiatrist and Editor of the Journal of
the American Academy of Psychiatry
a.,ciNeurology, aswell asmany others,
have independently cor firmed and ex-
tended Dr. West's observations. In a
paper that Dr Hart presented, entitled
“A PsYchiatric Classification of Can-
nabis Intoxication," he showed that
there were 75 independent studies
which revealed the serious effects of
marijuana on the mind Evidence from
all over the world has supported the
presence of the amotivational syn-
drome. Dr. John A. S. Hall, a leading
psychiatrist ir. Jamaica, and Dr. Boris
Segal, a prominent Soviet psychia-
trist—just to name two others—have

also reported on this syndrome.

Brain Atrophy (Shrinkage)—The
important findings of the English
neurologist, the late Dr. A M. G.
Campbell, in his study using air con-
trast x-rays of rhe brain on long term
marijuana users (all of whom presented
severe personality disorders) cannot be
refuted. In all ten subjects, there was
definite evidence of brain shrinkage as
compared to ten control subjects. Dr.
Robert Heath, of the Tulane University
School of Medicine, studied the brain
wave patterns in rhesus monkeys who
were exposed to marijuana smoke
twice a week and demonstrated that
animals exposed this way had irrever-
sible alterations in brain function for
about three months after onset of the
experiment. These brain wave abnor-
malities were shown to persist for eignt
months after the monkeys were no
longer exposed to the marijuana
smoke.

The regions of the brain where Dr.
Heath measured the most pronounced
and persistent changes in brain func-
tion by the brain wave examination
were the same regions where Dr.
Campbell noted atrophy or shrinkage
in the ten human subjects.

Loss Of Learning Ability—Dr.
Harold Kalant of the Department of
Pharmacology at the University of To-
ronto has shown that rats exposed to
marijuana smoke for five months suf-
fered an ineversible loss of learning
ability as measured by standard
psychological tests.

Of special interest are the Soviet
studies on dogs who were exposed to
marijuana. These dogs showed signs of
organic brain damage of the central
nervous system including disturbances
of various reflexes, impaired motor
coordination and muscle movements,
and states of depression followed by
periods of excitement, aggressive be-
havior and fears. Autopsies on the
brains of these dogs showed large areas
of destruction In the cortex (thinking
and learning centers) of the brain as
well as in the cerebellum (balance sec-
tion of the brain). These are the same
regions of the brain that Dr. Heath re-
ported on in his monkey experiments.

The Seven Day Half-Life—Of in-
terest Is the fact that marijuana pro-
duces a half-life of seven days, This



means that after one week only 50% of
the substance is eliminated. Therefore,
anyone who uses marijuana more than
once a week cannot be truly drug-free
and has a build-up of the drug in his
tissues. One might remember the re-
cent headlines of the commuter train
crash in Chicago. Although the en-
gineer involved had not used
marijuana for the previous 24 hours,
the substance was still detected in his
system.

Prevention Of Cellular Growth—
When marijuana is exposed to cell cul-
tures. there is biochemical interruption
of cellular metabolism, with the preven-
tion of the proper formation of the
building blocks essential for cell
growth. Scientists agree that marijuana
Interferes with the synthesis of proteins
and causes a decrease in the rate of cell
division.

Dr Peter Freed of Ottawa, Canada
showed that young rats subjected to
marijuana smoke not only suffered
from generally reduced body weights,
but also had significantly smaller hearts
and brains as a percentage of their total
body weight. He also got the same re-
sults in young suckling rats whose
mothers were exposed to marijuana,
bringing up the strong possibility that
this ~effect is transmitted through
mother's milk. .

Reduced Sperm Production—Dr.
H. Morishima and Dr. Zeidenberg, al
the Columbia College of Physicians
and Surgeons, illustrated in a carefully
controlled study on 16 marijuana
smokers, ages 1s to 23, over a two-
year period, a significant and sustained
decrease in the sperm concentration
occurnng after only two weeks of
marijuana smoking The decrease in
the sperm concentration was sustained
for at least two weeks after marijuana
was discontinued. During the experi-
ment, the subjects smoked an average
?jf five to fifteen marijuana cigarettes a

ay.
anormal Sperm Cells—Not only
was there a decrease in the sperm
count, but there was also a decrease in
the motility of the sperm (movement of
the sperm). The most potentially
damaging effect of marijuana on the
sperm was the marked increase in ab-
normal forms of the sperm cell This

brings forth the genetic possibility of
transmitting abnormally viable sperm
with decreased genetic Information to a
fertilized egg.

Genetic Effects—Marijuana not
only interferes with cell division but also
interferes with the synthesis of the im-
portant genetic material of the cells.
There is interference with the immune
sKstem of the body, too. Studies have
shown twS marijuana use causes a re-
duction in the number of chromo-
somes in the white blood cells, plus
abnormal white blood cells. Abnormal
embryos have developed in the ani-
mals exgosed to marijuana and birth
defects have been produced in young
rhesus monkeys whose parents were
exposed to marijuana smoke.

Space does not permit a review in
detail of the many other negative
health effects that marijuana produces.

| have personally cared for two
young people who became psychotic
after using marijuana. In one case,
psychosis developed after smoking
only one joint and in the other case,
after smoking five joints a week for a
period of six months.

As a student and observer of the
dru? scene. | sincerely believe that
while alcoholism is presently our most
dangerous drug problem, marijuana
has the potential of becoming an even
greater problem since it is being used
by an uninformed public. One has to
be aware that decriminalization is tan-
tamount to legalization, particularly
when so many people are ignorant of
the extremely serious risks involved in
marijuana usage. No one wants to see
young people thrown in jail, but there
are other effective alternatives to de-
criminalization For example, there is
the Sacramento Citation Diversion
Program where youths arrested for
possession of marijuana are given a
chance to take a drug information
study course which exposes them to
the Information that we have written
about here. Upon completion of the
course, the youth's arrest record is
wiped clean

When someone asks how one can
tell if marijuana has had any ill effects
on someone, | su?gest trying to recall
what the 'ndividual was like six months
prior to tne regular use of marijuana

and comparing him with what he is like
today. If there are marked changes in
personalitY, social attitudes, emotions,
etc., coupled with apathy, the chances
are that marijuana is having an ill effect
on his brain.

With the help of publications like The
Law Officer, perhaps we can inform the
youth of our country of the hazardous
medical effects of marijuana.

Listed below are the names of books
and publications containing further in-
formation on this subject:

SUGGESTED READING
MARIJUANA

Russell, George. Marijuana Today,
The Myrin Institute Inc., 521 ParkAt e ,
New York; Nahas. G., Keep Off The
Grass, Reader's Digest Press. Thomas
Y. Corwell Co .666 FifthAvc.. NY. NY
10019; Bcrjcrot, N , Addiction & Soci-
ety, Charles C. Thomas; Bloomquist,
£.. Marijuana, Glencoe Presc 3euerly
Hills, Calif.; Goode, F , The Marijuana
Smokers, New York Basic Books;
Moreau, J. .1, Hashish & Mental Iliness,
Rauen Press, New York: Nahas. G.,
Marijuana: The Deceptive Weed,
Rauen Press, New York; Jones, F. B,
Sensual Drugs: Depnvation Sr Re-
habilitation Of The Mind. Cambridge
University Press, New York: Powelson,
D., Marijuana More Dangerous Than
You Know, Readers Digest 12/74 pp
95-99; Dnig Information: National
Clearing blouse for Dnig Abuse Infor-
mation, P.L) Box 1635, Rockville,
Maryland 20350; American Council on
Marijuana, 521 Park Avenue, New
York. N Y. 10002. ’

Nicholas A. Pace, M.D. iSaspeciaIist in
Internal Medicine and maintains a pri-
vate practice in New York City. He is
also an Assistant Professor of Medicine
at New York University School of
Medicine Dr. Pace is the President of
the New York City Affiliate of the Na-
tional Council on Alcoholism, and is
the New York Medical Director of a
large corporation.
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NIPPING MARIJUANA IN THE BUD

A Comparison ofPa/Larguat—the Herbicide
Cannabis—Nafure's Toxic Plant

By Mary Kohler, Hampshire Informed Parents, Inc.
Amherst, Massachusetts

What Is Marijuana?

Cannabis satino iS & broad-leaf plant of which there are two main types. The fiber
type, hemp, was used for making rope and homespun, while the drug type is illegally
grown_ foritsdrug (Fsychoacnve? properties. Strictly speaking, cannabis satira L. ISthe
OIot.am(t:_al name for the plantitself, while “marijuana” is the term applied to acrude drug

erivative.
_Naive non-drug users must understand that chronic potsmokersand thedrugculture
like to foster the belief that the cannabis plant is no different from other agricultural
plants. Slang names for marijuana cIearI}y illustrate this: “grass," “weed," “tea,"
‘Vermont-Manhattan Crosshreed," "Wacky-Tobaccy," Oklahoma Baby Buds,” to name
?hf_ew. Sct;ennﬁc research in the last few years has proven how dangerous and misleading
is can be.

To date, 421 different chemicals have been identified in cannabis: of these chemicals,
(5L are called cannabinoids and are found in no other plantin nature. Thus, marijuana is
not a pure drug but a complex mmture.éln contrast, ethyl alcohol is only 1chemical.)
The most studied cannabinoid is de!ta*9-tetrahydrocannabinol, or THC. This is the
chemical chiefly responsible for the "h|?h.” 3 .

In order to fully comprehend the health hazards of marijuana use, one must keeP in
mind this basic fact: THC is /»/f'H.sv/l/fatso.'uble—it is attracted to the fatty tissuesotthe
body and the fatty organs (including the brain and sex glands) and finds its way into
mother's milk. It’is stored In the same manner as DDT TIIC is very slow to leave the
hody: 25-30u>ofthe TIIC and its products of me abolism reside in the body for one week—
traces of THC can be found up to JOdays after one has smoked asinglejoint. (In contrast,
alcohol is water soluble and leaves the body within a matter of hours.) Thus, any regular
use of marijuana leads to a steady accumulation of THC—and other cannabinoids. And,
although not all of the cannabinoids are psychoactive (mind-altering), all are
hiologically active. , o .

Since each cell membrane has fatty sections, the cannabinoids dissolve into these cell
membranes. This slows the entrance of necessary building blocks into the cell and
interferes with biological processes, Clearly, marijuana is very far from a “harmless
weed:” it is a very blochemlcaly active and persistent mind (brain) -altering drug.
Further, the THC content of today’'s high-potency marijuana is as much as 1o times
stronger than the street margulana of a decade ago. The National Academy of Science's
Institute of Medicine reported in February, 1982, that marijuana use in our nation today
"justifies serious national concern.”

THE FOLLOWING ARE JUST A FEW OF THE HEALTH HAZARDS
CONNECTED WITH MARIJUANA USE (Some symptoms appear in some users with
light to moderate use; other symptoms appear only after heavy use. Heavy use is defined
as smoking 4 or 5 marijuana cigarettes per week.)



Interference with Psychological

Functioning. Symptoms are lack of goals and
motivation, impairment of short-term memory and
learning, and retardation of emotional growth. This is
affirmed by an increasing body of clinical reports from
pediatricians and psychiatrists. Each year, marijuana
accounts for the second largest number of admissions into
federally-funded drug abuse treatment facilities.
Tragically, the chronic user |s.rarely able to perceive the
change that hastaken ﬁlace in himselfor herself. A carefully
designed study matched marijuana smoking in rhesus
monkeys to moderate and heavy smoking by humans over a
six-month period. For these monkeys, a pattern ofabnormal
brain waves speared within two t0three months'exposure,
and was found to persist even after three months’ exposure,
and was found to persist even after eight months of
abstinence. Upon autopsy, the limbic t.rea brain cells of
these monkeys showed distinct damage. The brain cells of
the control monkeys (exposed to the same amount of pot
smoke with THC removed) were perfectly normal.

Impairment of Normal Sex and

Reproductive Processes. In man, marijuana
reduces sperm count and motility and increases the number
of abnormal forms of sperm. Disruption of ovulation and
disruption of menstrual cycles have been observed in
humans and in rhesus monkey studies. Since THC collects in
and passes through the placenta, the developing fetus will be
at risk if the mother uses marijuana.

Serious Impairment of Driving and

Flying Performance. Studies have shown that
marijuana is just as driver-impairing as alcohol, Moreover,
marijuana adds to the driver-impairing effects of alcohol.
(Note: alcohol can lead to nausea and vomiting: however,
marijuana suppresses the vomiting response setting the
stage for a dangerous state of intoxication.)

Impairment of Lung Function, thisranges
from'subclinical effects (which do notyet "show") to the same
serious lung conditions caused by cigarette smoking: but
Potsmokm brings on these conditions far sooner and with
ewer "smokes;" for example, one marijuana cigarette may
cause more air flow resistance than 15 tobacco cigarettes.
(Air flow determines in large measure how well we get
ox%/%;en into the lungs and how well we get carbon dioxide
out.

High Risk Groups: Theyounger the user, the more
deleterious the effects. Because experimentation is too often
the first step to personal and social loss and eventual
dependence, any use by teens or preteens must be strongly
discouraged. Other special high risk groups arc pregnant
women: those with cardiac problems; diabetics: epileptics;
and persons with underlying or present mental disorders.

Although one chemical In marijuana—THC—is being
used for SUpr_ESSIOﬂ of nausea and vomiting in various
atients suftering these effects from cancer chemotherapy
reatment, this does not mean that "pot must be safe”—as
many youngsters have been led to believe. The *121 chemicals
in the crude drug marijuana are combusted into over 2,000

chemicals when smoked. It is thus a Pandora's Box of
unknowns. But what we do know about it is bad news.

What is the extent of marijuana use in
the U.S.?

"Young people are often at the leading edge of social
change; and this has been particularly true in the ease of
drug use. The surge in illicit drug use during the last
deeade has proven to be primarily a youth phenomenon,
with onset of use most likely tooccur during adolescence.”
The above quol is from Dr. Lloyd D. Johnston, et al.,
Highlights from Student Drug Use in America 1975-1981,
National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). This document
presents findings from a national research and reporting
program. Monitoring the Future: A Continuing Study of the
Lifestyles and Values of youth, conducted annually since
1975 by the University of Michigan's Institute for Social
Research. The data give some important indication ofdrug
use among high school seniors, with some information about
starting use in earlier grades. In interpreting the data, one
must take into account one fact: the research does not include
those in the tar?et population whodroppedoutof high school
before the 12th grade—15-20% of each age group. At
hearings concerning international narcotics control policy,
which were held before the Committee op Foreign Affairs,
House of Representatives, April, 1982, Dr. Mel J. Riddileof
Fairfax _Countg. Virginia, and rep.res.entln% the National
Association of Secondary School Principals testified:
"1 would like 10 Say that as wefind younger ami younger
children using illicit itrugs, particularly marijuana, we
find that they do Yt make it to their senior year and they
don't appear in the NIDA surveys,
Out study that ire romluetcil in a local school found
Hint percent of the marijuana users dropped out of
school in | gear. They would nut lioit made it to their
senior yearfor that surrey. So I think we have toconsider
that.” (If.S. Congress, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
"International Narcotics Control". April, HISJ)
Accordlni; to Highlights, among high school seniors of the
class of 1981, "marijuana isby far the mostwidely used illicit
drug;" 4Fbused marijuana during the year: 32%used in the
past month: 7%used daily (one in every 14seniors). Daily use
was on a slightly downward trend, which, said the
researchers, was apparently due to concern about health
consequences and peer disapproval. As for grade of initial
use by the class of 1981, .74%first used marijuana prior to
high set,not and 25%during high school. ﬂThe remainder had
never used.) See 1982 data, end of article. \

As for overall use of marijuana. Dr. William Pollin,
Director, National Institute on Drug Abuse staled that at
least 22 million Americans use marulyana (previous
hearings, U.S. Congress. Committee on Foreign_ Affairs,
International Narcotics Control, April, 1982). The 1979
National (Household) Survey on Drug Abuse, ages 12 on up,
shows that one out of every three A mericons ages 1.3to Z>teas
a current pot smoker (defined as using the drug within the
past month).

To Sum Up: Since 1964. over 6.000 scientific paﬁers
have been published on cannabis, the plant from which
marijuana, hashish, and hash oil are "processed." According
to Dr. Carlton Turner, the White House Drug Abuse Policy
Director, who has read and annotated all these papers for the



two-volume work he co-authored, Marijuana, An Annotated
Bibliography', "Not one 0f those papers gives cannabis a
clean bill of health."

Indeed, he SayS, "The inescapable fact is that unless our
current pot-smoking habits are reversed sharply, marijuana
will hare drastic long-term biological and psychological
heotill effects on our young people, and, therefore on tlwfuture
(ifggg)r families and our nation.” (Peggy Mann. Pot Safari,

Eradication of Marijuana:
Use of Paraquat

The use of marijuana is clearly a public health problem of
major proportions: the economic and social costs are
enormous. Eradicating cannabis, the plant from which
marijuana is derived, isoneimportant way to begin to attack
this problem. Although various articles we come across in
magazines and newspapers might lead some to believe that
domestically grown cannabis accounts for a considerable
proportion of marijuana in the U.S., actually “domestic
commerical cultivation hasconsistently represented about 7
gercent of the total marijuana consumed in the United

tates.” (Attorney General William French Smith, “Dru
Traffic Today,” Drug EnforcementA Summer, 1982, p.59.
Increased efforts to eradicate cannabis would certainly
lessen the public health problem created by use of the drug.
We need to keep in mind that the U.S. isalready obligated to
participate in ways to control cannabis. According to a
recent U.S. State Department document. Cannabis
Eradication in Foreign Western Hemisphere Nations,
November, 1982, the State Department intends

"to initiate a cannabis eradication program inforeign

Western Hemisphere nations. The proposed action is to

support efforts of hast governmints toeradicate cannabis

by aerially applying the herbicide paraipial where

appropriate.” ] o
Descnbmg the proposed federal action and evaluating it in
terms of dnmonlic environmental impacts, the document
also explains that

"The U.S. Department of State's Bureau for

International Narcotics Matters is mandated by Section

i1s1 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1 «in1 toestablish an

international program aimed at -educing the flow of
illicit narcotics anil dangerous drugs offoreign origin
into the United Stoles. In IH7S on Amendment to the

Foreign Assistance Act placed restrictions on U.S.

support to foreign governments for the eradication of

marijuana using paraquat. In December of HISI, these
constraints were repeated. With the admit of this
deirlopment, il is now the intent ofthe U.S. Department

of State to initiate a cannabis eradication program in

foreign Western Hemisphere notinns.”

Such an action as described in the above State
Department document would help to reduce the supply of
marijuana coming into the U.S. from abroad. However, it
becomes clear that such a program must ultimately hr
coordinated with efforts to reduce the domestic production of
marijuana in the U.S. Furthermore, the U.S. isobligated by

'See Reference List for further information about this work.

"A copy of this publication msy be obtained from Drug
Enforcement Administration, U.S. Department of Justice,
1405 Eye Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20537

international commitment to try to reduce this supply:

According to the above State Department publication.
"The United States isa party tothe 1961 Single Conven-
tion an Narcotic Drugs, as well as numerous bilateral
and multilateral treaties and agreements on Ihe control
of dangerous drugs. The United States and other parties
assumed the obligation under the treaty to control and
prevent trafficking in narcotics, including heroin,
cocaine, and marijuana. Any attempt by the United
States to abrogate, amend, O withdrawfrom the Single
Convention would hare serious repercussions with
respect to controls on all other narcotics and dangerous
drugs..."

It has become abundantly clear that marijuana can be
controlled most effectively at the initial point of production:
this requires eradication of cannabis at its source, for once
the illicit crop has been cut and sent on its way to some
distant, point, the problem of discovering and intercepting it
is manifold, and much of it remains undetected. The use of
ﬁaraquat would he one way to eradicate cannabis before it is

arvested and shipped.

What is Paraquat?

According to the 1980 report of the Select Committee on
Narcotics Abuse and Control. The Use of Paraquat to
Eradicate Illicit Marijuana Crops and the Health
Implications of Paraquat-Contaminated Marijuana on the
U.S. Market, (Con?resswnal committee report, pp. 11-12),

“The chemical ‘paraquat’ (l.I'-dim cthyl-I,-1-

bipyridinium dichloride) isageneral contact herbicide

manufactured in the United States by ImBenal

Chemical Indistrics, Americas, and distributed by the

Chevron Chemical CorForatlon, under license from the

British-based Imperial Chemical Industries, Limited

(ICI). The compound was first used as a plant growth

regulator beginning in 1959, and since 1966, paraquat

has been registered far  broad spectrum of uses

(Emphasis aaded); N

1)asapre-planting herbicide for the control of weeds
prior to the establishment of grass seed fields, and in
preparation for no-tillage or [minimum] tillage
production of crops such as corn and soy-beans:

2) as a directed spray for the control of weeds in
orchards, vineyards, ornamental plantings, and
noncrop plant areas; o _

3) as a desiccanl and defoliant in harvesting such
crops as soybeans, sugarcane and sunflowers;

«1) s an aid in pasture renovation. .

When paraquat is applied in commercial agricultural

settings, precautions arc taken to avoid contact with

edible portions of the crop undergoing treatment.,.

Paraquat is certified by the regulatory agencies of the
U.S. (iorernment as a safe and effective chemical when
used in accordance with label directions.” /Emphasis
added./

Also, Federal agencies monitor for residues. Testimony
quoted in the above report assures us that studies "show no

evidence of garaqunt residues in our food supply." (Dr.
Warren C. Shaw, Staff Scientist. U.S. Department of
Agriculture)

Why Use Paraquat?

“Studies and experience show use of paraquat to be a
viable method of eradicating cannabis.



In July, 1979. a United Nations Narcotics Laboratory
(UNNL) Study Group composed of experts from around the
world convened in Geneva to consider methods for the
eradication of illicit narcotic crops. Following are a few
statements from its report, which is reprinted In the above
congressional committee report. The Use of Paraquat to
Eradicate |Illicit Marijuana Crops anil the Health
Implications of Pm quat-Containitiated Marijuana on the
U.S. Market: '

"Opium poppy, cannabis, and coca hush arc the narcotic

plants of global concern, being the sources of such

principal drugs as heroin, marijuana, ami cocaine,
respectively...

There are positive icays to control illicit narcotic
crops. These include persuading illicit growers to
produce other income-generating crops. Unfortunately,
this altcrnatire is not always realistic... chemical attack
at tlw present time offersbest overall opportunities to
successfully destroy narcotic crops. Mechanical means
are, howeirr, alsa quite viable and fire isfeasible.

The variety offered hy these three readily arailable,
proven techiiigtics. both individually and in
combinations with one another, led the group toconclude
iliat the initial easts to derelop theapparently promising
approaches of biological controls and genetic alteration
would not he cort-effectire in the effort toeradicate illicit
narcotic craps."”

Ultimately, the UN Study Group report states that
"From the approximately tit) hcrhicidal chemicals that
hare been evaluated for their effectiveness in controlling
cannabis and poppy, the group selectedfire, as liaeing
sufficient merit to receive primary consideration for use
in the control of cannabis and poppy."

Of these five, one was paraquat. This chemical was given

high marks in terms of effectiveness in cannabis control:
Paraquat

"provides effectire control of cannabis and poppy... The

effects of paraquat are soon noticeable. It produces the

most ropiil response of any of the clientieols lImt hare

been tested..." .

As for environmental impact,

"Drift of paraquat to nearby rcyeliition may rouse
risible necrotic spots, hut under ordinary circumstances
damage icouht lie minimal. lI'aragnat persists in thesoil
for long periods, but it is not biologically arailaiile
because it is tightly absorbed on Ihaiind to the surface of/
soil particles. Free paraquat is degraded hq soil micro-
organisms."

And Chevron Chemical Company, Ortho Division, states
in "The Impact of Paraquat on the Environment™ that
Paraquat

"is rendered inert oner it routnets the sod and is not

biologically persistent... There is no possibility of

residues of paraquat being accumulated in tiring
systems. Thus paraquat soil residues iiit biologically
iinorailable In tiring organisms in the environment...

if lenter did heeome accidentally contaminated with

paraquat, residues in the water iroiild quickly

disappear largely due to adsorhtion onto soil particles
suspended in the water and in the bottom mud."

Ihevron Chemical Company, Ortho Division, Research and
Development Department,” Richmond. California, "The
Impact of Paraquat on the Environment" (summary),
March, 1971

And from the White House Drug Abuse Policy Office Fact
Sheet (July 19. 19822): "Paraquat Is afast-actmg herbicide
which is biodegradable, photodegradeable and decomposes
upon storage and heating." In other words, ﬁaraquat is
broken down by soil micro-organisms, sunlight, stora?e,
heating. Toxicity of the break-down products is nominal.

In the application of ;})]araquat, the availability of water is
required, for water is the normal carrier.

Are there health hazards for pot
smokers?

The UN Report cited above states that—although
handling of the concentrate requires care by those applying
the chemical, “residues of sprayed formulations on cannabis
would not be sufficient to cause toxic effects tothe marijuana
user.” In the White House Fact Sheit cited above, we read,

"In 1977, it was confirmed that marijuana containing

I'aragnat was available on the street in the United

States. Analysis by the Center for Disease Control

[CDC, Public Health Service. Department of Health and

Human Services] in 197S found that.l.li percent of their

samples of confiscated marijuana contained Paraquat.

Not ii single case of lung damage due to smoking

marijuana containing Paraquat was found by

CDC despite a follow-up on all reported coses

during the ‘Paraquat Scare' in 1979."]JEmphasis

added.]

Just what was that “paraquat scare?" First, one must
understand the climate of the times. Only very recently did
the general public begin to learn something about the health
hazards of marijuana use: but in the mid-70's. except for
scientists and a few others, the general public knew
relatjvel)(1 little about these hazards. During that time,
Mexico had be?un to spray cannabis with paraquat—of
.course, this would reduce the supply of marijuana into the
U.S. Pro-drug forces and various media elements pushed to
end spraying programs, implying that paraquat was
causing lung damage among marijuana users. And,
significantly, research findings describing marijuana's
effects on lungs were given almost no publicity Eventually,
the U.S. Congress passed an amendment to the Foreign
Assistance Act of 191L (his amendment "...Placed
restrictions on U.S. support to foreign governments for the
eradication of marijuana using paraguat." (Cannabis
Eradication in Foreign Western Hemisphere Notions, Stale
Department, November, 1982) Hut, when Congress realized
the deception in the "paraquat scare," it repealed these
constraints in December of 1981

The Public Health Service. Department of Health and
Human Services, is supportive of eradieatoin of cannabis
usmP paraquat. A letter published in the State Department
publication cited above (Cannabis Eradicalan in Foreign
Western Hemispere Notions, November, 1982) reads:

"The Public Health Service (PUS) strongly supports n

program for eradication of eaiinaliis in the Foreign

Westrii Hemisphere Notions... Wefeel that the proposed

cannabis eradicntian activity can he properly

performed by using the herbicide paraquat in aeeor-
donee with Eni‘irmimcntal Protection Agency tahet
instructions and its application requirements and hy
following sound procedures to monitor the neticity."”
Success of the Mexican Paraquat Program. Mexico has
demonstrated success in its cannabis eradication program.
According to the previously mentioned Congressional
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report, 77lc t/se of Paraquat to Eradicate Illicit Marijuana
Crops and the Health Implications of Paraquat-
Contaminated Marijuana on the U.S. Market,
“In 10To, the Government of Mexico, in a bilateral
propram agreement with the United States Government,
began using chemical eradication agents to destroy
opium poppy crops...

The potential of the program impressed the Mexican
Government to the extent that it decided to expand the
efforts of the aerial poppy eradicatoin program to
include what it considers to be its own n: her one
domestic drug abuse problem: Marijuana. T .'environ-
mentally safe. commercially available herbicide 'para-
guat' was chosen by the Mexican Governmentfrom a list
provided by the U.S. Department ofAgriculture ofherb-
icides licenses and evaluated as safe for domestic
commercial useasan acceptable agentfor the marijuana
eradication program. Paraquat's safety record when
used in accordance with label directions is excellent.”

Some additional statements from the White House Drug

Abuse Policy Office Fact Sheet (July 19, 1982):
« "Paraquat has been on the market as a herbicide since
19112 and is one o fthe most widely used herbicides in the
world."
+ "Paraquat is a legal herbicide for use anywhere in the
U.S. as long as the label instructions are followed."
+ "Paraquat is used to control broad-leaf weeds and
cannabis is a broad-leaf weed."
« "Approximately 5 million pannils of Paraquat lore]
sprayed on over ID. 7 million acres in the U.S. each year."
IThis isfoe uses such as weed control >norchards anil as
a harvest aid for such crops as cotton anil soybeans).
« "The Administration supports the eradication of tiw
cannabis plant as a legitimate activity to reduce the
availability and use of marijuana."

Paraquat Use in the U.S.

In August of 1982. paraguat was used to spray a large
cannabis field in Red May, Florida. Stringent controls were
followed, which prevented Pie sprayed cannabis from
reaching the consumer mark .l; no adverse environmental
impacts were noted; string! nt controls were followed to
protect the health and safety of personnel conducting the
spraying. Safety clothing &rubber suits, gog?Ies,
rosp Tutors, etc.) was worn to protectthe personnel involved:
there were no problems. A U nk-t*uck was used as far as it
could go. and the rest of the spraying was accomplished in
the tight places by back-pack sprayers. The paraquat was
used as a dcsiccant, which dried the foliage and allowed the
field of cannabis to lie burned within 4Lhours "at minimal
cost to the state." (This information was obtained fol'owinga
Committees of Correspondence inquiry to the Department of
Law Enforcement, State of Florida.) .

In using paraquat, one must remember that, lil ¢ many
chemicals in use,.lnc’ludmg many under the kitchen sink, it
IS a poison, and like any poison, it must be used with care.
Label instructions mustbe followed and applicable state and
federal regulations must be observed. Paraquat should be
used onIK when appropriate and with stringent controls to
ensure the health and safety of personnel involved; it is a
restricted use herbicide and may be used only by Certified
Applicators or persons under their direct supervision."

_In conclusion, because the public health hazards involved
in marijuana useare sogreat, the use of paraquat asa means
to eradicate cannabis is warranted.

What You Can Do

1. Domestic commercial cultivation of cannabis is presently
concentrated in seven primary states: California, Hawai.
Oregon. Kentucky. Missouri, Arkansas, Florida. But other
states arc also involved. Is your state one of these? You can
find out from your District Attorney or state Attorney
General, At the first national conference of the National
Federation of Parents for Drug-Free Youth in Washington,
D.C., Dr. Carlton Turner was asked on October 12, 1982:
"Dr. Turner, [we in the midwest have heard] thata
%owmg numbvr of farmers are growing marijuana...
hat would be your suggestion as to what parent
groups might do with the enforcement people in the
eradication of cannabis?"

Dr. Turner: .
"Talk to the local law enforcement people, who will
have contact with the Drug Enforcement Admini-
stration, which is giving technical assistance. With
these two groups working together, we now have 2G
states which are involved in eradication."

2. Parent groups and individuals, write to your elected

officials: let them know that you want cannabis to be

eradicated—that use of cannabis J)resents major health
hazards. Continue to encourage and support all those who
are in a position to take steps to eradicate cannabis, from
local law enforcement personnel tr your state legislates.

Write letters lo newspapers express) "q this support.

:I. 1f you become aware of a particular place where cannabis

is being grown, contact your loa law enforcement

personnel. (This can be done anonymously.) Also, if you
would like more information about Florida s successful use
of paraquat on marijuana, you may write to the Slate of

Florida, Department of Law Enforcement, P.O. Box 1489,

Tallahassee. Florida 22202.
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The following is a copy of an article that appeared
by Stuart D. Bykofsky:

Hob Hope recently disclosed Unit NIIC
nxed a couple ol jokes ubnut drug use from
one ol his routines during u special. Oncol
the Hope's paps said that for sellinp
cocaine “you can pet 20 years in prison or
two years in ('impress."

Hope is lur Irorn one ol the tlrup
pencrntion's favorite comics, You'd have
to puess you wouldn't find any while
powder on the old man's nose.

NIIC' inn a week-long, anti-drug
campaign lasi year and later ordered no
drugjokes onits air. | hat comes right front
@runt linker at the lop.

We have a drug epidemic in America,
that's (or sure.

Hut is a Hat ban the most effective
remedy? Would an nnii-orug joke, in

We encourage people to write Grant Tinker to

the Philadelphia />#///ll A*clc.von December !), 1982

which the user is portrayed in less than
Haltering terms be considered a "drug
joke?" l-.ven il that's not Ihe ease, should
the networks be issuing Hat bans on
material?

Hr- represents a conflict between u
socially desirable end (lighting drug use)
and a questionable means (network
censorship), freedom ol expression is nol
an absolute not in society and not on
television hul | have trouble with edicts
that wipe out an entire area ol commen-
tary.

H(d do you led? Shoul etworks
ban (Mldrug humor, allow anii-drup
jokes, or keep its hands oil tfe material
entirely? let me know by writing to me.
core ol the Daily News, I'.O. Itox 7788,400
N. Hroad S', Philadelphia, Pa. 19101

iet him know we appreciate his effort and active

participation in getting the anti-drug message to the general public via television and radio

programming at N.B.C.

e have already had an encouraging reply toour letter to him. You may state thatyou are amember
of the Committees of Correspondence. Please direct your correspondence to:

Mr. Grant Tinker Chairman of the Board
National Broadcasting Company

30 Rockefeller Plaza

Netv York, N. r. 10112
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Issue No. 10

NIPPING MARIJUANA IN THE BUD
A Comparison ofPar%ﬁuat—the Herbicide

Cannabis— Nature s Toxic Plant

IMPORTANT UPDATE

STATE DEPARTMENT DECISION; According to a December 21, 1982 public
notice, Bureau for International Narcotics Matters, Dept, of State.
"The department of State has decided to support the efforts of

foreign Western Hemisphere nations to e.l1ri"".ce cannabis by
aerially applying the herbicide paraquat In emplementlng this
decision, the Department now intends ij engage in formal dis—
cussions with cannabis-producing Western Hemisphere nations."1
The latest national high school senior survey conducted by the
University of Michigan®s Institute for Social Research indicates that
in 1982, daily marijuana use was down to 6 percent (about one in every

16 seniors). However, this news gives us NO reason whatsoever to

become complacent



ki<

/£/Connie & Otto Moulton
p>0> Box 232

Top?<ield, MA 01983
(617) 774-2641

An Important New Way

to Finance Drug Enforcement
and Prevention Programs
for Your State:

Civil Forfeiture of Ilicit
Drug Profits

The Drug Enforcement Administration has a powerful new model law which can be
adopted by nny state. This law, if enacted, would allow state law enforcement officials vo trace
and seize the assets and profits of illegal drug activity. This includes everything fror.i the drugs
themselves to the person's home, car, boat, bank account, etc. Once seized, these illegal drug
profits could be diverted into state treasuries. Federal drug enforcement agents are already
making such seizures under asimilar statute, and monies and property from the federal agents'
seizures are going inito the federal government's treasury. If a state adopts this model law and
makes the seizures, the assets so seized and found, by acourtoflaw. to be assetsor profits of illegal
drug activity, will then belong to the state. Therefore, thepropo; JModel State Forfeiture Act, in
conjunction” with exist'ng state laws, will provide important needed support for state drug
enforcement efforts. ' ' '

This Model Forfeiture Act was written by Harry L. Myers, Assistant Chief Counsel of the Druq
Enforcement Administ ation. Mr. Myers is the same attorney who wrote the Mode
Paraphernalia Act whicn has now been ‘adopted by so many of the states.

_ Every year hillions of dollars are reaped by organized crime. Much of this money comes from
illegal dru% activity. The illegal drug industry is estimated to be the third largest industry in the
United States, after Exxon and General Motors. The relatively new Federal Forfeiture Statute
gives federal law enforcement officers a powerful new weapon with which to fight organized
crinm in the dru% area. T.iis new law allows the government to attach the ver%/ motive for illegal
drug activities-*the criminal's desire for great wealth. It subjects his money, bank accounts, and
roperty to forfeiture if it can be shown that these items were earned from illegal drug trafficking.
FForfenure_ is the taking by the government of property |IIegaII§ used or acquired, without
compensating the ow.ner.()J The federal statute, Title 21 of the United States Code, Section 881 (a)(s)
provides that all monies and other assets ac?uwed from the illegal drug trade shall besubjected tr
civil forfeiture. This means that law enforcement officers can go beyond merely arresting
traffickers and seizing any drug involved. Now, illegally accumulated assets (bank accounts, cars,
airplanes and even real estate) are all subject to civil Torfeiture. S
n order to understand civil forfeiture it is necessary to understand what civil law is. The legal
system is broadly divided into two separate areas-civil and criminal. Both areas can be used to
punish wrongdoers but only the criminal law--which is used exclusively by the city, county, state
or federal government--can involve ajail sentence. Civil law m the othier hand is most often useu
when one person sues another. The Iegfal rules of evident , as well as the standard of Pr_oof, are
different in these two areas. For example, in order tofind: defendantguiltyofdrugtra flckmg it
must be shown "beyond a reasonable doubt" that he did, in fact, illegally distribute drugs. Under
civil law it is enough to show that it is “more likely than not" that thie defendant acquired his
property from drug trafficking. The second standard is. of course, a much easier vine to meet.

C
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Forfeiture is an_ancient concept, traceable to the Old
Testament of the Bible ‘E.xodus. 21:28) as well as Greek and
Roman Law. Today, forfeiture is most often used to protect
the public from harmful objects (adulterated foods, sawed*
off shot puns) and as a detcrent to crime. .

The new Federal Forfeiture of Drug Profits Act provides
that the civil law with its lessstrenuous standard ofguilt is to
Ik-combined with the concept of forfeiture lo liecome Civil
Forfeiture. This is important because il means that no
criminal conviction is required.

Under this new Civil Forfeiture Law the federal
government can now seize the ill-Rottcn Rains 0f a drug
importer if it enn be proved in court that it was more likely
than notthat they were bournt with druR profits. Notice that
the criminal conviction 0f the drur dealer is not required.

For examFIe: Mr. X is adru? trafficker. He has money in
the bank, a lovely home, jewellery for himself and his wife,
ami a very expensive car. Thé money in various bank
accounts allows him to continue to initiate and pay for
further undcrRround illcRal drug activities. If it can he
Proved in acourt of law that all the items listed above were
he result of drug trafficking:, they will lie forfeited even if
Mr. X manages, by skillful Ie?al manuevering. to remain
free. The reason is that the forfeiture case is séparate from
the criminal one. They are two different legal actions. Even
if the District Attorney does not prosecute the criminal
action against Mr. X, he can still file an action against his
property as long as he can show the likelihood that the
property was acquired from (he illegal drug trade, It costs
money fo traffic in illegal drugs and moreover a business
that i« subject to such governmental seizures may become a
SOﬁr business risk with a poor return for the investment

ollar.

Before this now iaw the federal government could seize
and subject to forfeiture certain items. These included:

1) illegal drugs. .

2) any equipment and materials used to make,
deliver or import illegal drug*.

3) containers for illegal dru;;s. o

1) cars, planes and boats for transporting illegal

dru?(s, and ) -
5) books and records connected with drug trafficking.
However, nothmP in the federal law dealt with the profits
of illegal drug trafficking until Title 21 of the United States
Code, Section 881 (aX0) was enacted. Undercover drug
aPent* have often staled that among the drug traff»....ng
elements of society, bragging aboutjust what items were
iKiught with drug1 money is commonplace. Under federal
lawandn statesthn enact the model act such profit* would
Ik* put at high risk of seizure and forfeiture.

llow Would This Law Provide (be Stale*
WIlh Much Needed Revenue*?

Dru? enforcement costs arc enormous. It is estimated that
federal enforcement costs at the present time is about
$150,000,000 a yenr, This includes the costs of the Drug
Enforcement Administration, the ant|-d{ugi_ activities of the
Customs Service, and tlu* anti drug activities of the Coast
Guard. This figure* does not include prosecutorial costs
(twenty-five percent of all federal cases deal with illegal
drugs), prison costa for convicted felons, or drug treatment
centers. It also docs not include the millions of dollar* sjient
hy the state* in these areas. ]

The promised legislation offer* the state* substantial
Pqtenhal for recovering significant amounts of money now
icing spent to combat drug offenses The Federal Drug

Enforcement Administration serves as a good example.
Dur|n?.1979*1980 DEA seized assets totaling nearly one-
half of its annc»l budget Since many states are looking at
less money bcqauscofbudgctcuts.erod|n([;taxstructureand
ﬂrowmg inflation, such a Statute, properly enforced, could
helpdto provide needed revenues, just as the federal law
as done.

What Exactly Doc*the Model Forfeiture Law Provide?

The prefatory note to the model forfeiture of drug profits
act states: ,
Widespread drug abuse, particularly amoung
children, teenager* and ?/oung adult*, poses a
serious threat to the wel -bem(};1 of our society. Drug
trafficking orﬁamzanons which cater to this abuse are
composed of throe element*: (1) contraband drugs.
(2) people, and (3) money and other assets. As long o0s
the assets remain untouched, seized drugs and
arrested people can always be quickly replaced.
Capital is at |he heart of all businesses. lwth legal and
!Ile([;aI: Deﬂrl\_/mg drug traffickers of their assets,
including their operating tools and their illegally_
accumulated profits, is an essential step in crippling
these organization*.

The intent of the Model Forfeiture of Drug Profits Act
is to amend existing slate laws to permit all slate* lo
seize, civilly forfeit'and deposit in their treasuries:

(1) all moneys and other nsscL* used to buy contraband
drugs. (2) all moners used to facilitate any drug law
violation, and (3) all asset* acquired from dru
traff!ckm?, regardless of their form. The Model Act
consisL* of amendment* to the civil forfeiture section
of the Uniform Controlled Substances Act, which ha*
lieen enacted by forty seven (47) states.

The Model Forfeiture of Drug Profits Actsubjects to civil
forfeiture: ) ) )
*(') Everything of value furnished, or intended to be
furnished, in exchange for a controlled substance in
violation of this Act ?meanlng the Controlled Sub-
stances Act of this State), nil proceeds traceable to
such an exchange, and all moneys, negotrable instru-
ments. and securities used, or intended to In? used, to
facilitate any violation of this act; except that no
Property shall i~forfeited under this Baragraph, lo
he extent of the interest of an owner, by reason of any
act or omission established by him to have been
committed or omitted without his knowledge
or consent. ) i
Rebuttable Presumption: Alllmone}/s, coin, and
currency found in close proximity to forfeitable
controlléd substances, lo forfeitable drug
manufacturing of distributing paraphernalia, or to
forfeitable records of the ingiorlation. manufacturing
or distributing of controlled substance*, are presumed
to be forfeitable under this paragraph. The burden of
proof is u|hiii claimants of the properly to rebut this
presumption. , ,
Il can In*seen that the Model Forfeiture of Drug Profits
Act targets four discreet arcus. ) ) )
1) Exchange-all things of value furnished or intended in
exchange fordrugs. A small number of states nlrrndy have
this provision. Note that this section is not only limited to
moneK_or negotiable instruments and securities but includes
"anyt |ng” ¥ value exchanged (i.e. adiamond ring). Two
Clamp)** of un exchange:

1) Suppose Mr X is observed giving Mr 'Y $2000 for an
ounce of cocaine; that money is forfeitable.
2) Suppose Mr. X admits going to Mexico with $10,000to
buy drugs but only mana%es to bufy $30<H) worth. The
drugs aswell as the $7000 are forfeitable” because all the
money war intended for exchange for |I|egi]al drugs.
% Praceeds « {1 proceeds traceable to su-h rn exchange.
The term “proct is” is that which is received when an object
is sold, exchange, or otherwise disposed of. As with the
Exchange Section, Sis need not be money but any item
received for the illegk drugs. This is part of the model law
because profits from ‘he cash-and-carry trade are
eventua||¥ hidden bY changingtheirform. Itin.afterall. the
%roceeds hat allow the drug trafficker* to live the good life.
hey are converted into homes, yacht*. plane*, cars, stocks
bonds. business bank account* ‘and other property. The
power to seize and forfeit cash exchanged for drugs strike*
at the operational funds of illicit business. However, the
power to seize and forfeit drug "proceeds" posesa much
greater threat to the accumulated profits of traffickers. For

examgle: ]
1) (%) ose Mr X *cll» drugs for $10,000. The entire
$10,000 is forfeitable because it is the proceed from an
exchange .
2) Supiiose Mr. X takes tho510.000and pulethe money in a
bank. It is still a proceed and it is still forfeitable.
3) Suppose Mr. X buys n car with the $10,000. It is
forfeitable under the model law because the moneyand all
that it buys is tainted Ny a drug exchange.
31 Facilitation money  all money used or intended to e
used to facilitate any drux violation. This section is limited
only to money, negotiable Instrument* and ee.scuritif*.
Examples of money Used in the:* manners would include:
a) money used lo rfun an illegal PCP laboratory.
b) money used to pay rental fee* for cars, boats or plane* In
smuggle marijuana .
¢) money to pay a dnig carrier, or even
d) Money used by a drug carrier for expenses.
¢} ‘Innocent owner - This section protect* the innocent
owner whose pr E_erty might hove been used in away sonsto
violate the law. For'example:
Mr. A lease* hi* lienchfront property to Mr. X. Mr, X uses
th|sProperty.asadock for small fishing )*oat* bringing in
hale* of marijuana from the mother ship at nighL "Mr. A
has no rea*on to sutj>cct these activities. Therefore. Mr.
A'™ property is not forfeitable.

|f enacted in your Btntc. this law would have two major
beneficial impact*:

1) The law. initaelf, would be a powerful deterrenttodrug
trafficking. )

21 The law would provide much-needed revenues to help
support drug enforcement, aswell asdrug rehabilitation,
and dru? education and prevention program* throughout
your stafe.

WHAT YOU CAN DO

All of the states should adopt this |[>owcrftil Model
Forfeiture Law a* partof their law enforcementarsenal. By
using effective political action this proposed legislation can
liecome law in your stale. Here™ how:

1) Write to:

Superintendent of Documents )
United State* Government Printing Office
Washington D.C. 20102

to order a guide for the mode! act called:

Drug Agent* Guide to Forfeiture of Assets
Stock pumber 027%004*00031-2_

Enclose $8.50 per. cop¥) ordered. This gnce include*

postage and handling. Please order two ( )corncs-one for

ourself and one to give toyour sponsoring state legislator.

{Or. ou may wish fo photocopy important section® from a
smge copy). ) B
2) Choose @ state representative who_ha*the ability togel
the Mocd Forfeiture Law enacted. This involve* using a
legislative sponsor who hasan excellent reputation in M b
state houses, if possible. Thin person need not necessarily
have a strong knowledge of drugs, hut should be well
respected. Give your chosen representative aqopBof the
above mentioned guide, as well as a copy of this Drug
Abuse Issue.
3) Notify all parent ?roup*. PTA’s church and synagogfue
groups, etc.. in your state. Ask them to contact their local
%t%te representatives and express their tupjKirt for the

i

1) keep in close contact with your sponsoring legislator *n
as to be ready to act by gnathenng more local support
should the bill lie in trouble.

vy (irHtfield, Jntmnry 1, IUHi

POSSE COMITATUS

Here’s some good new* for you to share with your group
and community. o ) ]

Posse Comltntu*, u limited exception to the doctrine of
military non involvement in civilian law enforcement was
signed Into law December 2.1981 by President Reagan. This
legislation, a positive stop forward in the battle” ngninst
illegal drug trafficking, will permit meaningful cooperation
between the military und civilian law enforcement official.*.
Now public law No. 97-Ht». Posse (‘oiuitalii* will allow for
Ihe greater loan of equipment, training assistance, anil shar-
ing of information on movement of uir und seatrnfficoutside
the bind areas of the United Slates. Al last, the up to date

equipment and expertise of our m |||tarY will housed against
the sophisticated measures taken by illegal trafficker*. Al-
ready Drug Enforcement Administration officials are
working with the Navy in the I'arribean to detect
smugglers.

PiiH*e Unmitnlu* took » full two R/ears lo become n rnlity
und its support and passage can lie credited largely to the
ﬁarent*ofAmenca. heirines*ngeof'NO DRUGS"Isbeing

eard everywhere and Con?ress is responding by initialing
tougher law* Posse Comitattu is certainly a step in the
right direction.



How Much
Do You
Really
Know

About
Marijuana?

by Peggy Mann

Pegg%/ Mann has written more articles on
the Nealth hazards of marjuana and on
marijuana pur alcohol and. driving, for
major newspapers and magazines than any
other writer in the world.



Q. What Exactly IS Marijuana?

A. Marijuana, hashish, and hash oil are prepared
from aplant called cannabis sativa. Because can-
nabis grows, pot smokers often refer to “their
drug” asasimple, natural weed —the implication
b_elnq that it's harmless. However, it's far from
simple and very far from harmless. Marijuana is
the most complex of all the illegal drugs. It con-
tains 421 known chemicals and, when it'is smoked
or burned, these break down into over 2000
chemicals entering the body. Sixty-one of these
chemicals are unigue —fourid only'in one place in
the world — in the cannabis plant. And they are
called cannabinoids.

Q. What is THC?

A. It's short for delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol —
one of the cannabinoids; gne mostresponsible for
the "high.” THC is |mpa|r|_ng to brain cells, lungs,
the reproductive organs, indeed, to all body cells.
And other cannabinoids are even more impairing
than THC tq certain organs and organ systems.
Thus far, scientists have studied only six of the
61 cannabinoids. Al are biologically harmful. As
one nationally known expert* puts it: “There is no
other drug uSed or abused by man that has the
sta mg] power and broad cellular actions on the
body fhat cannabinoids do."

Q. How long does marijuana stay
in the body?

A The most important single — and.most
dangerqus, — factor about marjuana is this: the
cannabinoids are ||POPh|||c (fat-lovmﬂ). They seek
out and seep into fatty sections ol all’ body cells,
and the fatty organs @re brain is one-third fat).
Only very slowly do they leak back out into the
blood stream to be elinjinated. It takes about a
month for all the chemicals in a single joint to
clear from the body. If one smokes more than that,
the cannabinoids accumulate in the cells, and the
hody is never drug-trec. As one researcher put it:
"Though the hqh IS gone, the pot is not." When the
chroniC user Stops smoking pot. it takes about
three months for the accumulation of cannabi-
noids to clear from the Irod.

Q. Can marijuana cause
dependence?

A. The body cells of the regular pot smoker act
like microscopic time-release capsules contin-

ually emitting cannabinoids into the bloodstream.
Consequentl){, theie are no severe physical with-
drawal symptoms. (There may be mild symptoms
such as Sleeplessness, irritabi |t>{), upset stomach,
etc.). However, chronic users become strongly
psychologically addicted. As one noted psychi-
atrist1 puts it: “If marijuana doesn't cause de-
pendence, why is it that it's so difficult for the
chronic pot smoker to stop?" The difficulty in
stoPpmg is reflected in these statistics: accordin

to the Federal Government's drug abuse patien
data system, for the past five years, marjjuana has
accounted for the second-largest number of ad-
missions .into our_Federally funded drug-
treatment i.icilitles. Furthermore, the percentage
of these pa Jents almost doubled between,

and 198L Dmnq these years, about one-third of
the patient* started their pot use prior to age 14.

Q. How does pot affect
pert onality?

A. The ty, ical "pot portrait" of the heavy, young
pot smokel is defined in countless clinical réports
as well as in over 350 studies published in sci-
entific journals since 1975. It includes the follow-
ing: impaired short-term memory, emational flat-
ness, and the "dropout syndromé." (This can pro-
gress from dro(s)pmg,out of sparts to dropping out
of school to dropping out of the family.) Also:
diminished will power, concentration, attention
span, ability to deal with abstract or complex
problems, and tolerance for frustration. In-
creased confused thinking, impaired Audgement,
hostility toward authority. Sclf-centeredness. Also,
unwarranted sungmousness (paranoia); caring
less about everything and everyone; depression,
which often leads to suicidal thoughts. And the
denial syndrome: refusal to believe that marijuana
Is affecting you adversely, and refusal to believe
the hard medical evidence that manJ,unnn Is
physically and psychologically harmtul. This
symﬁtom is typical of virtually all chronic pot
smokers, youngsters and adults.

Q. What about driving a car?

A. Over 50 driving studies clearly show that

marlg]uana IS]USt asimpairing tO fiving as Is

alcohol. Furthermore, the driver-impairing effect

o{ aonc-ounce shot of whiskey or a ' 2-ourice can

of beer or a glass of wine last one hour. But the

dr|ver-|m{)|a|r|tng elfects of one "joint" (marijuana
a-

Cigarette to 6 hours. Marijuana impairs all

important components of driving performance,
including, skills performance, perceptual proc-
esses, vision, attention, and tracking behavior. Be-
cause pot also impairs perception, many drivers
actually believe they "drive better Stoned."
Studies also show that driving under the influence
of marijuana plus alcohol means double trouble,
And the latest closed course driving study showed
the |mpa,|r|n? effects of pot and alcotiol to be
synergistic (I plus 1equals 4 or 5).

Q. What does marijuana do to
the lungs?

A. Pot smoking is harmful to the entire "pulmo-
nary tree,” from the sinus cavities to the tiny air-
sacs deep within the lungs. Studies also show that
It is even'more impairing'to the Jungs than tobacco
smoke, and. its symptoms strike Taster. There is
also subclinicnl damage (which does not “show").
For example, one studyi of healthy, adult pot
smokers —who averaged 22 joints & day for five
years — found they had 25 percent mare airway
resistance than a’ matched group of tobacco
smokers who avera?ed 160|?arettes aday for five
years. (Airway resistance defermines how well we
get oxygen into the body andhow well we get toxic
Carbon dioxide out.) Most cannabis smokers (pot
and/or hashish) also smoke tobacco cigarettes. A
Iun? biopsy studya of young US. soldiers showed
that 91 per"cent of those wlio'd smoked troth had
re-canccrous cells. Those who'd smoked one or
he othei had a far lower incidence ol pre-
cancerous cells. Those who used neither had no
pre-cancerous cells in their lungs.

Q. Can pot cause cancer?

A it takes 30 to 40years for lung cancer to grew.
Thus far, in the US. people have Ireen smokinp pot
heavily for only a decade or so. Tobacco IS now
called the single ?reatest cause ol lung cancel, but
marijuana and fobacco contain roughly equal
amounts of such irritants and gaséous toxic
agents as carlron monoxide, acetone, ammonia,
and benzene. And the cancer-causing chemicals
benzanthracene and trenzoPyrene aré present in
POt smoke In amounts 50 10 70 percent greater
han in tobacco smoke. Researchers at the Swiss
Institute for Experimental Cancer Research: ex-
posed more than 5000 animal and human lung cell
cultures to puds of pot and tolracco smoke: Tire
&ot smoke caused cancerous lesions more rapidly
an the tobacco smoke.



Q. What about sex and
reproduction?

A. In males, human and animal studies have
shown that pot reduces sperm numbers and mo-
b|||tK and increases numbers of abnormal sperm.
Both conditions probably return to normal when
smoking is stopped. In females, animal research
has shown that eqggs are affected by THC, which
accumulates in the ovaries.7Rhesus monkey and
human research shows that THC interferes with
the menstrual ¢ycle and impacts on fertility. In the
only reproduction studies ever done on long-term
exposure to THC8rhesus monkeys (witha 8-da(1¥
menstrual cycle) were given thé monkey TH
equivalent of a Hiuman smoking one joint a’day for
3 to 5 years. Resuit: 44 percent of the “THC
mothers” produced dead or d){lng offspring, com-
pared to 12 percent (a normal birth loss amon%
control mothers who received no THC. Althoug
the THC fetuses and dead babies looked normal
microscopic evaluations showed a wide range of
subtle developmental abnormalities in each of the
THC babies, and in none of the control babies.
The THC babies which survived had subtle
behavioral abnormalities. Studies of human babies
whose mothers smoked pot during pregnanc
showed the same type_ of “dose-related"
behavioral abnormalities. The more pot the
pregnant mothers had smoked the more
symptoms the infants showed. One noted
marijuana researcheroput it this way: “ These—as
well as numerous human and animal cell studies—
show that Rot smokers mag/ be Iaxm genetic
roulette with the physical and mental health of the
children they may have one day.”

Q. Docs marijuana lead to
other drugs?

A Not necessarily. However, since chronic pot
smokers develoF a'tolerace to the pot high, they
often go on to other drugs to induce the high they
once ot from marijuana. Also, "pushers™ (dru

dealers) generally handle a variety of drugs and,
like any “salesperson,_try to interest buyers. in

additional products. The annual National High.

School Senior Surveysiocontinue to show that
about half the high school seniors who arc pot
smokers also use one or more additional illegal
drugs, whereas virtually none cf ihe nmvpot
smokers are regular users cf any other illegal
drugs. Teenage ot users tend to. stop short of

heroin. However, in the latest study published in
1981 of a national sample of 2510 males ages 2o to
30, it was shown that of the 1382 pot-users, ap-
proximately one out of tenalso used heroine. 1 But
of the 112 non-Pot users only one person had
used herion. Furthermore, the large majority of
those who used heroin frequently were heavy pot

USErs. i}

The greater the extent of marijuana use. the
reater the chance that one will use other drugs.
or example, among these same 1382 pot
smokers, 73 percent” of those who hsd used
marijuana more_than 1000 times graduated to
ﬁocame, and 33 percent went all” the way to
eroin. 2 .

The researchers concluded, "The denial of the
‘stepping stone theory'is m,erel,}( the expression of
a political rather than a scientific viewpoint "

1Dr. Carlton Turner, former director ol the National Institute on Drug

Abuse Marijuana Research Project at the University ol Mississipp;
co author o the two volume work. Marijuana an Annotated Bib-
hogl;ajthy; and currently White House Senior Policy Advisor on Drug
Po

* Dr. Mark Gold, recipient of the Arncnran Psychiatric Association's
Pruc (or Research in Psychiatry, and Research Director ol Fair Oaks
Hospital in Summit. New Jersey—one of Ihe few psychiatric hospitals
in the U.S. specializing in Ihe treatment ol the marijuanahote.

* Subclmxal _Iun% study done by Dr Donald Tashkin, director of the
Lung Function Laboratory ol U.C.L A. Hospital in Los Angeles.

* Study done by Dr Forest S. Tennant. Jr .lormer director ol U.S. drug
army program in West Germany, currently director of Community
Health Projects. Inc., Los Angeles, CA

* Study done by Drs Cectle and Rudolph Leuchtenberger.

* Study done by Dr Rotierl Heath. Chairman ol the Department ol
Neurology and Psychiatry al Tulane University Medical School.

* Study done by Dr. Aktra Morishima ol Columbia University.

*Study done b*y Dr Ethel Sassenrath, o( the California Primate Research
Center ol tin® University of California at Davis

* Dr Gabriel Nahas of Columbia University, pioneer mariiuana
'r_lcscarcltcr and author of Keep Qil Ihe Gross and Marijuana: Derep
e Weed

,n Surveys done try Dr. Lloyd Johnston, Dr. Jerald Bachman, ami Dr.
Patrick O'Malley, Institute’lor Social Research, University of Michigan

Ai"llie Steﬁping Slone Hnyothesis - Marijuana. Heroin, ami Causality,"
by Dr.JohnA"O'Donnélland Dr. Richard R Clayton, publishedin 1981

Paper presented in 1982 to the National Institute on Drug Abuse Na
Itonal Advisory Counctltry Dr Richard Claytonand Dr HarwinVosson
use of rnanjuani ami other illicit drugs.

About the author...

Peggy Mann has published over 30 books; has
written fiction and articles for most of the major
U.S. magazines and is a staff writer on Rentier's
Digest.

Q. What's the effect on
brain cells?

A No carefully controlled cannabis studies can
be done on humans, for if damage was found in
brain,ceils of heavy pot smokers, no one could be
certain whether it had been caused by cannabis or
alcohol or other drugs or disease. Thérefore, in the
most important brain cell study done thus far*
rhesus monkeys were used. The limbic area was
studied. This so-called “oid-brain™ is so similar in
man and the rhesus monkeY that, under the mi-
croscope. their brain cells 1ook identical. Some
monkeys were exposed to THCin the smoke of 2i0
3 monkey-sized |oints a day (1/4 the size of a
“human joint"). Others (the controls) were ex-
?osed to'the same amount of pot smoke — with
he THC remaved. After six manths (two years in
human terms) there were slight structural brain
cell changes in monkeys wha'd been exposed to
pot smoke with THC two days a week ("weekend
smokers"). There were five different and dramatic
types of prain cell changes in virtualy all of the
brain cells ertamined in the monkeys exposed to
THC 5 days a week. These same types ol cell
'nngre_s are seen in humans with early brain dam-
age. Tlie brain cells ol monkeys exposed to_the
same amounts of pot smoke — but with the THC
removed — were perfectly normal.

Q. Docs marijuana affect
the heart?

A. During "the high" the normal heartbeat in-

creases 50'to 100 pércent. Also, blood pressure is
increased. Both conditions increase the amount of
oxygen needed by tire heart. But marijuana also
inCreases the amount ol toxic carbon monoxide in
the birxrd, thereby reducmg the amount ol oxyt%en
which reaches the heart. All research shows that
Bot should not e used by anyone witlt heart trou-

le. It can result in heart attack or death. One
problem is that 25 percent of people who die of
coronary heart disease never knew they had heart
trouble. Their first symptom was — death.

What of the chronic smoker who complains ol
chest Palns? No research lias been done in this
area. [lowevcr, in most reported cases wtien they
take no medication —merely cut out pot smoking
complete,lr — the chest ﬁams disappear com-
pletely within days or weeks.



st

by Gabriel G. Nahas, M.D., Ph.D.

Seldom in the course of centuries
has @ plant ever created a controver-
sy as great as has Cannabis sativa,
better known under the name of mar-
ihuana. Indian hemp, or hashish.

Eight centuries ago Moslem schol-
ars from Cairo and Bagdad debated
the pros and cons of this magic herb
which allows man to dream while still
awake. Their discussions had the
same alacrity as those of today's
American intellectuals. It appears now
that this controveisy, at least from a
medical standpoint, has been partial-
ly answered,

One of tho greatest uncertainties
concerning marihuana, was tho lack of
evidence of cellular damage related to
its use. It was known long ago that
marihuana p-oduced marked changes
in thinking and behavior. This was
brilliantly described by the Franch
physician Moreau, 130 years ago, in
his book “Hashish and Mental IllI-
ness." He observed that heavy long-

Gabriol G. Nahas, M.D., Ph.D., who was
decorated by tho French and British gov-
ernments lor his work In lho French under-
ground during World War I, Is now Pro-
lossor ol Anosthoslology at Columbia Uni-
versity College ol Physicians and Surgoons
In Now York City.

ALIVE and WELL / APRIL 1974

term users of marihuana displayed a
slowly progressive mental and phys-
ical deterioration, but these symptoms
were non-specific, vague and had
never been directly associated with
cellular damage.

Cellular damage from marihuana
has now been observed. Long-term
marihuana users display an impair-
ment of their cellular controlled im-
munity. This immunity is a function of
T-lymphocytes (white blood c«lls)
which specialize in fighting virus In-
fections and destroying substances
foreign to the bod”. such as cancer
cells or tissue transplants.

My colleagues, Dr. J. P. Armand,
Dr. N. Suciu-Foca and Dr. A Morishi-
ma, of the College of Physicians and
Surgeons of Columbia University, and
| studied 51 marihuana smokers, 16 to
35 years of age who had smokwd an
average of 3 joints of marihuana a
wook for 4 years. (Science Vol. 183,
419-420, 1974) These subjects had
used no other drugs, except tobacco
and alcoholic beverages.

We sampled blood from the veins of
theso volunteers and isolated their
lymphocytes. The cells were tested
with special substances which normal-
ly cause them to divide and grow.

The fact that marihuana
products are stored in the sex
organs, raises the possibility
that marihuana might
adversely affect the sex cells
of men and women.

Such a test, the blast transformation
test, measures the strength, or re-
sponse, of the immunity system of the
body.

We compared the immunity re-
sponse of marihuana smokers with
that of control subjects who did not
use the weed, but smoked tobacco
and drank alcoholic beverages. The
immunity response of the marihuana
smokers was 40% less than that of the
nonsmokers. Furthermore, their im-
munological response was similar to
that of patients with cancer, or kidney
transplants (treated with immunosup-
pressant medicines).

The mechanism of this decrease in
the division of lymphocytes was de-
termined in another series of experi-
ments. We were able tc show that
these lymphocytes from marihuana
smokers could not Increase the DNA
production required for their proper
division. DNA (desoxyribonucleic acid)
Is the basic chemical contained in the
core of all cells. It carries the genetic
code for heredity.

Sirr.liar observations were made on
lymphocytes taken from subjects who
did not smoko marihuana, but which
were exposed in the laboratory to the
drug. These cells were incubated in
a test tube with very minute amounts
of THC (THC is the active ingredient
responsible for tho effects of mari-
huana). They presented the same im-
pairment In division and DNA produc-
tion as those taken from marihuana
smokers.

Our results confirmed those of Dr.
Stehchver, from the University of Utah
Medical School, who observed an In-

crease in chromosome breakage in
the lymphocytes of marihuana smok-
ers.

Other scientists have made similar
observations on other cells. Dr. Leuch-
tenberger, from the University of Lau-
sanne, showed that lung cell cultures
exposed to marihuana smoke did not
grow properly and presented an ab-
normal DNA production. Dr. Zimmer-
man, at the University of Toronto, re-
ported that the growth of tetrahymena,
a microorganism, was diminished by
miniscule amounts of THC which inter-
fered with DNA synthesis.

How is it that the weekly consump-
tion of only 3 to 4 marihuana ciga-
rettes containing 15 to 20 mg. of THC
may induce such celluar damage?
The answer may lie in the fact that
the active ingredients of marihuana,
THC, are insoluble in water and are
stored in fat tissue. The excretion from
the human body of a single dose of
marihuana requires more than one
week's time. People who smoke mari-
huana more than once a week will
store its by-products in the liver,
lungs, brain, spleen, Ilymphoid tis-
sues and sex organs (testes and ova-
ries).

The fact that marihuana products
are stored in the sex organs, together
with the known cellular alterations re-
lated to marihuana, raises the possibil-
ity that marihuana might adversely af-
fect the sex cells of men and women.

It is most urgent that we learn to
what extent frequent use of marihuana
will impair the genetic equilibrium of a
person’s sex cells. The hereditary fate
of future generations may rest upon
this research.

DID YOU KNOW? Since men con-
stantly produce millions of sperm, the
formation of sperm probably returns to
normal when pot smoking is stopped,
but the elfect on women could be last-
ing. A female is born with about400,000
eggs. If they are injured, there is no
way to repair the damage. It has been
proven that THC accumulates in the
ovaries as well as other organs.
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Death on the “High”

Driving on Drink and Pot

he evidence iS clear that alco-

hol and driving do not mix. Ev-

ery year, more than 50,000 people
are killed on the nation's roads, and
almost two million arc seriously
injured. According to the National
Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration, “About half of the traffic
deaths are related to alcohol
abuse."

Eighty percent of fatal accidents
arc first accidents. This figure un-
derscores one of the most tragic
parts of today’s grim picture: those

When you mix liquor
and marijuana—and then
take the wheel—you compound
a lethal peril

Condensed from
The Saturday Evening Post

Peggy Mann

at greatest risk arc the youth of our
nation.
in 1980, the U.S. Surgeon Gen-

Olell Itt CCV il Y. ' A
A

eral revealed that although the
overall death rate for every other
age group dropped in the period
between 1960 and 1978, the death
rate for 15- to 24-year-olds rose.
And the Insurance Institute for
Highway Safety reports that nearly
half of all teen-age deaths are due
to motor-vchicle accidents.

The most common explanation
offered by researchers for the con-
sistently high accident involvement
ofyoung drivers is the inexperience
of this group with driving, and with

H),



drinking and driving. But it is now
clear that death on the road has
received a considerable transfusion
of tragedy via a wave of marijuana
users.

America's young people form a
generation in which large numbers
smoke marijuana. The magnitude
of the involvement is shown by the
fact that in 1962 only four percent
of Americans ages 18 to 25 had ever
used marijuana, while by 1979,

35 percent reported “current use”
(within the past month). Further-
more, the marijuana available to-
day is stronger than it was ten years
ago, when the average Dclta-9
THC potency was only about one-
half percent. (THC is the chief
mind-altering chemical in the
drug.) Today, the THC potency of
“street pot" is 4.5 percent.

Surveys reveal that "60 to 80
percent of the marijuana users
questioned indicated that they
sometimes drive while cannabis-
intoxicated." (Cannabis is the plant
from which marijuana, hashish
and the extremely potent hash oil
are prepared.)

Highway officials, drug treat-
ment professionals, research scien-
tists and police officers from
Maine to California all express pro-
found concern about marijuanas
mounting impact on our national
highway-dcath problem. They
alsoworry about the fact that many
pot smokers say they often drive
high because they enjoy doing so.

Hugh Alcott, a California State
Department of Corrections proba-
tion agent assigned to the special
narcotics section, points out a par-
ticularly dangerous phenomenon:
“A lot of people who'vc had too
much to drink and know their
driving skill will be affected smoke a
joint ‘so they can drive better.’
They actually believe that marijua-
na acts as an antidote to the effects
of alcohol. All the pot does, of
course, is to make them feel that
they’re driving better. In fact, their
driving is far more impaired than if
they’d used alcohol alone.”

How Docs Marijuana
Affect Driving?

Herbert Moskowitz, d IE-
search psychologist at the Universi-
ty of California, has dor.e more
work than any other U.S. research-
er on marijuana and simulated
driving studies. In summing up his
findings, he said, “The preponder-
ance of evidence indicates that
marijuana impairs skills perform-
ance, perceptual processes, atten-
tion and tracking behavior. All
important components of driving
are thus clearly affected.”

Some of these components arc
impaired after only a low dose of
marijuana—for 1 ‘mplc, impair-
ment of "search and recognition
abilities." After one joint, some
drivers may become totally in-
volved with a single facet of driv-
ing or with music from the car radio

Legal Limbo

The drunk driver usually finds it hard to hide his condition if

stopped by the police. But the pot-high driver often has the ability to
“hide the high —to collect himself, “come down" and carry on a
normal conversation with a police officer arid thus escape detection,
making enforcement all the more difficult.

Also, with alcohol, we have the roadside “breath test" as a deter-
rent. Every state has specific laws so that the drunk driver can be
defined and, if warranted, prosecuted. For marijuana intoxication,
however, we have no roadside test.

In March 1980, an inexpensive, reliable method was finally per-
fected for detecting cannabinoids in urine. According to the National
Institute on Drug Abuse's Research Technology Branch, “The
cannabinoid test can determine in 60 seconds, with 95-pcrcent
accuracy, the presence of cannabinoids in the urine for up to 48
hours after a joint has been smoked."

This is a step in the right direction. Many hospitals and private
clinical laboratories have the facilities for running the test, and now
atleast physicians and parents can be alerted about pot problems with
youngsters. But until a roadside test is available to highway police, we
are in a legal limbo in which no driver can be prosecuted for being
marijuana intoxicated.

or even with a private reverie.
Therefore, they might simply “not
notice" a car exiting from a cross-
road or a pedestrian who has just
stepped into the street. .

Other effects of marijuana in-
toxication on driving skills:

¢+ Impairment of traffic-signal
detection.

¢+ Impairment of reaction time.
Inabilitylto brake quickly in rush-
hour traffic or to move over quick-
ly if another driver cuts in ahead.

¢ Impairment of short-term
memory function and information
storage. The oriver may forget
where to get off the highway or
which crossroad to take—on a
route he or she knows well.

+ Impairment of coordination
skills. Difficulty in backing up and
turning around.

One test done by Harry Klonoff,
professor of psychology at the Uni-
versity of British Columbia, in-
volved 64 psychologically stable
students, male and female. All
had used marijuana before. Rough-
ly a third of the students received a
low-dosage marijuana joint. One-
third were given a high-dosagc
joint. The third group received a
placebo (a joint with the THC
removed).

All 64 students drove through a
closed course with no other traffic,
and 38 of the students also drove a
16-milc route from the university
campus to the traffic-heavy down-
town area and back again. They
were rated, before and after, ac-
cording to the system used by Brit-
ish Columbia's Department of
Motor Vehicles in examining driv-
ers for licensing.

Final figures for the street-traffic
test showed that those who had
received the low-do'.e joint had a
42-percent decline m driving skills.
Those who received the high-dosc
joint had a 63-pcrcent decline in
driving skills.

Even the “careful” pot smoker
who “comes down" from his high
before driving may well be a men-
ace to himself and others on the
highway. One and a half ounces of
alcohol (the equivalent of a shot of
whiskey) is excreted from the body
in several hours. Marijuana, on the
other hand, has 61 known canna-
binoids (including THC) that
appear to be fat soluble, it is spec-
ulated that they collect in body tis-
sue—including the brain.



One mechanism the body uses
to rid itself of these cannabinoids is
to allow those in fatty tissue to leak
slowly back into the bloodstream to
be metabolized and excreted. It
takes about 2k days for halfthe
cannabinoids in a single joint to
leave the body; it takes about two
weeks to get rid of all the canna-
binoids in a single joint. As one
marijuana researcher put it,
“Though the high is gone, the pot is
not.”

Deadly Duo

The National High School Se-
nior Survey, conducted by the In-
stitute for Social Research at the
University of Michigan, is the only
national drug-abuse survey con-
ducted annually. The 1980 survey
showed that one out of every 11
seniors smoked pot daily, averaging
V12 joints a day. More than half of
the 49 percent who had smoked
marijuana "usually stayed high"
for up to two hours each time they
smoked, and 20 percent of those
who smoked pot said that they usu-
ally drank at the same time.

How much of a driving impair-
ment docs such a mix of pot and
alcohol really present?

In a study published in June
1980, Moskowitz and Marcclline
Burns, a research scientist at the
Southern California Research In-
stitute, tested 12 healthy men
(average age 26':) who used pot
no more than twice a week and
who did not take other drugs. I'he
subjects performed a series of
laboratory tasks, each related to a
specific driving component (track-
ing, information processing, and
soon). Each subject was tested
at different times, under four dif-
ferent conditions. (No one knew
what he was getting at any one
time.) The conditions ranged
from low alcohol and placebo mari-
juana to placebo alcohol (orange
juice with a few drops of vodka
floating on top) plus one marijua-
na cigarette.

hollowing this study, Moskowitz
and research scientist Alison Smi-
ley did a related one, but this time
the subjects sat in adriving simula-
tor, where they “drove" for 21
miles.

The results of both studies were
virtually the same. The "alcohol
only" subjects showed the well-
recognized alcohol-caused driving

impairments in reaction time,
coordination, visual perception,
attention and information process-
ing. The “pot onlys” had all the
same impairments.

But the results of dual use of
alcohol and pot were, explained
Moskowitz, “essentially additive."
(One plus one equals two.) “Driv-
ing," he explained, “is obviously a
multitask process. You must be able
to do two or more things simulta-
neously. Alcohol impairs this ability
in one way, and marijuana impairs
it in another way. The alcohol-
impaired driver tends to concen-
trate on one driving element to the
exclusion of everything else. By
sticking close to the center line
for reference, th «driver can keep
the car from weaving but may be
totally unable to attend to any
unexpected highway happening.
The marijuana-impaired driver,
on the other hand, appears to
have brief total 'dropouts’ in his
driving attention. Thus, taken to-
gether, alcohol and marijuana
undermine the ability of the driver
to process the roadway information
necessary to control the vehicle
safely.”

Moskowitz summed up both the
studies by saying, “Drivers under
the combined influence of alcohol
and marijuana have a greatly in-
creased likelihood of initiating an
accident.”

In August 1980, Lawrence Sut-
ton, executive director of Pitts-
burgh’s Institute for Driver Re-
search and Substance Ab'isc, tested
the effects of marijuan aul alco-
hol in a “closed" drivi. .oursc.
Sutton selected nine st.dents
from the University of Pittsburgh.
All were experienced drivers, pot
smokers and drinkers. Each drove
on four successive afternoons, un-
der four different “conditions™:

1 pot (one joint) plus alcohol;

2. placebo alcohol plus one joint;
3. placebo joint plus alcohol;

4. placebo alcohol plus placebo
joint.

During the 36 driving trials, pa-
trolman Donald Dolfi followed the
subjects in his own car. noting
their performance, which included
executing common procedures
for adriver's license examination in
Pennsylvania. He “pulled over"
those drivers he would have sus-
pected of “DUI" (driving under
the influence)— if they had been on

the road.

When the test was completed
Dolfi said to Sutto \, “I guess 1
spoiled your study. 1only pulled
over drivers 15 times."

But when the “double blind"
code was revealed and Sutton
looked at the figures, a chill went
through him. O fthe 15incidents in
which Dolfi “pulled over" drivers,
three students were under the
“marijuana only" condition, two
were under the “alcohol only" con-
dition, and one bad driver was
under the double placebo. But all
nine of the rest— 100 percent—
were under the alcohol plus mari-
juana condition.

The results of Sutton's study are
striking indeed. They show that the
impairments caused by pot plus
alcohol arc more than additive.
They arc synergistic. One drug
potentiates (“fires up") the other.
One plus one equals three or four
on the impairment scale. _

A further sobering fact is that if
they had been on the highway,
none of these drivers could have
been prosecuted for DU | since they
had such a low blood-alcohol-con-
centration level and since there is,
as yet, no viable roadside test for
the pot-high driver. All 15 "pulled
over" for DUI by Dolfi would,
therefore, Have been "home free"—
unless, of course, they had injured
or killed themselves or others.

What Can Be Done?

in addition to horrendous per-
sonal costs in wrecked and lost lives,
what arc the dollar costs of the
ever-mounting highway mayhem?

According to a study published
in April 1981, “Only cancer out-
ranks inolor-vehicle crasii deaths
and injuries in dollar costs to the
nation. The Killing and injuring of
people on the highways can be con-
servatively estimated as costin
the United States some $20 bi?lion
annually in wasteful, unproductive
expenditures, including $6.7 billion
in medical, rehabilitation and oth-
er direct outlay."

William iladdou, Jr., M.D.,
president of the Insurance Institute
for Highway Safety, which spon-
sored the 420-page report, points
out, “With the appearance of this
study, public policy makers must
face the immensity of this tragedy
in terms of itsburden on the nation-
al economy—and, it is hoped, do



something about it.”

At this time, most public policy
makers have done very little about
it. A few, however, are taking
steps, at least along the alcohol/
driving route.

Rep. Michael Barnes (D., Md.)
and 50 other members of the H >use
of Representatives have intro
duced a bill (HR 2*188) calling for
a mandatory sentence of at least
ten days' community service, plus
fines, participation in aleohol-trcat-
mcnt or traffic-safetv programs,
and mandatory license suspension
for up to one year for first-time
drunk-driving offenders— and for
repeat offenders, the same, plus
mandatory sentencing of at least
ten days’ imprisonment and sus-
pension of drivers license for at
least one year. An identical bill
(S 671) ha: been introduced in the
Senate by Sen. Claiborne Pell
(D, R.L).

Candy Lightner of Fair Oaks,
Calif., has formed a national or-
ganization called MADD—Mo-

thers Against Drunk Drivers. “As
it stands now," savs Lightner,
“drunk-drising manslaughter is a
socially acceptable form of homi-
cide. That iswhy we are MADD!"

The organization has some 32
chapters in seven states. They work
to alert the public to the serious
consequences of drinking and driv-
ing, as well as to educate victims of
drunk drivers and other concerned
citizens as to what they can do to
help resolve the problem in their
state and community.

One state that has taken a giant
step forward on the marijuana/driv-
ing front is Minnesota. In many
states an open liquor bottle in the
car of a DUI is considered pnma
facie evidence of a crime. In Min-
nesota, there is also an “open bag-
gie” law. Anyone with any marijua-
na in the car—whether smoking it
or not— is considered to have com-
mitted a crime. If involved in an
accident or driving recklessly “in a
serious way," he or she is treated
within the criminal-justiee frame-
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work. First offenders who have
not endangered anyone must at-
tend a mandatory “pot course" on
the hazards of marijuana with em-
phasis on pot-impaired driving.

A second-possession offense
usually means a fine of up to S500
and incarceration for a series of
weekends in a county jail or work
farm. But of the 9000 first-offend-
ers who have gone through the
four- to six-hour course, only 22
have been arrested a second time.

For more information on this
award-winning "mandatory pot
course,” write Bruce Bomier, Di-
rector, Minnesota Institute, 2829
Verndale Avc., Anoka, Minn. 55303.

Think of THIS: €ach man. woman
and child in the United States can
expect to be in a car crash once
every ten years. Since any of us
can be imperiled at any time by the
most deadly drug-related disease of
all—Death on the “High"-ways—
it behooves us to do what we can lo
halt this menace. ii:

?Sést“ r{lﬁ'iey not ho used in any wa
er than Hoadors Digest and no message, with tho excoption ol Ihe dono?s name, may u« imprinted on it

reprint may not bo sol



=The Go’'SupYouih Survey

Marijuana Support Fading Among Youths

By GEORGE GALLUP

PRINCETON. N.J.
Although some teen-agers
continue to experiment with
marijuana, the drug is ap-
parently fading as a symbol of
the teen generation, according
to the results of the latest
Gallup Youth Survey.

The poll also indicates that
teen opposition to legalizing
marijuana or d.ecr|m|nal|zmﬂ
its possession in even sma
amounts is solidifying.

For the second year in_a
row, the survey shows that 74
percent of the country's youth
oppose legalizing pot. Youth
opposition to decriminal-
izing marguana possession
rose from 57 percent in 1931
to 60 percent in 1982. .

Still, about one teen-ager in
three (37 percent) reports hav-
ing tried marijuana at least.
once. Marijuana was used by
8 percent of those polled dur-
ing the week previous to the
interview, 5 percent during
the previous month, 16 per-
cent between one month and
one yeur ago, and 8 percent
over one year ago.

Several key signs in the
surveys indicate that mari-
uana use soon may no longer
e the "in" thing to do. Use is
declining, while opposition to
legal reform favoring its use is
growing among students of
above average academic
standing. Previous high levels
of use. and approval from
teen-agers on the liberal,
trend-settm? Eui*. und West
Coasts are leveling off. Most
importantly, long term trends
:n use, and approval by those
ages 13 through 15 are stead-
lv declining.

Gone is the past rhetoric of

youths that ur?ed the nation
to "turn off, Tight up, turn
on." In its place are comments
opposing marijuana on legal,
social, and health grounds.
_ Teen-agers took surpris-
ingly tough stands on the
decriminalization issue, argu-
ing that the amount involved
does not mutter. The judg-
ment of a 17-yeo.r-old boy from
Hydro, Okla., was typical: "It
doesn't matter whether it's an
ounce or aton —it's breaking
the law."

The flowe:- children of the
1960s would have been shock-
ed had they known that a
young woman in Chicago in
1982 probably summurizus
the views of many of her
generation when she says:
"Marijuana is harmful to the
human body. It increases the
crime rate becnuse an ad-
dicted Ferson auy often huve
to steal to support the habit.

For release Jan 12, 1983 and thereafter

We should strive to produce
healthy and honest citizens,
and marijuana is not con-
ducive to that goal. There is
no middle ground between
right and wrong."

y the time they are 16
through 18, half of the
nation’s youth (52 pe. nt)
may have tried mariju ti
Their oci)posmon_ to legaliza-
tion and decriminalization is
not as strong as that of
){ounger teens, but those
avoring tempering the laws
often qualify their remarks by
suggesting legalization for
medical purposes, or demon-
strate concern about convic-
tion of one-time ex-
perimenters. More typical,
perhaps, are the remarks of
two 17-year-olds: .

"Legalizing marijuana will
make It as available as tobac-
co. and then we will have even

more stoned seventh-grader
inschool restrooms." (Fair
port. N.Y.)

"l enjoy life to the fullest
and | am very happy withou
the help of marijuana or an;
other drug.” (Ayden, N.C.)

Following are the question:
asked: . .
~ "Have you ever tried mari
juana?"

"Do you think the use o
marijuana should be mad*
legal?” .

"Do you think the posses
sion of small amounts of mari
juana should be treated as i
criminal offense?"

The findings reported toda;
are hased on telephone inter
views with a rnpresentativ-
national cross section of 1,011
youths, ages 13 through 18
conducted in June 1982.

Copyright 1983, Th<
Associated Press.

LEGALIZATION, DECRIMINALIZATION OF MARIJUANA

NATIONAL

Boys
Girls
Both sexes:

13$0 IS years old
16 lo 18 years old

East
Midwest
South
West

Metro areas
Suburbs
Non meiro areas

Have tried mariiuana
Have nol tried mariiuana

Opoou

Let’li- %?ﬁff‘
ration tion
1982 1981 1982 1981
4% T74% 60% 5%
12 69 60 51
5 79 59 62

81 81 69 63
66 68 51 50
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=The Gallup Youth Survey

Teens' Views on Marijuana Show Dramatic Change

TRENDS IN ACCEPTANCE AND USE OF MARIJUANA

By GEORGE GALLUP

_ PRINCETON. N.J. - Mari-
juana ib apparently becoming
passe among America's teens.

In 1978. ‘when the Gallu
Youth SurveY first began poll-
ing teens on their views about
marijuana, 27 percent of the
respondents admitted to hav-
ing used the substance during
the previous month. ThiS
figure declined steadily dur-
;nq subsequent surveys, and
inthe 1983 poll, only 8 percent
made such an admission.
~ Similar declines were shown
in other aspects of teen views
on marijuana. For example, in
1978, nearly four teens in 10
admitted that they had tried
marijuana at least once. Five

ears later, the figure has

een cut in half. _
~ Teens_have been takm? an
increasingly harder stand
against marijuana when the
law is concerned. In 1978,
over half — 54 percent —
believed that marijuana
Possessmn should not be
reated as a criminal offense.
By contrast, the latest surve
finds 70 percent of teens call-
ing for criminal penalties for
marijuana possession.

Even in 1978, the majority
of teens 162 percentl opposed
Ie?ahzatlon of marijuana. The
latest survey, "however,
reveals that an even greater
number of teens —eight in 10
— now share this view.

Over the years it hus been
the younger teen-agers — 13
fo 15 years old —who have
been in the vanguard of op-
posing legalization and avoid-
mg use of marijuann.

n the late 1970s over half of
the older teens reported hav-
ing tried marijuana, as com-
pared to only about 26 percent
of the younger teens. Of these

ounger teens, who ore now
he 16 to 18 year olds onI?/ 28

ercent said In 1983 that hely

ave ever tried marijuana. If
this trend continues, even fur-
ther reductions in use of mari-
juana may be anticipated, os
only 10 ‘percent of toduv's
young teen-agers report hav-
|n%ever tried"it.

Inly 13 percent of those
residing in small towns and
rural areas say th%y have tried
marijuana, and 20° percent of

suburban teens give similar
reports. Use is highest in cen-
tral cities at 30 pércent. There
IS no evidence to suggest,
however, that h|?her use in
the cities is racially oriented,
since white teens are slightly
more likely than non-whites to
report having tried marijuana,
by a mar?m of 20 percent to
17 percent.
egionally, after a tem-
orary rise In use in the tradi-
jonally conservative South
and Midwest, use has dropped
to 14 percent in the Midwest
and to 18 percent in the
South.
H|gh_est levels of use are
found in the eastern 122 per-
cent) and western (29 percentl
regions of the country.
lthough far fewer teen-
agers appear to approve of or
use marijuana themselves,
their concern about the
substance is unabated. As the
survey recently reported,
teens ‘continue_to name drug
abuse as the biggest problem
facing their generation. In
1983, 35 percent named it as
the leading problem for people
their age, compared to 27 per-
(i%% who named drug abuse in

These are the questions:

. "Hove you ever tried mari-

juana’ ,
"About how long ago did
you_lust try marijuana?"
"Do you think the use of
marijuuna should be made
legal, or not?"

~"Do you think the possess-
ion of Small umounts of mari-

juana should or should not be
treated ns acriminnl offense?"
The findings reported toduy

are based on telephone inter-

views with a representative

1983 1962 1981 1960 1979 1978
Ever used marijuana 19% 37% 37% 40% 41% 39%
Used in Fast_momh . 8 13 13 20 271 27
Oppose legalization 80 74 174 68 65 62
Oppose decriminalization 70 60 57 54 44 40
HAVE EVER USED MARIJUANA?
Yu No
NATIONAL 19% 80%
Male 21 78
Female 18 82
Ages 13to 15 10 90
Ages 16to 18 28 11
White 20 80
Non-white ..o 17 83
Above-average students . 16 84
Averge or below ... ... 23 17
White-collar background 23 77
Blue-collar background 17 82
East
Midwest %121 gg
South 18 82
West 29 171
Central cities 30 70
Suburbs e —— 20 80
Non-metropolitan areas . 13 86
(Not sure (1 percent, nationally) omitted.)
SHOULD POSSESSION OF SMALL AMOUNTS
BE TREATED AS CRIMINAL OFFENSE?
Not
Yu No  sure
NATIONAL 0% 21% 3%
Male 3 25 2
Female 67 30 3
Ages 13to 15 m2A 2
Ages 16 to 18 62 A4 4
Wmte 72 2 2
Non-white 64 33 3
Above-average students 72 2 4
Average or oelow 67 3 2
White-collar background 68 29 3
Blue-collar backgrounbd nooa 2
East 63 A 3
Midwest 30
South g 26
West 33
Central cities 63
Suburbs _ 68 28
Non-metropolitan areas n 23
national cross section of 542 September 1963.
teen-agers, 13 through 18, opyright 1984, The
conducted from July through  Associated Press.



=The gdiupYoufcb Survey
Drug Abuse Named as Biggest Problem Facing Teen-Agers

BIGGEST PROBLEM FACING TEEN-AGERS

BF¥ GEORGE GALLUP
PRINCETON, N.J. - Teen-
agers, according "o the latest
Gallup Youth Surveg, say
fdrug abuse is the Diggest
| problem facing their génera-
vition. Concern “about the im-
gact of drugs hasrisen from
7 percentin 197", when teen-
agers also named it as the big-
gest problem facing their
I generation, to 31>percent in

Since 1977, hswever, the
nature of the groblem ma
have changed. Gallup Yout
Surveys have shewn a steady
decling over the years in teen-
age acceptance of proposals to
legalize marijuana or to
decriminalize itS possession in
small amounts.

In 1977 teer-agers saw
drugs as a part of the genera-
tion gap and a sy nbol 0f their
generation’s uncertainty in
meg with the world around

em.

In tho current survoy teen-
agers name other kinds of
Froblems as beirg important
0 their generation. Younger
teen-agers, 13 to 15 years old
are particularly  concerned
about drug abuse, with 42 per-
cent naming it an the b|g%gest
problem, in"comparison 10 28
percent of the older teen-
agers. Young women show
somewhat greater concern
than young men_about drug
abuse bg/ a margin of 38 pei-
cent to 31 percent.

f Unemployment, named by
?fcle percent of the teen-agers,
pranks as the No. 2 problem
facing the current generation.
In 1977, only 6 percent said
that poor job’pro |ﬁects,were a
Broblem, hose who will soon

e entering the jc b market are

particularly concerned about
unemployment with 22. per-
cent of the teen-agers, 16 to
18, naming it as the leading
problem.

\Alcohol abuse)is the third
mleading area of-Concern and is
named by one teen-ager in ten
(10 percent). Alcohal abuse
also ranked third in 1977
when it was named by seven
percent. Peer pressures (s per-
cent) rank fourth —and orten
consist of pressures felt b
teen-ugers from their friends
to break the rules and to ex-
periment with drugs or
alcohol.

Tho good news' about
today’s “generation may be
that ‘teen-agers no longer feel
the pressure of aliénntion
from ‘their parents. Only five
percent now cite lack of com-

munication or ?ettint al%ng
s as their big-

with their paren
gest problem.

For release September 21, 1983 and thereafter.

Drug abuse

1983 1977

Unemployment.......cccoconvnnnn.
Alcohol abuse........ccccovervvnne.
PEEI PreSSUIES.,...vvrerrererinns
Getting along with parents...

School’problems

......................... 1

35% 21%
6

Fear of War....oooevieeenne, -
Career doubts and uncertainty
Economic problems.................
Financing COllRge . ....vvvvvvverrrneriierriieens e

Problems in growing up/

Finding purpose in life............
drop-outs.......oo..

School
Miscellaneous ...

HNO\J#U‘I(DCOO'E;
e WW =WO U1

DONTKNOW oo eesenee o

C‘;(?'o_t‘:.pp 5N
H
=~

11

* More than 100% duo to multiple responses.

By contrast, in 1977 one
teen-ager in five (20 percent
said a breokdown in parenta
communications and relations
was the major problem facing
their generation. _

Today’s teen-agers still face
many problems, "but at least
now they maY not have to deal
with parental alienation at tho
same time, By the same token,
citation of problems in grow-
ing up or finding one's pur-
pose in life have declined from
six percent in 1977 to only one
percent in 1983, ,

Problems in school are cited
y only one teen-ager in 20
Eﬂve percent) and “an addi-
lonal  one percent express
co?cern about school drop-
outs.

Fear of war js named by four
ercent. This fear was cited b_}/
ess than one percent in 1977,

Economic problems such as

inflation were named by only
two percent, and one percent
cite "the specific economic
Problem of financing their col-
egie education. ,

n 1977 smoking and job
horedom were each cited b
three percent of the teen-
agers, but in 1983 each was
mentioned b% fewer than one
percent of tho nation's teen-
agers as their generation’s
leading problem.

Tho“question was asked as
follows: _ ,

“What do you feelis the b|?-
gest problem facing people
your age?’

The “results reported are
based on telephone interviews
with a representative national
cross-section of 508 teen-agers
(ionducted from April to June

983.
Copyright 1983, The
Associated Press.
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SENATE DRUG HEARINGS

Mr. GURNEY . Mr. President, on May 9,
the Senate Subcommittee on Internal Se-
nirity embarked on a series of hearings
on the marihuana-hashLih epidemic and
its impact on U.S. secnrlty. It was my
privilege to preside over the two lengthy
hearings on May 17 and 1IB. at which
most of the medical, scientific, and psy—
chiatric testimony was presented.

For the purpose of these hearings, the

subcommittee brought together more
than a score of top-ranking medical re—
searchers and scientists from six coun—
tries. Several of the participants In our
hearings, themselves scientists of Inter—
national eminence, told me afterwards
that our witness list constituted the most
distinguished panel of experts on mari—
huana and hashish- cannabis as it Is
known scientifically- ever assembled at
n single gathering.
e I am not exaggerating when | say that
I consider these hearings to be among
the most important ever conducted by a
committee of Congress.

They provide a terrifying answer to
the question: how harmful Ismarihuana?
Inmy remarks today, I plan to summa —
rize the basic scientific findings presented
to the subcommittee.

The many articles that have been writ—
ten about the hearings have brought a

Hood of letters to my oilicc from law en—
forcement ofliccrs, Government officials,
educators, clergymen, writers, editors,
students, nnd anxious parents. Already,
the hearings are having n measurable
impact. It ismy conviction that this Im—
pact will be enhanced many times over
when the printed record of these hearings
becomes available sometime next month,
In his opening statement, Senator
Eastland clenrly established the jurisdic-
tlon of the Internal Sreurity Subcommit—
tee by pointing out that the cannabis
epidemic lind created a new complex of
security problems for our Military Estab-
lishment and that the widespread use of
marihuana and hashish had been en—
couraged by a militant promarlhunna
propnRanda campaign which began at the
time of the llorkclcy uprising and con—
tinues to this day. As pointed out by
Prof. Hardin Jones, assistant director of
the Donncr Laboratory for Medical Re —
search at the University of California In
Ilcrkeley, In ills testimony of May 20 be—
fore the subcommittee, this prodrug
propaganda campaign was Initiated hy
members of the radical left movement
whose purpose is the revolutionary over-

Awn U UKW 1BHI DIU-

tern. In the words of Timothy Leary,

guru of the leftist drug cultlsts:

Drug* are the most efficient way to
revolution.

Or. quoting Jerry Rubin:

Pot Is central to Ilie revolution Ii weakens
social conditioning and helps create a whole
new state of mind. The slogans of the revolu-
tion ate going to be pot. freedom, license
The Bolshevlks'of the revolution will be long-

'halred pot smokers.

There is a tendency to dismiss people
like Leary ond Rubin as eccentrics or
kooks— but one mils7remember that the
underground pres .which featured them
was read by a host of young people every
week.

The damage done hy this Irftist pro-
mnriliuana propaganda was com—
pounded by the many academicians who
were disposed to be tolerant about
marihuana, Because it seemed to be an
integral part of the student revolt
against the establishment. It was further
compounded by a small number of scien—
tists and a somewhat laiRcr number of
literary psychiatrists who repeatedly
gave marihuana a clean bill o:> health
based on [limited short-term observa—
tions- without waiting for the findings
on the long-term consequences of mari—
huana. Most of these long-term findings
have only started coming in within the
last few years— and that Is what our
recent hearings were all about.

I recall that when the controversy
about cigarette smoking and cancer was
raging during the late 1J50"s, there wore
medical scientists of some eminence who
came to the defense of cigarettes. For ex —
ample. Dr. lan McDonald, one of Cali—
fornia®s foremost cancer specialists, and
chairman of the Cancer Commission of
the California Medical Association, made
the sweeping statement before a con—
gressional committee, that not only did
cigarette smoking bear no relationship
to lung cancer, but that lie would ven—
ture the assertion that "a pnek of
cigarettes a day will keep lung cancer
away."

Dr. McDonald®s nssrrllon was com—
pletely demolished within several years
by the mounting mass of scientific evi—
dence that there is a relationship be—
tween cigarette smoking and lung
cancer.

The sweeping defenses of marihuana
that are to lie found Ina number of books
written several years ago by men of some
reputation, have, i:i Hie same manner,
been completely outdated b.v tlie mass of
recent reports from top-ranking
cannabis scientists in various parts oi
the world.



In Amplifying the purr:pose of our
recent hearings, Senator Eastland said
Ilie following at the hearing of May 9:

When a conflict of opinion exists within
the scientific community on n question as
Importnnt as marihuana, the Congress anil
the American people are entitled to a fair
presentation of both sides to this contro-
versy. In fact, however, there lias been wide-
spread publicity for writings and research
advocating a more tolerant attitude towards
marihuana—white there has been little or
no publicity for writings nr research which
point to serious adverse consequences. The
writings arc there, the research papers hy
eminent scientists are there, the I|>oohs ore
there—hut very few people know about
them. Ono witness who will appear before
the subcommittee will testify that In campus
bookstores In the United States. Canada and
England, virtually all of the literature he
found on marihuana—and he found a lot of
It—took a tolerant atltudc towards It or
even advocated legalization.

It LS because ef this strange imbalance In
dealing with the question of marihuana that
most Intelligent people are under the im-
pression that the bulk of the scientific com-
munity looks upon marihuana as a rela-
tively Innocuous drug. Part, of the purpose of
the forthcoming hearings will be lo inquire
Into, and document, the extent of this Im-
balance. In doing this, we shull. In effect, be
presenting the "other side,” r,0 that the Kcn-
ule—and tho American people—will have a
bitter understanding of the problem.

The first point thnt has to bo made Is
that our country Is now caught up In
what is probably the worst cannabis epi—
demic In history- <?vcn worse than the
classic epidemics that had so debilitat—
ing an elfcet on the Egyptian people anti
other Mediterranean peoples, The fact
that the Federal law enforcement au—
thorities last year seized 780,000 pounds
of marihuana and 51,000 pound:, of hash—
ish means that perhaps 10 times asmuch
cannabis- or even more- got into the
country and was consumed. These arc
fantastic quantities when you consider
that a pound ol marihuana can intoxi—
cate almost 1*00 people, while a pound ol
hashish can intoxicate eight times os
many .

All strata of our population arc in—
volved in tho epidemic- our college stu—
dents. our high school and junior high
school students, grade school students,
ghetto youth, liluc collar workers, nnd
even stuld conservative members of the
business and professional community. on
this Inst point, | note Hint the subcom—
mittee has received a letter from an In—
vestment counsel In Chicago urging a
more tolerant attitude toward mari—
huana because, lie said, the significant

majority ol Ills business and professional
fronds smoke it

The amount of marihuana and hash—
ish being seized in this country isenorm—
ous. A few months ago there was a sin—
gle seizure involving 10,080 pounds of
hashish; while on June 26, United States
and Mexican agents seized 42 tons—
84,000 iNinnds— of marihuana In the vi—
cinity of the Mexican border. Comment —
ing on the tremendous increase in can—
nabis imiHirts into the United Stales.
Mr. Andrew C. Tartaglino, Acting
Deputy Administrator of the Drug En —
forcement Administration, told Senator
Eastland In the opening hearing on
May 9 that-

The traffic In, and abuse of. marihuana
producto has taken n more serious turn In
tho lost two or three years than either the
courts, the news media, or the public Is
aware. The shift Is clearly toward the abuse
of stronger, more dangerous forms of the
drug which renders much of what has been
said In the ISCO's about thn hannlcs&nrss of
Its use obsolete.

As 1 have pointed out, the epidemic
spread of marihuana and hashish use
has been made possible, and even en—
couraged. by widespread publicity given
the statements of scientists and lay
siiokcstnen ndvoctlng a more tolerant at—
titude toward marihuana, and by the
near blackout- at least until very re—
cently- on scientific writings pointing to
serious adverse consequences.

For instance, books like Lester Grln-
spoon®s "Marihuana Reconsidered” nnd
tho Consumer Union*"s "Licit and Illicit
Drugs"- both of which took the stand
that mnrlhuana was not seriously dan-
gcrote; and should be legalized- received
riivV? reviews In the New York Times and
tile Washington Post and other papers,
and the authors were Invited to appear
on numerous talk shows. But when Dr.
Gabr®rl Nahas, ttdistinguished Columbia
University scientist with more than 400
r. icntillc papers lo his credit, a year and
n half ago published a book entitled
"Marihuana- Deceptive Weed."™ there
was no review In the Times or lhe Wash —
ington Post and no invitntlnn to appear
on talk shows. When halfadozen Colum—
bia University scientists wrote individ—
ually to the New York Times to suggest
that Nahas® book had merit and should
bo rotfrftfcd, their letters were ignored.
And whan 10 professors and scientists at
Columbia®s College of Physicians and
Surgeons signed a inlnt letter In January
of this year to lhe editor of the Times
hook review section urging that Nahas*
hook he reviewed, this letter was also
Ignored.

This one-sided publicity has succeeded
in fostering the almost universal Impres—
sion that marihuana is a relatively m-

nocuous drug, and that It Is so regatdcd
by the scientific community. So wide—
spread is this impression that Just over
a year ago, in March of 1973, District ol
Columbia Mayor Walter Washington®s
Advisory Committee on Narcotirs Addic—
tion. a committee consisting of some 40
piomincnt citizens, filed a report urging
the complete legalization of marihuana
on the crounds that-

No demonstrable medical evidence Is at all-
able to support the assertion that, marihuana
use 1j hazardous or de'rimental to the
physical or mental health ot the user.

Only ft few weeks ago. the Subcom—
mittee on Internal Security received a
phone call from a mother in San Diego
who had just been compelled to pull her
son out of his senior year in high school,
because liewas constantly intoxicated on
marihuana and hashish. She told the
subcommittee that when she had taken
her problem to one of the local drug
counseling programs, the drug counselor
told her that marihuana was really noth—
ing to worry about “1 smoke pot every
day myself,” she quoted the counselor as
saying.

There have been warnings from some
eminent scientists in the past but- per—
haps because they spoke individually-
their warnings were ignored. In Septem—
ber of 1972, for example, 1 presided over
a hearing of the Senate Subcommi t tee tin
Intcrnul Security nt which wc took the
testimony of Dr. Olav J. Bracndcn, for
many years director of the United Na-
tloas Narcotics laboratory In Geneva.
Dr. Brnendcn testified that, among the
scientists working In the field, there was
n general consensus that marihuana Is
dangerous. He said:

As progressively more scientific facts lire
discovered about cnnnabls, the more one be-
comes aware of Its potential dangers

He inulerscoredthe need for more re—
search and, iKilntlng to the example of
thalidomide, he told the subcommittee
that when Il comes lo medicine and drug
policy itisbelter to liecareful than tu lie
careless.

But the media generally paid shame —
fully little attention to the testimony
given by this eminent European scien—
tist- testimony based not only on hisown
experience but on the experience ot some
26 cooperating laboratories In various
parts of the world.

The recent hearings, l am happy to ic-
port, have finally succeeded In breaking
through Ihe Jrltinl blackout which
characterized previous media attention
to the adverse scientific evidence on
marihuana. There were too many scien—
tists of distinction Involved for anyone
to lie able to dismiss their testimony ns

the work of scientific mavericks or

crackpots. The credibility of their col—
lective testimony was reinforced by the

fact that quite a few of them, earlier
In time when embarking on their ic-

scarch, leaned toward the tolerant attl-
tude on marihuana that was then prev—
alent. Adding further reinforcemenl

was the additional fact that this mass of
independently conducted scientific in—
vestigations came up with results that

frequently overlapped and mutually sup—
ported one another.

0n the basis of the attention our hear—
ings have already received, f believe that
these hearings have surrcoded in com—
pletely shattering the widespread belief
that the scientific community looks upon
marihuana as a relatively harmless drug.

All of the scientists who testified said
that they considered marihuana a very
dangerous drug. They further slated that
this was the consensus at several recent
international conferences of cannabis
researchers. Several of the witnesses said
that they considered cannabis the most
dangerous drug on the market today

Collectively, their testimony pointed to
the following findings: First, thnt mari —
huana reduces DNA synthesis thus Im—
peding the ptocess of cellular reproduc—
tion; second, that, smoked even In small
amounts, it results in broken nnd mal —
formed chromosomes, thus opening up
the possibility ol abnormal baths or
Eenelic mutations; third, that chronic
marihuana smoking icsults in a severe
reduction in male hoimono levels and
sperm count; fourth, that marihuana
alone, or combined with cigarette smoke,
damages lung tissues far more rapullv
than cigarette smoke alone; tilth, Ili.it
there Is evidence ot iricvci.Mblc b"am
damage alter several years of chronic ex—
posure; and sixth, that even single ex—
posures lo large dosages can lead to ps>-
cliotic episodes, while chronic u..e leads
to paranoid symptoms and serious and
persistent deterioration in mental func-
tlolling.

I have made the |Wtul thnt this tes—
timony cannot be lightly dismissed, be—
cause there are too many internationally
distinguished scientists involved. The
witnesses included such eminent names
as: Prol. W. D. M Paton ol OxImd Unt-
\cisity. who heads tip the British drug
researth piogram nnd who Is without
question one of the world"s lending phni-
mucqlogists; Prof. Nils Dojerot of
Sweden, perhaps the ranking Intelna—
tional expert on the epidemiology of
drug abuse: Prof. M. f Souelf ol Egypt,
author of the classic study on Hie con—
sequences ol hashish addiction In his
country: Prof. Robert Heath, chairman



Neurology at Tulane University Medical
School; Prof. Morton Stcnchever. chnii-

e man of the Department or Obstetrics
and Gynecology at the University of
Utnh Medical School; Dr. Julius Axelrod.
Nobel Prize winning researcher of the
National Institute of Mental Health;
and. at a previous hearing. Dr. Henry
Brill, senior psychiatric member of Ilw
Shafer Commission and piesident of the
American Psychopathological Associa-
tion.

Let me recapitulate some of the major
findings that were presented to the sub—
committee by the scientists who tes-
tified.

I.ioxuuy Ain AiecMi'iim>N is tiii iiui¥

Marihuana is a coii ulex toxic sub—
stance. whose principal psychotirtnc
component 1is THC- tetrnhydroennua-
blnol. This Mibstanee Is intensely soluble
in fat, which gives il the ability lo pene—
trate into all park of Uic body, including
the brain, the ovary, the testes, and the
fitus. Tins characteristic means that it
tends lo persist in the human body for
lona periods of time after exposure, and
to accumulate with repealed exposuies.

one of Hie principal areas ol accumu —
lation isHie human brain. This lias been

established with radioactivcly lagged
THC.

experiments with animals have dem
oiistrated that the toxicity also tends to
tie cumulative; thus, it requires Ollc-

Icnlh asmuch marihuana to kill a mouse
if given in repealed daily doses as if giv—
en tn a single dose.

r i:\inuoT OF nmrvr.Rsinie hiimn damage

Related to Its toxicity and its tendency
to accumulate in the brain, tsa growing,
body ol evidence that regular marihuana*
me fora year or 2 may result in Irrever—
sible brain damage. "Ibis also lies in with
the evidence developed by anumber ol re—
st'drehm that marihuana use reducer.
DNA synthesis and. in so doing, reduces
the mitotic index, or the rale at which
the body produces new cells to replace
the cells that are constantly dying olf,

Several of the psychiatrists who testi—
fied before Hie subcommittee said that a
hypothesis of irreversible brain damage
fled m wiili their own clinical observa—
tions that brilliant young people who
went on prolonged marihuana binges
were simply not able to recapture Hie
Mime level ol mental competence they
had displayed before becoming chronic
marihuana users, even alter abstaining
llom marihuana for several years.

Dr Robert Heath of Tulane Univer—
sity, working with brain wave paiierui. in
11toils monkeys, demonstrated Unit alter

po.sure there was a persisting abnormality

in the brain wave patterns of the mon —
keys. even when the marihuana was re—

moved.

Professor Palon referred to animal
experiments which demonstrated that
rats exposed to marihuana smoke had
significantly smaller brains and hearts
than rals not so exposed. In the light of
the cumulative evidence, he felt that
serious attention had to he paid to the
research of Dr. Campbrtl and his col—
leagues at the Royal Bristol Hospital,
demonstrating that chronic young mari—
huana smokers aged 18 to 26 had suffered
as much brain atrophy as is normally
encountered in people aged 70, 80 and 00.

a nvMic.r to Tun celi.viar system

New scientific research pointing lo
radi/ally new findings. Is traditionally
not accepted by the scientific community
unicss there isconfirming or converging
evidence from other Independent re-
searehers, What was truly remarkable
about the body of evidence presented to
the subcommittee was Hie fact that Hie
main repoits on new marihuana research
converged from four or five or six direc—
tions on several central conclusions.

There was, for example, converging
evidence from a substantial number of
the scientists whose research fiolnted
to damage to the cellular system, pri—
marily through reduced DNA nnd RNA.
synthesis

Dr Akira Morishima ol Columbia Uni —
versity. told the subcommittee that-

When (lie specimens nr three murlhuiinii
smokers were compared u Ith those or ago nod
sex mulched non-smokers, lhe mitotic Index,
or the proportion of lhose cells in process of
cell >hvim oii. was noled to he only 2;i percent
In marihuana users, eompmed with S!) per-
cent for lhe controls

Dr. Morishima also found Hint a large
proportion of the cell nuclei In mnri-
buana smokers contained n significant—
ly decreased number of chromosomes-
Iroll) 33 to It instead of Hie "Hi ihrnliio-
:nines found in luirmal iells.

Dr (i,tinlet Nahas and a team nl three
oilier Columbia University scientists
found that In fit marihuana smokers who
had averaged three marihuana rlgiu-
ctlr'i a week tor 4 years, the pmdurtlon
of the Immune cells- the T-lymph-
oeylcs- In the blond wax 11 percent less
Ilian In notr mok.crs 1lc made the point
that the Immunity response of the
smokers "was similar to that ol patients
wiili cancer, or kidney grafts-treated
with immunosuppressants -who were
lextnl und wtio presented documented
evidence of nn Impairment of their Im—
munity system."

Professor Cccilc Leuchtenberger. head
of the Department of Cytochemistry at
the Swiss Institute for Experimental
Cancer Research, also found evidence of
serious damage to the cellular process,
involving the possibility of lung cancer
and generic damage. This iswhat she told
the .subcommittee:

Smoke of marihuana cigarettes lias harm-
ful egrets on the tissues and cells of animals
and of humans. The observations that mari-
huana cigarette smoke stimulates Irregular
growth In the respiratory system, lhst It In-
terferes with DNA stability of cells and
chromosomes, that is it disturbs the genetic
equilibrium, strongly suggests that mari-
huana cigarette smoke Is a health hazard
which may not only be implicated in lung
rare biogenesis, but may also have rautogcuic
potentialities.

Prof. Arthur M. Zimmerman; of the
University ot Toronto, in a statement
subsequently submitted to the subcom—
mittee. reported on recent research deal —
ing with the effects of marihuana on a
riilluic of unicellular organisms.

His studies, ho said:

Clearly demonstrate that TIIC at a nudest
dosage reduces the growth nnd delaya'ccll
division of a unl-cellular protozoan, tetra-
hymciia. There effects on cell growth arc re-
lated to a depression of cell mctnholsm. le.,
a reduction of DNA, UNA and protein syn-
lhesltt. Tho effects ol TIIC nrc reflected In a
reduction In the cell's ability to synthesize
and assemble ItNA. which Is an essential
components of the protein synthesis system.
The reduced cell synthesis. In the presence of
TIIC, may be attributable to the reduction
of DNA synthesis which Is known to direct
cell fuctnbollr.in.

Professor Pulon, who has monitored
some 800 cannabis research papers in
connection with Ills duties ns director of
(lie British drug research program, told
the subcommittee thnt there were ninny
more papers denting with other aspects
of the damage done by marihuana to
Dot ii ceil metabolism and cell division.
Said Professor Paton:

Numerous i.itrll ellrrls have now hern de-
rciilied, Including netlima nn mlernnnitien, cm
mltiielioiidrla, nn neurones, fibroblast’. white
blood celln, anil on dividing cells, allccting
inelnbollMii, energy utilization, .syndic,is id
cleNIAIuIa‘r eniiKlllucndi, and immunological re*
" INim,e:i.

Professor Paton and several of the
other M"leiitlstu who testified expressed
I"iaw eonccni that grade M fool children
exposed to marihuana- an Increasing
phenomenon over ihe past 2 or 3 years—
might (lanimie themselves In a manner
which would make Impossible Hi.. phys—
ical wiirni menial maluiatlon The years
on either side ol the advent ot puberty
normally constitute a period ol explosive
phvidrnl development, when new cells

are being produced frdrFTainuiy man ai
any other period in the lifespan. A seri—
ous Impairment in DNA synthesis and
cell division during this period could con—
ceivably have catastrophic cflecls. To
paraphrase what Professor Paton told
the subcommittee, we might..a number
of years hcurc, find ourselves :addled
with a partial generation cl teenagers
who have begun to grow old b< fore they
have even matured.
4. DAMAGE TO THE REPRODUCTIVE SYSTEM

The subcommittee also heard Impres—
sive evidence dealing with the damage-
or potential damage- of marihuana to
the reproductive system. Dr. Robert C.
Kolodny, who heads up the Endocrine
Research Section at the Masters and
Johnson Research Foundation, reported
that In a group of 20 males aged 18 to
28 who had used marihuana at least 4
days a week foraminimum of 6 months,
the principal male sex hormone, testos—
terone, was found to be approximately
44 percent lower thnn for the control
group of men who had never used this
drug. He said that the reduction In tes—
tosterone level appeared to be minted to
the amount of marihuana used, so that
men who averaged 10 or more Joints per
week had significantly lower levels thnn
men who used fewer thnn 10 marihuana
cigarettes weekly. He also found subnor—
mal sperm counts In 3Ix of the men test—
ed. In a few cases Involving very heavy
uso, lhe sperm count was so low thnt
the men hnd to be considered clinically
sterile. Finally, he reported on several
Instances where Intermittent Impotence,
apparent!* associated with marihuana
use, disappeared nftor the fixe of mari—
huana was discontinued.

Although making the point that, the
Masters and Johnson results will have
to be confirmed by further rcscnirh, Dr,
Kolodny warned against the possible
dangers In these terms:

8Inro at least some of the active constit-
uents of marihuana hare been shown to
crons the placenta, there may he a ninnifl-
cant rink of depressed triitonteronn levels
within the developing fctun when tlilr. drug
Is used hy a pregnant woman. Hinco normal
sexual differentiation of tho male depends
on adequate trntosterono stimulation during
critical singes of development. Il Is posslhl*
that ench development might lie disrupted
Theoretically, there Is also the posnlbl.'lly
Hint marihuana use by the prepubertal male
may delay ihe onset or completion of puber-
ty nr may Interfere with hone growth, If a
mippresetnn of pituitary or hypothalamic
function occurs. Neither of tliene poaelhllliti'v
have been Investigated.

Although Dr. Kolodny wild that he Wil
not aware of any confirmatory research
that had yet been conducted on the spe*



logcnesu, or. Cecils Leuchtenberger told
the committee thnt she has found n
marked disturbance in spermntogencsls

In male mice which had Inhaled mari—

huana smoke for several months. Not
only were there fewer mature sperm cells
than In the controls, but many of the
spermatids— the precursors of the sperm

cells- carried a faulty nnd reduced
amount of DNA. This, she sold, would
Indicate that mnrlhuana smoke inter—
feres with male fertility.

Dr. Morton Stenchover, of the Univer—
sity of Utah, reported on research which
he and two other University of Utah
scientists had conducted over 11)71 and
IP72 on chromosome damage In chronic
marihuana users. The.v found that the.
chronic users displayed rouglrly three
times as many broken chromosomes as
nonuscrs. and that smoking was also ac—
companied in some cases by abnormal
chromosone formations. The much
higher rate of broken chromosoncs
held true for light users who had aver-
accd only one mnrihunnajolnt per week.

In summarizing his studies. Dr.
Stcnchever said:

The study did not tlicd tiny light on the
question of whether or not tills chromosome
breaking agent or any other chromosome
brraking f\f;ent la capable of cauMtig abnor-
malities [l unborn children, an Increased
mutation rate, or an Increased Incidence of
cancer. However, all of there possibilities are
potential)? there and only further studies of
a more detailed nature will be able to an-
aiver these questions.

Dr. Pnlon, in s testimony, reported
on a number of experiments with ani—
mals thnt pointed to a scries of adverse
eirccts from marihuana 0l the birth
process. Said Dr. Paton:

Administration of cannabis during the
vulnerable period of pregnancy Inn been
found to ruu.'ie fetal death and fetal abnor-
malities In three species of anlinaln. The de-
formity Includes lark of limbs lreduction-
deformity). The factor responsible has not
been Ideutllli'd, Imt does not appear to lie
THC, n'thoiiKh new work I* showing that
THO Kkills a majority of fetuses and in the
remainder produces an ..Increased Inrldener
of still bltllia und (tunflltg. The effect I,
dose-rclateil, an imnortAiit ilung in e>.i'-
listi If came mid effect are considered

One must notice inui general nncstlieticii
an a class can also produce fetal abnormality.
A provisional hypothesis for teratogenicity,
therefore, Is thnt tlitn notion of cnmmbln re-
flects lin fat-solubility and relation to alien-
thctlcA, and constitutes a nori of anesthesia,
for Instance, of 11l buds developing In the
fetus at critical periods—henco the reilue-
tlon-drformUy. It must he stressed that all
| have said refers simply to the development
of the fetus. There Is nho the question
whether the genetic material, perltapn aa a
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altered—giving life to heritable defects.

In one of the animal experiments to
which Professor Paton referred, the
teratogenic effects carried over for an—
other two generations without further
exposure to marihuana.

In the light of all of tills (ionverglng
research. 1 do not think It premature to
warn tlip public thnt the use of mari—
huana during pregnancy, or its chronic
use prior to prrgnnncy, may result in
birth defects cr even in genetic muta—
tion. Although his research would have
to be duplicated by other scientists be —
fore it could be considered definitive, Dr.
Kolodny mode the point that the evi—
dence already on hand was strong enough
to wnrrant a public warning. Professor
Paton went one step further. In response
to a question, he stated flatly that those
indulging in chronic abuse ran a serious
risk of giving birth toabnormal or defec—
tive offspring.

CANNAIIS AND CANCm

There Is a growing body of evidence
that marihunna smoke has a (nr greater
potential for bringing about cancerous
alterations In tissues than does tobncco
smoke. Dr. Cecllc Leuchtcn*ficrger re—
ported that her experiments have dem —
onstrated Hint addition of marihuana to
tobacco cigarettes produced a smoke
which wns much more harmful to mouse
lung cultures than was the smoke from
tobncco cigarettes without marihuana.

Drs. Kolansky and Moore, two Phila—
delphia psychiatrists, told (he commit—
tee that emphysema nnd oilier dhordcrs
of the rcsplrutory track were lhe penernl
rule among chronic mnrlhunann smok —
ers.

Dr. Forest S. Tennant, Jr. ,who headed
lip the U.S. Army drug program I
Europe from 1968 until 1072, told the
committee thnt among chronic hnshish
smokers In the Armed Forces, bronchitis
and sinusitis were very commonplace
nnd that he had been surprised to fiml
In young men of 20 the kind of acute
bronchitis ordinarily found In cigarette
smokers who had smoked henvily for
many years, lie said that—

7lio abnormalltlen found In tho bronchial
blopMea wcro tho namn that nro associated
with heavy clgurcUo nmoking and cam or
on the lung.

Wliat makes these findlugs nil the
more ntnrniliig Is that, because of the
Mine limitations of an Army tour of duty,
tho young men examined hy Dr.Tennant
hud been chronic cannabis abusers for
very brief porlods of time- several
months to a year at the most.

Dr. Paton jmhitcd out that one of the

ma r“huana Isthat the Inhalation and re—
tention of the smoke Ismuch deeper and

more efficient with marihuana than it
Is with cigarettes. Calling for medical

studies on a wide scale to determine the

effects, Professor Paton said that em —
physema which Isnormally a disease of
later life Is now cropping up with in—
creasing frequency 1in young people,

opening up the prospect "of a new crop

of respiratory cripples” early In life.

It will take seme years before scien—
tists can report In an epidemiological
manner the precise Impact of marihuana
on cancer. Hopefully, now that we are
alerted, Itshould not take us long to get
this Information os it took us to find out
about the relationship between cigarette
smoking and cancer.

THE rSTCIIATnXC EFFECTS 0» MARIHUANA

There was also a remarkable conver—
gence of findings between the psychia—
trists who testified before the subcom—
mittee on the spectrum of major damage
resulting from chronic marihuana us—
age. The psychiatrists included Dr. Hnr-
vcy Powelson, for 8 years— 1904-72- the
head of the psychiatric division of the
student health service at Berkeley; Dr.
Henry Bril), senior psychiatric mem —
ber of the Shafer Commission and the
president of the American Psychopath-
ologlcenl Association; Dr. N. 1. Bouelf, of
the university of Cairo, recognized as the
foremost expert on hashish addiction In
Egypt; Dr. Philip Zcldenbcrg, senior re—
search psychiatrist at the New York
Psychiatric Institute; Dr. Andrew I
Malcolm of Toronto, until recently staff
psychiatrist with the Addiction Research
Center of Ontario: Prof. Nils Bejcrot of
Stockolm, on Internationally recognized
expert 0ll drug epidemiology; Dr. Con—
rad Schwartz of Vancouver, chairman of
the drug habituation committee of the
British Columbia Medical Association;
nnd Drs. Harold Kolansky nnd William
T. Moore, two Philadelphia psychlatrlats
with wide experience In marihuana-re—
lated cases.

Drs. Kolansky nnd Moore told the sub—
committee:

Marihuana nnd hnMUr.h have a chemical
effect Hint produces n brain nyndrome marked
hy distortion of preceptloua nnd reality. Thin
Icniln to an early Impnlrrnont of Judgment,
a dlinltihilicd attention nnd concentration
iijiali, a Mowing of time neunc, difficulty with
verbalization, and a lons of thought conti-
nuity characterized by a flow of speech
punctuated with non sequltura which leaven
the listener puzzled, In time, tho chronic
smoker develops a detached look m decom-
pensation of Ills ego occurs.

Dr. Harvey Powelson, whose extensive
exposure at Berkeley over 8 years prob-

campus psychiatrist In the country, told
the subcommittee that In 1965 and 1966,
when the marihuana epidemic first
broke, he had had a tolerant attitude
toward It, based on the then almost uni—
versal assumption that marihuana was
not seriously harmful. As a result of his
experience, he said, his attitude toward
marihuana was changed to the point
where he now considers It the most dan—
gerous drug we must contend with. He
gave the following reasons for his change
Iriattitude toward marihuana:

1. Ite early use Is beguiling. It gives the
Illusion of feeling good. The user Is not
aware ot the beginning loss of mental fun-
tlonlng. | have never seen an exception to
the observation that marihuana Impairs the
user's ability to Judge the looa of his own
mental functioning.

2. After one to three years of continuous
use the ability to think has become so Im-
paired that pathological forms of thinking
begin to take over the entire thought process.

3. Chronic heavy use leads to paranoid
thinking.

4. Chronic heavy use leads to deterioration
hi body and mental functioning which Is
difficult and perhaps Impossible to reverse.

6. For reasons which | can t elucidate here,
Its use leads to a delusional system of think-
ing which has Inherent In It the strong need
to seduce and proselytise others. | havo
rarely seen a regular marUiuana user who
wasn't "pushing”. As these people move
Into Government, the professions, and the
media. 11 Is not surprising that they con-
tinue as "pushcro,” thus continuously add-
ing to the confusion that this committee is
committed to ameliorate.

Dr. Philip Zcldenberu, a biologist as
well as a psychiatrist, told the subcom—
mittee thnt-

Tiicre Is no doubt that a single dose of
tetrahydrocannabinol can cause nn acute
pry.-hotlc reaction In mentally healthy In-
dividual'.. and that marihuana use ki nho
associated with longer-lasting nnd eveu
chronic psychoses.

All the psychiatrists who testified
agreed 01l tho point that chronic mari—
huana abuse results In a serious loss of
motivation- (he so-cnllcd "amotivational
syndrome." Commenting on this point,
Dr. Nils Bcjcrot told the subcommittee
thnt the syndrome Is characterized by
"a massive and chronic passivity brought
about by prolonged nnd Intensive abuse
of cannabis. In these cases there Is a
basically altered sense of reality, and n
tendency to magical thinking. Intellec—
tual deterioration, which may be irrever—
sible, nnd vaffnbondism commonly de—
velop." Dr. HeJerot expressed the belief
that marihuana 1Is nn addictive drug
and that a strict concept of addiction
does not necessarily ipvolve the kind ot
agonizing WItf]JI’aW&P symptoms thnt



that-

If cannabis were legalized In the United
States this would probably be an Irreversible
process, not only for this country nnd this
generation, but perhaps for the whole of
western civilization. As far ns | can see,
another result would be a breakdown of the
International control system regarding nar-
cotics and dangerous drugs.

THI DAKGCK or 1ftO CU tOLOCICAX. SrEAO

The spreading use of marihuana
throughout our society has been made
possible In part by the tolerant attitude
of the media nnd the ncndemlc commu —
nity. But another major fnctor thnt ac—
counts for the dramatic escalation of
marihuana use Is the ease with which it
can be transported and concealed and
used and the relative cheapness of the
drug.

As dangerous as alcohol can td when
chronically used, the bulky nature of al—
cohol places certain limits on its use-
nnd these limits arc further reinforced
by the familiar drunken stagger nnd by
tho unmlstakablQ smell of alcohol on an
Inebriate $ breath,

Non of these considerations apply to
marthu. .na.

A high school student or a grade school
child or a blue-collar worker or on office
worker would have difficulty smuggling a
bottle of nlcohcrf Into Ilis school or his
place of work without being discovered.
And If he was able to conceal the bottle,
he is likely to give himself away by his
drunken stagger or his alcoholic breath.
With marihuana, however, th» conceal—
ment of several Joints presents no prob—
lem ever to the unsophisticated grade
6choolcr- nor is there any drunken stag—
ger or telltale odor.

Cost Is another Inctor contributing to
marihuana 3 tremendous danger of epi—
demiological spread. Even though the sale
of marihuana is Illegal, students are able
to purchnso It the rate will vary from,
time to time and from place to.plncc- nt
approximately $1 per Joint. And u Joint
of good mnrlhunna Is quite enough to
produce intoxication. If marihuana were
ever legalised, nn entire park of Joints
could theoretically be sold for the same
price ns a pack of clgnrottcs or less.

Because of these fnctors, the mnrl-
hunna-hashlsh epidemic, igWcb began
In 19G5, rapidly nprend uowu Into the
high schools and Junior high schools nnd
then Into tiio grndc schools, ,«nd more
recently into the ranks of the blue-collar
workers and businessmen. Beyond its
demonstrated ability to involve a very
large number of people in a very short
time, marihuana use Jn moderate
amounts acccleratei rapidly to use In
large amounts and MOI€ potent forms.

It in, xm AUIUT* Adauivti*! HHU MVUUVU
up the Army drug program In Europe,
found that young soldiers arriving hn
Germany could escalate *from a few

marihuana joints a week prior to

arrival, to anywhere from 50 to GOO
grams of hashish a month only 1
month later. 1 want to point out here

that It takes only a quarter of a gram
of hashish to produce Intoxication in the
average person.

Dr. Tennant also found that, because
or the easy availability of hashish inWest
Germany, 10 percent of our servicemen
rapidly reached the hnshahollc stage,
while a total of 10 percent consumed
hashish In excess of three time a week.

These are facts we have tokeep Inmind
when people talk about the legalization
of marihuana In the United Stales.

Several of the scientists who testified
stated that they considered nlnrlhuana
far more dangerous thnn alcohol, In"
terms of Its potential for damage to the
Individual nnd to society. Summarizing
the important differences between alco—
hol and marihuana, Professor Paton said
the following: ) )

Aleenol It taken, often minted with food,
and often lor taste or to quench thirst rtilher
thnn for pqchle effect; A Is eliminated In a
lew hours; there Ir. little nr no evidence for
carcinogenicity or teratogenicity, particularly
If nutritional defect nnd correlation with
smoking nrc allowed for; psychotic phenom-
ena only occur nfter heavy nnd prolonged
dosage; Il occurs naturally In the hody of
nnilmnls, nrd probably also In man; It has
valid medical ttscn for nutrition and cs a
vasodilator; It "cscalntcs" only to Itself; the
price paid for overuse Is paid In Inter life.

Ciuinnbls la taken specifically, and usually
hy lts,clf (sometimes with oilier drugs), for
Its psychic action; It Is cumulative nnd per-
sistent; Its Inr Is carcinogenic and failure to
Inhale reduces Its effect considerably; exper-
imentally It Is teratogenic; psychotic phe-
nomena nine occur with a single dose; It Is
not a natural constituent; prolonged trials
Il medicine from the 1810a led la Its aban-
donment from pliarmacopurbis: tl can pre-
dispose to the use of other drugs; the price
for Its overuse Is paid In adolescence.

One could say thnt cnnnnhls shares the
disadvantage i of ntcohol and tobacco, to-
gether with its own psycliotogrnlc slid blo-
clipmlrnl nriions, its cnroilic effects; bring
necentuntcd by Itrs cumulative tendency, giv-
ing It much earlier ndverso action.

To wlint Professor Paton said, one has
to add the mueh greater potential of
marihuana for epidemic, spread, about
which I have already spoken.

MAM UUMNA AND THE LAW

What 1 have said about the physical
and psychological effects of marihuana
should not bo construed as meaning that
I favor tougher penalties for those who

sitiokc 1t occasionally C ,a V.N0O arc
caught In the possession of small quan—
tities.

In his opening statement, Senator
Easn and made Itclear that the eubcoin-
mittee was opposed to sending young
people to prison for the possession of
small quantities of marihuana for per—
sonal use. | strongly support this posi—
tion. The fact Is that at the present tinme,
very few young people are sent to prisor
for simple possession, either under Fed —
eral law or under State law. But thr>
State laws are uneven on this point, anti

Federal law still ienves much to be
desired.
We have come a long way in recent

j."ars. Up until 1970, under the Mari—
huana Tax Act and the Harrison Act,
simple possession of mnrihuiina called
for a mandatory minimum sentence of
2 years In prison and a maximum of 10 *
years; and It Is appalling to think that
many young people actually did receive”
sentences of this magnitude. Both of.
these acts were removed from the books
by Public Law 93-513. which was passed
in October 1970. The provisions of Mils
law. which arc now Incorporated In the
United States Code- title 21, sections
841-8(4- converted simple possession of
marihuana from a felony to a misde—
meanor. Wlille there Is no mandatory
minimum pennity, the law does permit a
max imum penalty of 1year and/or $5,003
for first offenders. Second offenders arc
still considered felons, nnd for them the
maximum penalty Is 2 years in prison
and/or $10,000. First offenders convicted
tinder tills law can hnvc their convictions
set aside and records cleared If probation
Is successfully completed.

My personal opinion Is that It would
make more sense to rewrite this portion
of the law to make simple possession, on
a first offense, a misdemeanor punish—
able by a fine of up to $100. Having laws
which permit penalties of 1 year In
prison nnd a $5,000 line for a first of—
fender caught In possession of nn ounce
of mnrlhunna Is actually counterproduc—
tive because by far the majority of our
judges recoil from such excessive penal —

ties- nnd, in the net of recoiling, they
frequently arc disposed to impose no
pennity nt all.

The same situation applies, but In nn
even more dramatic mnnner, to the laws
governing the smuggling oi marihuana.
Smuggling of any quantity of a drug Is
a felony. In the case of mnrlhunna, any
person caught In the net of smuggling
even 1 ounce could, theorcMrnlly, be
imprisoned for 5 years. In practice, ns a
customs officer stationed on the Mexi—
can border recently Informed tiro sub—
committee. Mundreds of young people are

mugnt every week, trying to -muggie in
small quantities of marihuana. Those
caught smuggling bottles of wltisky fre—
quently have administrative? fines of $5
or $10 slapped on them- In addition to
suffering the pain of watching their
whisky flushed down the ioilct. But in
the case of minor marihuana smug—
glers- anything under an ounce and a
half or 2 ounces- our customs officers
simply flush the pM. down the drain nod
there is no penalty of any kind.

Laws that arc inever enforced nrc
worse tliai; no laws at all. In the case of
the laws governing® the smuggling of
marihuana, 1 rcallv do think that the
present penalties /or first offenders
shov T be replaced by a mandatory fine
sim/ ar to what | have recommended for
simple possession; perhaps the second
offense for both po.%ession and smug—
gling should constitute a felony punish—
able by fine and imprisonment.

There are those who recommend the
abolition of all penalties for possession
of marihuana. This was the position of
Ihe Shafer Commission, and it Is also the
position of NORML , tliemo6t prominent
of the national promarihunnn lobbies.
All of the scientists who testified on Oils
point were inclined to favor some kind
of penalty for simple possession. As one
psychiatrist pointed cut. by penalizing
traffickers but letting users go scot free,
v;ewould, In effect, be sending contradic—
tory signals to our young people- which
would make Itmore difficult to get across
the basic message that marihuana Is a
very dangerous drug ngnlnst which so—
ciety has to protect itself Dr Brill, who
had served as senior ps.vchintrist on the
Shafer Commission, told the subcom—
mittee thnt nlthough he hnd originally
supported the proonsnl thnt there be no
pennity of any kind for simple possession,
lie now felt Hint this position hnd to be
reconsidered,

If those perilous of our law which
govern simple possession are still too
stringent, the statutes covering the big
smugglers and the big pushers are far too
lenient- and. even worse, they are far
too leniently enforced. Over and over
and over ngaln, traffickers caught with
hundreds or even several thousand
pounds of marihuana goi jeot-frcc. with
a G-month or 1-year suspended sentence,
This portion of our law, In my opinion,
ilas to be nmended nnd amended
promptly. Tho |Inrei: traffickers nnd Um
pushers must not lie permitted to get off
so lightly. For them, I would Tke to see
mandatory minimum sentences of sev—
eral years In prison.

I have instructed my staff to study the
existing legislation and ways of itnprou-



lug It, and alter these hearings have been
made public, I.may want to submit some
concrete proposals lor the revision ol
existing laws.
Tin: NEED TOR A NATIONAL EDUCATIONAL
PROGRAM

1 believe that, with the evidence we
have brought together at these recent
hearings, we can now mount a nntionnl
educational program on mnrihuana and
hashish that will be effective in persuad—
ing voung people to abstain from the
drug.

No young person wants to run the
danger ol permanent brain damage.

No young male wants ills male hor—
mone level reduced by almost 50 percent
or his sperm count reduced to zero.

No young person wants to damage
their cellular processes and chromo—
somes. thus opening the wny toabnormal
offspring or genetic mutations.

Up until recently, those scientists who
mistakenly believed that marihuana was
a relatively benign drug have had the-
car ol our press and ol our networks.
have the impression that we are new
witnessing the beginning ol a change in
attitude. It ismy conviction that we can
reverse the massive marihuana-hashish
epidemic which cngulls our country™—
just as wc have already succeeded In re—
versing the relentless upward trend ol
the heroin epidemic nnd the LSD epi—
demic which preceded I 11 our various
Government ngenclcs nnd our media and
our schools embark on a united educa—
tional effort.

It Ismy hope that our recent hearings
will serve to encourage and lacilitatc the
launching of such a nationwide program.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con—
sent. to print In the Record at tills point
the text of the testimony given to the
Subcommittee on 7Internal Security by
Prof. W. M. M. Patton of Oxford Uni—
versity, and the text of the testimony ol
Dr. Harvey Powelson, formerly of the
University of California at Berkeley.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Record,
os follows: I,

Statement nr W. D. M. Tatom

| am Professor of Pharmacology in the
University of Oxford. My interest In cannnbls
wesvi aroused by a couf. "'lice nn alJolrsccnlL
drug-depcndencc la 10ou. "Uico It subse-
quently appeared thnt there wit."<ttle known

ahout it in modern terms, and i. 'l little
tint sociological or psychological work was
being Initiated, | began pharmacological

studhyi.ln 1960. Some of my earlier work has
been relevant; on anaesthetic* (dating bark
to 1914 In connection with narcosis In div-
ing and submarine escape), and on opiates
(from 191!). The statement llial follows
rents parti on this work, partly on my own
Informal contacts with drug users, anil part-

.ly on a review of the recent research on the
effects in animals and man (written to-
gether with Dr. n. G. Pcrtwee and Dr. Elisa-
beth Tylden) which forme three chapters
In "Marthunna" ed, It. Mcchoulam, Academic
Press, recently published. Of this wa*k (-100-
900 papers!, usually only a small f’action Is
referred to In oOicud reports and other writ-
ings; something like 100 further scientific
papers have appeared since our final manu-
script was sent In. | wUI try to bring out
what appear to me the salient points of all
this work. Interpreted from my pharmacolog-
ical experience, and taking for.the most part
the point of view of preventive medicine.

I shall use the term cannabis rather than
marihuana, ilncc the use of the latter word
may suggest a aharper distinction from hash-
ish than In fact exists (both are mixtures of
cannabis resin with other material from tho
plant), sod perhaps also begs the question
whether or not It would be possible to leg-
islate differently for them.

It la sometimes said that cigarettes and al-
cohol are as bad as. or worse than cannabis,
yet they are <'legal”—»>Uy should not enn-
nsbla be too? | alu' try to compare these
three later; but It la necessary to review the
actions of cannofcls first, particularly because
very little pubUclty Indeed has hitherto been
given to many of its actions.

Tho first point to stress Is thnt cannahls
IS a complex mixture of chemicals, of which
at least the following ore known to have a
biological action: tetrahydrocannabinol
(THC), propyl-THC, cannnbldlol, cannablnol,
and a group of water soluble materials giv-
ing nlkaloldol reactions. This affects, Inter
alia, the auggcstlon that one might ermlt
a preparation containing up to 1or 2% THC
to be marketed: this would only be feasible
If THC wero tho only active princlplo. It also
means that pharmacological or oilier studies
which aro limited to THC tinve u.-ly a re-
stricted relevnnce to problems o. human us-
age of cannahls.

rAT-o0ttmn.rrr

Second, and possibly the most Important
single fact nbout cannabis, npnrt from the
fact of Ibs psychic action, In that THC, the
main psychically active principle, Is intense-
ly oolnble In fat, an wc pointed out In 1070.
It has an octanol/wnter partition coefficient
of nbout 6000 to one, over 10,000 times thnt
of alcohol. Corresponding to tills In a low
solubility In water. Its fat solubility Ingreat-
er tlinn thnt of Industrial solvents, and Is
exceeded only by substances like DDT. Tho
other cannabinoids nlmro these nroncrtlcs.
Tills solubility gives It an nflinlty for. nnd
ability to transverse, the fatty material In
ccll-membrnucs.

From tlilo physical properly follows: (a)
tho activity or cnnimbls by all routes of ad-
ministration; (b) Its cumulative ellcct, nnd
the persistence of effect when drug In with-
drawn; (c) Its passage Into nil pnrts of the
body. Including brain, adrenal gland, ovary,
teslls, nnd foetus; <U) the ilHTtIncnena of Its
effects Becnuao It In ahlo to reach every cell
In tho body; (c) tho overlap In Its clTrchi
with those of one Important group of fnt-
soluhle tr rials, the general anacnlhctlcs
such as chloroform.

Forhnpe | should ssy a special word about
the brain, where perhaps the most Important
fatty material In our bodies la located,
though In much smaller percentage than
(say) In adipose tissue. Here, too, cumula-
tion of THC and Its first two metabolites has

been found. .
Toxicrrr

(a) Fat affinity and cumulation In the body
In themselves are not neceaaarlly harmful,
even If cumulation la undesirable In princ-
clple. The fundamental test 1b a biological
one, wht'her foxfefty lo cumulative. This haa
been founC to be the case; for a mouse, It
require one'tenth aa much cannabis to kill
If given In repeated dally doaes as If given In
a single dose. Similar cumulative toxicity has
been found for THC an din other animals.
Inferences must not be drawn, therefore,
from responses to single exposures to the
likely effect of repeated doses.

(b) We have found that toxicity, as Judged
by loos of weight and lethality. Is associated
with the fat-scluble fraction of cannabis;
THC appears to be the main, but not the
only substance responsible. It appears Im-
practicable, therefore, to dissociate the psy-
chic nnd tho toxic effects.

(c) The question of lethality In man Is Im-
portant. Since few practitioners would know
how to diagnose a death caused, or contrib-
uted Co. by cannabis, and since It could not
at present be proved by forensic analysts,
only scanty Information can be expected In
any case. The case reported by Heyndrickx et
at. In the light of this. Is rather convincing.

Possibly more Importnnt Is to point to
three woys In which cannabis could Indeed
cause or facilitate death, (a) It produces a
considerable tachycardia, and this may be
associated with electrocardiographic changes
nnd ventrlculnr extra-systoles. It Is not at all
Impossible that this, In unfavorable circum-
stance In a chronic user, could progress to
ventrlculnr fibrillation' and death, (b) It
causes n dilatation of peripheral blood ves-
sels. corresponding to the hypotensive ac-
tion In animal- This probably underlies the
“fainting attacks" reported, causing pos-
tural hypotension. As with other hypoten-
sive drug' |If the subject could not become
bortzono ;ltlier deliberately or by falling
(eg., becau.-e he was In a chair), blood sup-
ply to thr brain might fall, (c) Cannabis,
chlefiy because ot Its cannnbldlol content,
can polcnllate nnd prolong the action of
bnvhlluratcs (as well as other drugs used lu
medical treatment!. Tills could mean that a
nou-lethal dose of barbiturate became lethal.

neg.-dli . of decisions about the law. one
wishes that al) cannabis users aere aware of
these posslillhle',

TKRATOOONATT

Administration of cannabis during the vul-
nerable period of pregnancy hns been found
lo .cflb'ie fetal death and fetnl abnormality
In three species of nnlrrals. The deformity In-
cludes Inck of limbs (reductton-deformlty).
The factor responsible has not been ldenti-
fied but dues not appear to be THC although
new work Is showing thnt THC kills a ma-
jority of foetuses and In the remainder pro-
duces nn Increased Incidence of stillbirth
and stunting. The effect Is dcscrelated, an
Important thing lo establish If cause nnd ef-
fect nrc considered

These results are sometimes dismissed on
the grounds that any drug In sufficient dose
will he teratogenic. While this Is not quite
accurate, there Is evidence that serious dis-
turbance of the mother can have such an ef-
fect. This gives an added Importance to the
criterion suggested by Hobson & Sullivan
which I would adopt; that a result should
be taken os significant when the teratogenic
dose Is s small fraction of the dose lethal to
the mother. This Is the case with cannabis,
and Is In contrast to other drugs, Including
nicotine end aspirin.

A very Importnnt question Is whether can-
nabis directly affects the genetic material,
l.e.. nucleic acid. Early reports of Interfer-
ence with ccll-dlvtslon Indicated this. These
have been confirmed. Dr. Nghns' report here
has clinched the Issue. One must notice thnt
general anaesthetics as a class cm also pro-
duce fetal abnormnllly. A provisional hy-
pothesis for tcrntogenclty, therefore. In that
this action of cnnnr.bls reflects Its fat solu-
bility and relation to anaesthetics, anti con-
stitutes a Bert of anaesthesia, for Instance,
of Ilmbbudn developing In the fetus at criti-
cal periods—hence the reducllon-dcformlty.
It must be stressed that ell | have said re-
fers simply to the development of the fetua.
There Is also the question whether the ge-
netic material, perhaps as a result of Inter-
ference with ccll-dlvislon Is altered—giving
life to hcritabh defect.

CARCINOGENICITY AND LONG PATE.OtOGT

Like the tar from cigarettes retfer tar
carcinogenic when painted ot. mease skin
Cannabis smoke produces changes In cul-
tures of lung tissue. Including loss of cc.,-
tact-Inhlbltlon between cods. THC In low
concentration resembles the carcinogen
mcthyl-cblolamhrenc In generating malig-
nancy In rat embryo cells Incubated with a
murine lcucc.hla virus, but Il slower In ac-
tion. The Irritant effect of Uis smoke or. the
respiratory tract lo weli-knov n to users, aud
Is associated with bronchial pathology.

These effects are becoming very Important.
Orlglually, ono was uncertain about their
significance, and whnt the balance would he
between the facts th.it more cigarettes than
reefers will normally be smoked In any one
day, whereas Inhalation and retention of the
smoke Is much deeper and more efficient with
tho reefer, nut now lung damage, In the
form of emphyscmn, Is being repeatedly re-
corded Emphysema Is normally a disease of
much later life; but now the quite unex-
pected (to me, at least) prospect of a new
crop of respiratory cripples early In life, Is
opening up. Originally, I thought the cancer
rink was thr main problem; rannabls tins
never been used extensively in a society whn
nn expectation of life long enough to show a
carcinogenic effect In man, until recent years.
In effect, a new experiment In cancer epi-
demiology started B-10 yenrn ago To tills |
would now add respiratory pathology gen-
erally, and because. Just ns with .brniirhlris
nnd cigarette-smoking. It shows Itself esriv.
| believe medical studies on thLs, on n wide
scale, are now urgent,

CEM.ULAIt EITECTH Og CANNASIS AND Till
Numerous such effects have now been de-
scribed. Including actions on lulcnxiamcx,



on mitochondria, on ee.-euroncs. Jbroblastr.,
white blood cells, nnd on dividing cells, af-
fecting metabolism, energy utilization, syn-
thesis of ccllulnr constituents, nnd Immu-
nological responses. To this we must odd the
recent observation thnt chronic administra-
tion of TIIC lo young rat3 lends to n reduc-
tion In hrnln nnd heart weight. Such elferts
arc to he expected, rather than n matter til
surprise, from ndrug with a high nflint'y for
lipid In a rell-mrmbrance. 1l should he noted
tliat the local cnncentrntlons of TIIC or Il
metabolite hi the cell-membrancs win be far
higher than those In the blood; theoreti-
cally. one would expect a concentration fnc-
,tor ot several hundred; experimentally, con-
centrations of eno-fold with brain nnd 3B0
with red cell membranes..

An Important aspect of these effects Is
what they Imply for viaturalion of an ladl-
HCtiial; we are concerned not only r/lth tho
effect ol a drug cn a mature adult, but also
> al It doc3 to BchooJd-chlldren, still develop-
ing u many ways. The Interference by ean-
iali. wish both retl-mctabnr.sm nnd idi-
é *.no invery worrying.

ti % slievance Or animal werk

* ita « be argued that actions In animals
m>? of 1 ti: relevance to mao. However. the
11'rni' .tttllital Industry, nnd the bodies
vi.i-m vl-, ervrie It, do not operate on this
jre LI:-* itau nnnclplc. Difficulties chiefly
itint brs al lisr.Hrately high safety lac-
It » tri 'a*cn nttpulated. But there Is also
iv't-under tanairg over rates of dotage. It Is
U - eta, »:ttc that small Animals will re-
quire pit|;m tlir.iitely larger iloses (per unit
fcrly ri chi| than man, Just n tney need
pt .pari.i.l'ia;ely moro food, beesis? of their
K 'ttr metabolic rate. One can estimate a
houso (ton on thin basis an ten times that of
man, taking this together with the rates of
human use rtpr.rtcd In WHO Special Itc-
port Ho. 47B |up to nr exceeding 10 mg/Kg
THC per day) It appears that almost all tho
experimental work reported In nnimnix Is
relevant to man. The conclusion Is reinforced
by tho HIMH-ip.msored toxicity studies on
monkeys. A dally dose of 50 mg'ICg orally of
TIIC Killed I of 0 monkeye; dnmngo to thr
pancreas, ulcerative colitis, and myeloid b ’-
perploMa wecrn noted. This result, at i ones
only 10 times some rates of human consump-
tion makes no allowance for contribution by

other toxic mate_rljéléﬂln cannabis.
Ullanot

I mentioned high rates of human use, Peo-
ple havo expressed Incredulity at this, yet tt
is well-established. | would like to deposit a
table of consumption In a grmp of Engllah
students (subject to the approval of the
authors)—perhaps tho best ovldonco yet,
stnco the composition of the actual reefers
being used was measured; uses ranged up to
IB? mg THC per day, around 20 tlmon tho
ordinary dose for a "high," Dy lItself It ahowo
tin. degree of toleranco that Is achieved, with
the resulting need to take high dosos for an
street. Dy tho same token, toxicity and ac-
cumulation of these levels must be consid-
ered.

DIITICULTICS mVHEW Or awALmC

Although there are a number of human

studies on the ofTccts of single small dosea,
Utero Ls still no systematic modern ntudy of
the bodily clients of continued cannabis ad-
ministration, One reason Is that wltllo‘lim-
ited dosage Is acceptable for volunteers, doa-
sgo over a prolongrd period nt tho higher
rates of use la not. It would be possible to
study users themselves. If a molhod of urine
and blood analysis existed capsblo of verify-
ing their actual consumption. This, how-
ever, Is nt present not practicable; as a re-
sult only tho subject's testimony as to Ills
ruto of consumption of a substance of un-
known composition Is available, and this la
hardly suniclent. Onco methods of analysis
of body fluids are adequate, the position
should Improve considerably.
ISTCIIOLOGICAt CrFTCTS IN MAN

It may be useful to bring r, number of
findings together:

(a) Tho neurophyslologlcal observations,
In nmn nnd animals, of hypcr3ynchronous
discharges from tho deeper pans of the brain
(not the cortex) ns a result of giving can-
natiLs or THC. These discharges havo been
termed "epileptiform.”

(b) Tho observation by Campbell nnd his
colleagues of nn apparent lota of bre..n sub-
etancc In the deeper regions, In n group or
young chronic couruU.'In ure.n. Tills needs far-
ther exploration, nnd It Is likely that It Is
now possible with new non-Invastvo radio-
graphic techniques.

(c) Tho cumulative property of THC, nnd
Its nainlty for fnt and hence for cell-mcm-
brnncs.

(cl) The numerous psychiatric reports of
grndunl psychological change, which be-
comes loss nnd less readily reversible, the
longer the cannnbls exposure. (This delayed
recovery may well have been known In the
Moslem community In mediaeval times; see
Schwarz. J. Ainer. Med. Ass. 22.1, p. 1D5. 1073 )

(c) The fact that most of the elements
this psychological change (paranoid feelings;
chnngo In mood, cognitive Impairment, loss
ot memory, loss of concentration, a motlvn-
t'— state. Introspective preoccupation with
internal Imagery, hallucination) can be re*
vnrstbly produced by single riorcs of TIIC or
cannabis In normal volunteers,

(f) The ability of cannabis to allcct cellu-
lar metabolism and cell division.

These findings converge to a remarkable
extent In supporting a primo facie view that
repealed cannahls use acts on the deeper
parts of trs brain (where sensory Informa-
tion Is processed and mood controlled); that
this Is at first reversible, but becomes more
persistent us cumulation occurs, nnd Hint
later Irreversible) chnngen occur with low of
brain substance, due either lo Interference
with the capacity of brain cells to synthesise
their requirements or to lute.icrcnce with
cell division,

It Is quite likely that all this would ho
accepted nnd nctod upon, by tho cannnbls
user, were It not for the visual Imagery, nnd
(here cannabis 1s very like nitrous oxide)
the euphoria nnd tho conviction of Insight
and cosmic significance.

COMI'AIUSON WITH ALCOIIOL ANDTODACCO

Ono may summarize this iui follows: (1)
alcohol Is tnkrn, oltcn diluted with food.

ot

and often for taste or to quench thirst rather
thnn for psychic olTect; It Is eliminated In a
few hours; there Is little or no evidence for
carcinogenicity or teratogenicity particularly
If nutritional defect and correlation with
smoking are allowed for; psychotic phe-
nomena only occur after heavy nnd prolonged
docaye; it occurs naturally In the body of
animals, and probably also In man; It has
v.JId medical uses for nutrition and as a
vasodilator; It "escalater” only to lItself; the
price paid for overuse lapaid In later life.

(2) tobacco Is taken partly for relaxation,
partly to assist work, and there ’Is some
evidence of an Improvement In mental func-
tion; the nicotine In It Is rapidly metabo-
lised and non-cumulatlve; the evidence sug-
gests that It Is the tar that Is carcinogenic,
and the risk can be reduced If Inhalation Is
avoided, nicotine being absorbed through
the mouth; ItIsnotteratogenic; no psychotic
phenomena occur; It Is not a natural con-
atltuent; tt has no medical use; It docs not
"©Bcnlote"; tho price paid for overuse la
paid In later life—reducing life expectancy
from nbout 75 years to 70 years.

(3) cannabis Is taken apecincslly. nnd
usually by Itoolf (sometimes with olher
drugs), for Its psychic action; It In cumula-
tive and perslatcnt; Its tar In cnrclnogenlc
and failure to Inhale reduces Its effect con-
siderably; experimentally It Is teratogenic:
psychotic phenomena may occur with a
single dooe; tt Is not a natnurnl constituent;
prolonged trial In medicine from the 1S40's
led to Ita abandonment from pharmaco-
poeias; It can predispose to tho use of other
drugs; the price for Its overuse Is paid In
adolescence.

Ono could say that cannabis shares tho
disadvantages ot alcohol nnd tobacco, to-
gether with Its own psychotogeulc and bio-
chemical actions, Its chronic effects being ac-
centuated by Its cumulative tendency, giv-
ing it much earlier adverse action.

THE QUESTION Or LEGALIZATION

(u) Viewing cannabis as If It -were n new
phnrmoccutlcol product, I could not agree
to approval botng given to the Introduction,
for general and repented consumption, of n
nuhstnncA shown oxperlmcentnlly to bo car-
cinogenic, teratogenic, nnd cumulative, nnd
nblo to Interfore with a variety of cellular
processes, until It hod been shown, quite
unequivocally, that, for somo reason, humans
were exempt from the actions concerned.

(b) There la no rntlonnl dividing lino be-
tween cannnbls and other drugs Buch ns LSD
or onino opiated, A high doeo of cannabis
overlaps with a low done of LSD (hi Its hal-
lucinatory and psychotomimetic action) and

with the lens nct.vo opiates (In respect of
analgesia, euphoria, nnd "day-dreaming"
state). In.fact, since cannnbls Is unlquo

among these drugs for Ita cumulative action,
| would put it lower In the list for legaliza-
tion thnn somo othors. One needs to ask,
what other drugs can produco prolonged
cognitive impairment In a young person?
(0) In a similar way, It docs not seem fea-
sible to mo to propone legalization of canna-
bis of limited potency, There In In fact an
analogy with alcohol here: we havo mari-
huana (1-2% THC), and weak becrn (2%

alcohol): htahlsh (say 8% THC) winea (8-
15% alcobol); red oil, on the illicit market
(up to 30-40% THC), hard Kt or (b?-fi0%
alcohol). To suggest one coulf, legislate for
1or 2% THC Is like suggestion one co.0d
legislate for weak beer. It would rrmo'e
none of tho present objections to ennnnb s
Iegidslation, while yet allowing the drug to be
used.

(d) The significance of progression fro
cannahls to other drugs has been much dis-
cussed, and my own (1008) paper severely,
hut fallaciously, criticised. (The fallacy was
exposed, Inter alia, by n. C. Plllard In the
New England Journal of Medicine (107) 255,
418-7). The final report of the Le Daln
Commission concluded ns regards LSD thnt
'sthe use of canonbls definitely facilitates
the use of LSD or predisposes a ccr'aln num-
ber of Individuals to experiment with tt."
The argument they give (Including the re-
lationship between the nature of the two
drugs and the finding tbnt over 05% Ot
those who hod used LSD had used cannabis)
were tho same ns those | had advnnced In
respect of heroin nnd cnimnbls. My argu-
ment also cited the remarknble temporal co-
incidence between cannabis convictions and
heroin addiction lu the U.K.; evidence of this
sort has not been provided In respect of LSD.

Today, with the further evolution of drug
use, It seemn clear that, depending on nvnll-
nhillty of drug, various pnttems of progres-
sion are possible, In which one would Include
cannnbls to opiates, cannnbls to LSD, nnd
ranunbls (low potency) to cannnbls (hIRh*
potency). Simple reasons can now be seen;
that cannabis Increases suggestibility and
Impairs memory; nnd that 11 overlaps In
phnrmncologtcal actions with opiates (on-
phorin. analgesia, dnydrcnmling sU *r) anil
with LSD (visual Imagery). It la therefore
well-suited to providing a halfway .house,
converting one major step directly' to use ot
opiates, 1-3D or hashish. Into two smnller
nnd more easily accepted steps.-

The growth of poly-drug use may now
have made It Impossible to define patterns
of progression accurately nut one may hnz-
nid the opinion thnt no programme to get
rid of opiate addict on or LSD use will really
succeed until cannabis use declines. Cniui'bls
can servo as well to cause relapse, as to Ini-
tiate drug use. [ ]

( The lost point concerns the age
those Involved. If someone dies of alcohol-
ism nr lung cancer nt the age of GOonwards,
thnt Is a loss: hut the Individual has hnd
30 years of adult life, and thr chance to ma! o
his own contribution. But tha adolescent,
dcsd or socially Inactivated by 30 vesrs old,
h-ts never even had a start on mature life;
the lons, both for him or her, and for society,
Is incalculably greater.

the DtmffLTT Or raAMrNo a rolLrcr

My own opinion Is that It would be disas-
trous to make It legal even to possrsn canna-
bis, If one talks, not to lawyers or sociolo-
gists hut to schoolchildren and students, at
least N1 the O.K., tt Is not at all clear that a
majority would even wish for thin to happen.
But nevertheless, there would he for the fore-
seeable future a large number of people
break llig the law, Just r.s they do over speed
limits, cuntoms-rcgulatlons, and Income-tax
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return. It seems that one would hate to
treat a cnnnabls-possesslon similarly, except-
ing that the majority of offences would not
be recognized, yet maintaining the legal posi-
tion nbout It. Viewing It In this way might.
Indeed, help to dcglnmourlw It.

Dut something more Is needed. It would be
quite right for the debate to sharpen our
criticism of alcohol and tobncco. Further,
for a significant number of youngsters, who
have found consolation In cannabis, there In
the question. "If not pot, whnt?" It ts for
the framing of an answer to this question
that new creative thinking Ls urgently
needed.

Statement dt Davtd Ilasvet Pown.sotf, M.D.

In 1005, | was chief of the Department of
Psychiatry In tho Student Ucnlth Service at
the University of California In Berkeley. It
was tho first year of the student riots. It was
also tho Qrst year that hallucinogens were
becoming widely used and I. as the person
responsible for mental health on thnt cam-
pus. was vigorously Involved in the debate
about pslloclbln, 1.3D and mescaline.1l

In the spring of that year a reporter
for the Dolly Cnliforninn, the student news-
paper. naked for my opinion on marihuana.
At that time | lacked any direct experience
as a physician with niarlhunna users. Tho
medical literature was sparse, but In general
seemed to he saying that there was no proof
of long term harmful effects from mari-
huana. | summarized this for tho reporter
nnd said there was no proof of harm nnd
thnt It probably should be legalized and con-
trolled. In general, this view met with ap-
proval from most of the students and most
of my professional colleagues.

In 1005, tho use of marihuana spread
throughout the Berkeley Cnmpus. Simul-
taneously Its use wns spreading to all the
colleges nnd universities across the coun-
ry From the cnmpus communities It spread
ot nn accelerating rate through the sur-
rounding communities. By now Its use Is
subject to no age, noclnl or geographic bar-
riers.

My place of observation was unique. | was
there at the liegbinlng and In my work |
wns actively Involved with students not only
0s a psychlatrLst but ns a teacher, and ns
a participant In a four year rencorch project
studying maturation nnd growth. In collcgo
students. In addition. | was routinely ini.-et-
Ing with deaun und administrators who were
dealing with tho drug problem nnd tho stu-
dents who worn In academic and/or disci-
plinary difficulties ns a conoequnnco of the
uso of marihuana ami It» derivatives.

Most Importantly. I wns In dally contact
with the constant flow of students through
the student health service nnd the psychia-
tric clinic nnd hospital.

During the period | am npenking of (from
10(15-72) the clinic flaw approximately 2090-
3000 students a year nn outpatients nnd
nbout 150-200 students a year who were men-
tally 1l enough to he hospitalized. Nnturnlty.
| didn't see all these students hut the peo-

1M. Friedman_and D. Il Fowelsnn. ' Drugs
on Campus,1 mIe Nation, January .71, 1000.

ule who ministered to them were all under

my supervision. | personally Interviewed
about 200 students a year: many were seen
lir a single hour, others were eecn as Inten-
sively ns 2-3 times a week for varying lengths
of ‘Imc up to nnd tnrluding 5 years. A legltl-
m its question which Is often raised Lsthat of
sampling: lc.. "how typical are these pa-
tients vl.en compared with the general pop-
ulation of U. C.students?"

(I am convinced that nslde from the obvi-
ous fnct that they have come to the clinic,
they vary In no significant way from the
population of the University or California.
Berkeley, as a whole. For a systematic study
of this point, c. f. Katz, Joseph, Ph
Growth aml Constraint in College Students
Institute for the Study of Human Problems,
Stanford University. Stanford, California,
19G7, pp. 510-110. This study in) done at
Berkeley on the same group of students |
am discussing Comportsonn were made on
all sorts of variablesm psychological; psy-
chiatric; and so'on. Mo significant Itleren.ee
between the clinic and general population
were fouud.l

During this time (from 10C5-7tl) an In-
creasing number of pattern* were using ma:i-
huann. My best guess, based on surreys and
Imprwnions. Ls timt mor* than 501. used It
»t o t* time.or anollur In college More than

6075 used It “"socially" (approx. I-2.tlir.es
per week) and about 107, were heavy users
(at least | time dally).

My first Important iihtft In thinking oc-
curred as a result of obserratlotu male dur-
ing psychotherapy with s young iron, 8,
who was oright enough Co Be gelling his law
degree and Ph. D. simultaneousend com-
petent enough to be iturning to f-j *r.d c.cal
In real enrj.te at the tame time, fi/i we pro-
ceeded In our work together. I csrru to know
S.'s way or thinking; i.e. how lie thought.
Most of us do this without think'ng about
It. All of us con-i o kno* to acme Cfg~e«
:he wny our frle jni collengneit think. In

lhernpy, the oppumvrity to '*mw someone
think out loud about a prrV > tmjiortiint;
'jo him maximizes the cjr. to come
o know hirw ho uriei Of i gio, re-
member clearly or not all su. , e, or den
not exercise good judgment .. it tiln own
chinking, and whether or hot i i« able to
know bIn own feelings. Wu had - tl» enough

headway so that 8. had be . ir. tv t< able tr
obrerve nni undent.md owe if.lakins.
Periodically, w« had hours (I sry« *elug him
twice weekly) wlieu till tli'rdililg ternu
mushy. If | tried .o follow him. uy bend
began to spin. When ) jprr,tent'd '.hat he'd
btcmno Irponnlhin lo Ik'er. no, he'd argue
that his own experience »u> that he was
thinking more clearly, more tnnlithtftilly,
timo ever, on one nuch occsalou, he m.en-
tinned thnt he'd been t> n pi.rty Ilwo nights
before where he'd had per Uculiuly good
"grma." In Berkeley, 1011, L/.at sis nol a
particularly memonihle remark hut we
thought there mi?ht me s>mo connection
with s thinking 'TllIs nemo eerl"s of events
recurred often enough so that 1 finally wan
able at tltiiea lo past did that 8. had Lad
mime "mind-e.tpanding drug,” usually mail-
hunns.

S., becesl'se he was a good observer, helped
show me another aspect of the thinking dis-
order I'm describing. Central to his difficul-
ties was a paranoid stance toward the world.
By this. | mean a style ol thinking charac-
terized by a constant suspicion that one Is
being controlled; e.g,, by the establishment,
tho system, etc.; and simultaneously a con-
stant unwitting search for people nnd situa-
tions which will do Just that; e.g.. drug.”,
demagogues If this manner of thinking L
carried further. It blends Into the condition
usually called paranoia. Here the subject la
controlled by voices, God, or whatever, and
it the same time, he Is very often "against
ils will" being coutroJed by a state hospital
or Jail. S. was forever talking about his search
for something or someone ho could trust.

When he had used marihuana, hl3 think-
ing became more paranoid. le., be became
more mlstrustTul of me. for instance, and at
**>" same time, he became more wily so that
uu talked glibly, using cliches, theories,
and "Insights,” all lo avoid noticing con-
cretely nnu immediately whatever he was
really doing and feeling In his relationship,
with me, as well at hLs relationships out-
side. lu short, tho pnthologlral part of hts
thinking wna exaggerated in two ways: (1) he
was more suspicious, etc. and (2) ho was
more adept at fooling himscl! about what he
wan up to. while simultaneously maintain-
ing how "aware,"” “In touch,” and "lI'wing"
he was.

S. continued Lo therapy hut also continued

to use mnrlhunna and hashish. (Unslilsh Ls
merely another more concentrated source of
tho acttvo principals contained Ui mari-
huana), Toward the end ot his therapy. |
hnd decided timt so long us he muddled bis
thinking In this wny, there was no use con-
tinuing. 11c, however, suffered a fatal acci-
dent (as a result of nn error In Judgment)
before llls therapy actually terminated.

As | was becQining familiar with the*) ef-
fects of mnrtlumna on 8., | gradually learned
to pick up algos wncn they were more subtle.
I cnmn lo observe the came changes In
others. Le., that mnrlhunnn exacerbated the
pnthologlral aspects of thclr thinking,

Theno observations were made before con-
trolled studies began to give clues as to thn
nature of the mental changes taking place
wh'cli could explain theso phenomena. The
conimllleo has undoubtedly heard or will
hear of the studies hy the Hollister 1group at
fitanford on what they call "temporal dis-
integration” which seem to be changes sec-
ondary to the lons of Immediate memory and
the loan of an accurate lime sou.). There are
also corroborating studies from Utah * clini-
cal studies hy Kolansky and Moore * x-ray
studies by Campbell In Fnglsjuld, and a
study cm students by Schwarz* at the Uni-
judgment, memory and logic are nreesiairy,

‘HoIIister T F, Science, 2 Apr. 71.

Clark. J. |g?hes n,
Arrh. Grn Pryclllat., vol. 27, 1070

«Kolansky, "Il. and Moore, W. T. JA VA,
Anr 19,1971.

«Campbell, II. 1I. @ . Evans. M. 77inmnon,
J 1. ClL fnl f.ancrt, 2;1219-1224, 1971

*Schwarz. Conrad J , Coiuut Fsychiaf. Ass,

Jour., Vol .14, 19C0.

nnd Nnknshimn. F.

As this happens, he depends more and more
on pathological patterns of thinking. Ulti-
mately all heavy users (l.e., dally users) de-
velop » paranoid way of thinking,
verslty of British Columbia to cite a few of
the most relevant studies made on subjects
comparable to the ones I'm describing.
Following the above described ob«rv»-
tions. | saw the same picture more nDd more
frequently. The essence of the pnttcrn Is that
with small amounts of marihuana (approxi-
mately three Joints of street grade), mem-
ory and time sense arc Interfered with. With
regular us«gr tho active principals causc
more and more distorted thinking. The user's
field of Interest gets narrower and narrower
as he focuses hts attention on Immediate
sensation. At the same time his dependence
and tolerance la growing. As be uses more
of the drug. hLs ability to think sequentially
diminishes. Without his awareness, _he be-
comes less and loss adequate In areas where
Alter | had become aware or the general-
ity of this sequence another reporter from
the Dally Call/lom(an Interviewed me to see
If my opinions had changed In the Interim.
In the course of that Interview, | realized
In a concrete and explicit wny that they
had. The headline read, "Psychiatrist says
pot smokers can't think straight." This time

the response of the community and col-
leagues wns not so approving. It Is nn In-
teresting fnct thnt questioning the claims
or mnrlhunnn users leads to much more
anger, vilification, nnd chnrncter assassina-
tion than docs the opposite stance.

In subsequent yearn In Berkeley, both at
the clinic and In my private practice. |
have observed the long term effectn of can-
nabis. Orlginnlly, niy ohncrvnthm wan thnt
students who hnd "dropped out" Into the
"drug nrene" nnd were attempting to return,
were finding It dlfilcult If not Impossible. A
frequent story Is that Ihe young person lias
become awrtre timt the life lie's been lending
Is unsatisfactory and unproductive. He then
stops drugs for six months or so nnd re-
enters the university. When he returns to
school, however, he Hilda thnt he can't think
clearly nnd that, In wnvn lie finds d'Ifleult
to describe, he can" use Ills mind In (he
wny he did before, fllirh people also seem
Ij be aware that they've Inst their will some-
place. that lo do something, lo do anything,
requires a gigantic elfort—in short, they Imve
liecoma will-less—what wa call aimmlc. An
Irony here Is thnt they have now achieved
the freedom they sought. They need an rx-
Cernnl director. They are ripe for a dema-
gogue.

The changes In tho capacity to think In
nomc subjects aro long lasting If not perma-
nent. Dno of my original (10(17) subjpcts
was a member of the Junior faculty. lla
"dropped out" nnd used hiudih.h exclusively
for 10 months In dally doses. When lie
realized thnt It was Interfering with his
physical coordination he slopped all drugs.
Two years subsequent to thin lie .relumed
to the University, lie found that he could
not do muthemntlcn nt a level whh'i he hnd
found posnlblo before. Three nnd onc-Imlf
yearn Inter, hla conviction wan that the
change was permanent. My own observa-
tions of him nnd other nuch gifted people
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have led me to the unrne conclusion, fie,
th»t the dnnmge may be permnneut.

My stance toward marihuana has aliirted
to the extent that I now think It Is the
moat dan(];erous drug we must contend with
for the following reasons:

1. Itit early ure In beguiling. 11 gives -lie
Illusion of feeling good. The wurer Is not
aware of the beginning loan of mentnl func-
tioning. | have never r.een an exception to the
observation thnt marihuana Impairs the
user's ability to Judge the loss of his own
mental functioning.

2. After one to three year., of continuous
use tho ability to think has become so Im-
paired that pathological forms of thinking
brgin to take over the entire thought
processes.

3. Chronic henvy use leads to paranoid
thinking.

4. Chronic heavy use lends to deterioration
In body and mentnl functioning which U
difficult and perhaps Impossible to reverse.

6. For reasons which | can't elucidate here.

Us use leads to a delusional system of think-
ing which lias Inherent lit It the ntrong need
to seduce and prosrlytlr.e others | have
rarely seen a regular marihuana user who
wasn't actively "pushing.”

An these pcopllc move Into government,
the professions, and the media. It In not sur-
prising thnt they continue as “pushers.”
llu.a continuously adding to the confusion
that this committee In committed to ameli-
orate,

Mr, GURNEY. Mr. President. I also
.v.k unanimous consent to print In the
Rfcord ii number ot editorials that have
resulted from our henrings; an article
that appeared In U.S. News S; World Re —
port; a column by syndicated Columnist
John Chamberlain; nnd n major article
which appeared In the Washington Post.
Although this lust article did not men —

tion our hearings, the author system—
atically Interview"d many of the scien—
tists who testtlled beton the subcom—
mittee. nnd there Is no doubt that the
Inspiration for the nr* IcJe was provided
by our hearings.

There bring no objection, the mntcml
was ordered to be printed in the Rixonu
ns follows:

r-o, You Tiiink for la Harmi.i.ss
Illy John Chamberlain)

John tttnckt] the nows editor of Time s
Washington Bureau and thn co-ordinator of
its IYateigntc cow ‘gc. rrmnrks, in an nr-
licie In the Overset >Press Club of America's
“batellne 11)74" that "the success of the
Walcrgntn Investigators In ferreting out hard
(acts from reluctant sources was a tonic to
Washington Journalism."

Wilial Stacks says Is true about one type
ol Washington Journalism, the "get the guy"
type | applaud "getting the guy" If lie In
realty a enaik or a liar, hut when Hie press
corps ul a great capital Inencouraged to think
of Journall:m primarily as an arlventuie Il

|«

thn cultivation of stool pigeons It Is not a
tonic generally. The trouble with Washington
Journalism at the moment Inthat whole areas
of government activity get very little cover-
age. Adi the hounds are on one scent.

Information thnt might have a great effect
on a nation's lire In left to smoulder. For
example, flow many stories have you seen
devoted lo the remarkable marijuana In-
vestigation conducted by the US Senate
Subcommittee on Internal Security?

The glib cliche Rbout marijuana, endorsed,
by the wny,'by some conservatives as well as
by the liberals. Is that marijuana, or pot,
when smoked In moderation, Is really no
worse than a few glasses of beer. Tills view
has been periodically challenged, mainly in
Europe, but there has been little published
on the subject that has bad a cumulative
Impact.

The Senate Subcommittee on Internal Se-
curity, the Eastland Committee, has really
dug Into the question of marijuana toxicity,
roiling up a vast body of testimony that
should be Hie subject of debate on campuses
from Berkeley, Calif., to Cambridge, Mass.
Since | am not a doctor nnd my paraphrases
of medical testimony mlght not be trusted
by the marijuana cultlsts, let rue quote a
few authorities directly,

Item, from a statement by Drs. Harold ICo-
lansky and William T. Moore on the results
of n clinlenl study; "In tho last nine years
we have seen hundreds of patients who have
suffered psychiatric and neurological symp-
toms . ..nnd have described tho lindIngs In
almost QO of these patients, . , . Many of
those we examined . appeared older thr .
their chronological ngo. . . . The Incapability
or completing thoughts during verbal rom-
munlritMon thnt resulted In confused re-
sponses seemed to Imply some form of or-
gnnlelty either of an ncuio biochemical na-
ture . .. or. ono might |ypothcslze, struc-
tural encephalopathy.” (I looked up “on-
cephnlopnthy™ In tho dictionary; It means
sickness or derangement of tho brain.)

Item, from Dr. W. D. Taton, professor of
plinrmneology at Oxford: "Administration of
cannabis during the vulnerable period of
pregnancy has been found to cause fetal
iloelh and fetal abnormality In three species
ul nhininin. The deformity Includes lack of
1ML, fredtirtlun-deformUy) ... a very Im-
portant question Is whether cannabis di-
rectly nlTcctn the genetic material, le, nu-
cleic arid . . . Dr. Nahas' report here has
clinched ihe Issue , . . lung damage, In lhe
form of emphysema. In being repeatedly re-
corded, Emphysema is normally a disease of
later life; but now the quite unexpected do
me, at least) prospect of a new crop of
resplratory cripples early In life Is opening
tin . .

(So you can give birth to congenital crip-
ples and die In your 40s or Ms of wrecked
lungs, (lo right ahead.)

Item, Irom Dr. Itobert cl, Heath's descrip-
tion of Ills studies of the chert of ennnnhlin
on rhesus monkeys; When the monkeys were
regularly exposed to these drugs . . . per-
sistent — perhaps Irreversible — nltrrnllons
developed In lunlii function at apecllic deep
sites whclc recording activity has been cur-
related wlili emotional respunalvlly, alertlug

nitl ernwiry pernejjum

(Warning: you may be more like a rhesus
monkey than you think.)

Item, from Dr. Robert C. Kolodny, endo-
crine research director. Reproductive ni-
ology Research Foundation, St. Louis, Mis-
souri : "Cannabis rcslu '... Injected Into preg-
nant rats . .. Imd a variety of effects. These
effects included syndactyly (webbing be-
tween the digits) . enccphaloccle (hernia
of tho brain). . Phycomella (abnormal
development of tho limbs, with tho 'seal-

nippcr' appearance nlso encountered with
thalidomide complete obscnce of
limbs . . .

(Well, they're only rats. The trouble is

timt rats react to drugs in a very human
way.)

I could go on quoting from other medicos.
If you want more evidence, write to the East-
land subcommittee, care of trie U.S. Senate.

RcroxT—T he Ptriuj -or Tot"

Start Showing Up

At a lime when demands are growing for
reduced penalties on use of marijuana and
hashish, new evidence Is coming out linking
the drugs to both mental nnd physical dis-
orders.

As described In official testimony, research
by US. and foreign experts Indicates that
marijuana and hashish may cause birth de-
lects. psychological addiction, und sexual
nnd other troubles.

The experts presented thetr findings be-
fore llie Senate Internal Security Subcom-
mittee Investigating what It terms a "cRnno-
his epidemic" In the U 3.

fannabln Ir. the dried parts of the liemp
pinnl from which marijuana—called "pot"—
and hashish—or "hash"—are derived. Hash-
ish is more potent than marijuana, but Is
used less.

Bistarch

Tlir. RISK TACTOX

The rcr.earchero emphasized that much
more work Is needed to sulwluntinte their
findings, but they agreed timt the claim that
cannahls Is nn Innocuous drug la Ill-founded.

river and over In tho testimony, tho Bei-
rut lets matte clear their studies atiggest that
marijuana and hashlnh users run consider-
able risks. For example:

Marijuana nnd hashish Ura among chil-
dren may result In a generation of young
"old people.” according to I'rof. W. D. M.
Paton, professor of pharmacology nt Oxford.
He said cannabis Interferes with veil division
and cell metabolism nnd may affect ndo-
lesrent development.

I’rofennor Paton reporlrd that studies dune
In England found a shrinkage, due to reduced
cell production, of the brains of eniilialili
users. Thin shrinkage, he said, In compnrnble
to Hint found In people late 1 life.

iiardrr to rr.T "illoii"

Lritulnr urtorn of cnminbls develop a toler-
ance lor lhe drug, thus requmng greater
levels Of Its use to gel a "high,” Professor
1'ninii nald "This tnrrrnr.rd Intnko may lie a
serious factor,” ho a..ded, ninco preliminary
lesin ou animals Indicate that us the drug In
used regularly, lean of It Is needed <o pro-
duce a dangerous toxic effect.

Hr fIiinPI Nulinn, physiologist and phar-
macologist ul Columbia University, said his

L HUHLAVY A T
body's Immunity system.

Results showed that marijuana smokers
had a 40 per cent lower production of white
blood cells than non-smokers of marijuana,
ilo Bald he sunpectn that this lowered re-
sponse lessens the body's ability to combat
dblease,

Flndlngs by another researcher raise suspi-
cions that cancer, genetic mutation and
birth defects may result.

According to. Dr. Akira Morishima. of the
department of pediatrics, Columbia Univer-
sity, such problems may occur In marijuana
smokers because of a substantial decrease
In tbs number of chromosomes—specks of
matter that carry hereditary characteris-
tics—In each cell. Thir, shortage often leavrs
the “pot” smoker with Jess thnn the normal
complement of 43 chromosomes.

simnrrma

The potential danger of sterility In men
war, also raised.

Teston'-erone, the principal male sex hor-
mone. has been found to be at a significantly
lower level of production In marijuana smok-
ers than tn those who do not use marijuana.
Dr. Robert; C. Kolodny, rrscnrcli director at
tlic Reproductive Biology Research Founda-
tion In Ot. .Louis, testified further: "It Is ap-
parent Hint there Is n potential risk In can-
nablr, use during pregnancy.”

Dr. Kolodny InJicated that birth defects
and miscarriages were possible sPle effects
of usage.

Despite wimt nimy believe, long-time users
of ilie drugs enn get "hooked" by develop-
ing’ "psychic dependence" on lhfm, one au-
thority testified.

Dr. M, J. Boticlf, of .lie department of
psychology nt Cairo University In Egypt, said
withdrawal after long-term use results In
the Individual's becoming "quarrelsome, anx-
ious, Impulsive, erslly upset and difficult to
please.”

Although the findings unveiled In the hear-
ings are relatively new, they are already lie-
lug reviewed by drug-study organizations,
E. M. SlcImlicr, secretnry of the Committee
on Drug Abuse of the American Medical Asso-
ciation, told "US Hows A World Report™:

"ft |cnnnahls| in definitely not an In-
lloeumm drug. We have looked nt tlior-c re-
ports on marijuana nnd hashish. . . . These
are Interesting studies, and wo feet timt mure
needs to bo dona along those Hum,"”

Ur. Robert L. DuPont, director of the Na-
tional Institute on Drug Abuse, takes nn
oven stronger position on the findings.

"These are valid concerns, and all of these
problems are belng Investlgated furlher,” lie
rald. "I have 110 Uoulit that wo will find prob-
lems with the use of marijuana nnd hashish.

'Home of the pressing concerns thnt I have
wllh cannabis usage have lo do with pos-
sible chromosome breakage, respiratory- .ys-
lem damage, reduction of texlostetoue lends
and tho hampering of the body's Immunity
system. , ., It's going to take some time to
confirm thc-o things and to build a firm
base around these findings."

A SIIISE or UIU.CHOr

Exactly wlmt fj do ntmut the rnedirnl
problems remains a matter of debate. :iiilj.
committee offk nls contend that Incrnoied

A



use or "pot" end "hash." ns indicated In the
chart at Jett, adds urgency to this Issue.
One thing that seems certain: How to
handle this Incrcatcd usage In the light or
recent medical findings Is going to present
the nation with big problems for years lo

come.

All told: An estimated 835,366 pounds ot
marijuana and hashish—a more potcut form
of marijuana—were seized last year.

Officials say that roughly 8 pounds of drugs
reach u-ers for every 1 pound reived. Thus,
close to 7 million pounds of marijuana and
hashish wero consumed In the U.S. lout
year—enough “pot" and “hash" to mate
more than 2 billion cigarettes.

Source: Senate Internet Security Subcom-
mittee; D,S. Drug Enforcement Administra-

tion.

|From the Indinlinpij§74tnd | News. June 10,

Por rum s

Advocates of legalizing marijuana have
long contended that It'n non-addlclive and
no more harmful lo one's health thnn ciga-
rettes or liquor.

They've got away with this because, until
quho recently, no one had done any research
on how marijuana afreets the body and the

ind.

The spreading use of marijuana has caused
scientists to look Into the question, and tho
results aro now coming In.

Dr. David H. Powelson, former director of
the student health serviced psychiatry de-
partment at the University of California at
Berkeley, who onco called marijuana harm-
less and urged Ita legalization, recently told
a Senate Internal Security subcommittee
that ceveu yeara of research have convinced
him that he was completely wrong.

Hn has foiuid evidence, he snld, thnt
chronic use of marijuana permanently Im-
palis tho ability to "think clearly.”

Appearing beforo the snmo Semite sub-
committee. Dr. Illls Bcjcrot, acting profes-
sor In social medicine at the Knroltnska In-
stllute In Stockholm, reported on the work
of n team of German scientists.

“Aserious complication of cannahls (mari-
juana) abuse Is chronic psychtvds,” ho onld.
Ho added that acute marijuana Intoxication
can cause an altered sense of reality and "a
tendency to magical thinking."

At tho same time, Dr. William T. Moore de-
clared that ho anil a colleague, Dr. Harold
Kolansky, had conducted studies which
showed that "marijuana smoking carries
enormous risks of physical and men Ini dam-
age."

gIn tho current New England Journal of
Medicine, a group of researchers at the Re-
productive Biology Herearch Foundation In
Et. Loula toll of a study they made oil thr re-
lation between marijuana and sexuality.

Pet, they found, may cause temporary
sterility—possibly even Impotence—In males.
In a prendolesccnt hoy. It may severely dis-
turb tho normal course of puberty.

A pregnant woman carrying a male fetus
might nertouBly Inhibit hla sexual develop-
ment by smoking grana.

recant survey hy tho Phoenix News-

paper!. Inc., showed that 67 per cent of stu-
dents in ono Phoenix high school believe that
marijuana usage hy teen sgera Is Increasing.

If tho students are right—and they should
knew—It's about timo the schools told them
of these recent findings.

(From the Memphis (Tenn.) Commercial
Appeal, May 10,10741

Tun Most DANCcmo0s D rug

For several yeara, a movement to legalize
marijuana has been gaining ground In the
United States. Both the Consumers Union
and the National Commission on Marijuana
and Drug Abuse have urged softer laws, nut
Congrcao has reacted cautiously—and with
good reason. Research reports on the long-
term eirccts of marijuana use have not been
conclusive. The possibility of the drug's be-
coming a more dangerous and pervasive prob-
lem than alcohol has been a strong barrier
to Us legal acceptance.

Now a new and most persuasive opponent
has come forth. In 1005, Dr. David H. Towel-
son. a California psychiatrist, publicly cn-
dorncd the open sale of marijuana. He has
changed his mind, he told "he Senate Inter-
nal Security subcommittee recently. After
seven ycoro of research with students al
University of California at Berkeley, where
he was director of the student health service
psychiatry department, Powelson aald he Is
convinced marijuana Is "the most dangerous
drug” sold Illegally In this country.

Ills studies Indicate that chronic use for
from one to three years permanently impairs
lhe ability to 'lilnk clcnrly. He described
this pattern of deterioration: Loos of ability
lo think sequentially, partial lona of memory.
Inability to reason nnd, finally, a paranoid
mental slate In which the user Hunks he's
being persecuted.

Marijuana supportero, of course, will tile
oilier .studiCB timt don't rcnch' the same con-
clusion. Authorities can be quoted timt pot
smoking Is relatively harmless fun, People
who like marijuana. It Is often argued, should
hare as much right lo Indulge their hnhll
nr, those who like alcohol.

But wimt Is "harmless" nixiut the canes like
Powelson documents. lhey exist, Even If
some people are more severely alTeeied than
othcts, there is appaieiitly no wny to deter-
mine who Is likely lo be mentally and physi-
cally Impaired nnd who Isn't. Why nliould the
government, through legalization, encourage
anyone to lake such a chance? And Just lie-
cause nlcphn' | r'ciM'd doe-nt mean iliai
society should appro,r ihe abuse of aimI'm-
drug. To the ritnU.tr? the alcohol problem
should make socleiv determined HUH addi-
tional abuses must he prevented ns much an
possible Making marijuana easier lo get and
smoke would he a major cop-out

Powolnon'n change of heart nnd mind un-
derlines the danger.

|[From (lie Boston Evening Globe.
May 10,1074|
Pnrsfl, TV Amrsr.o or Pnoi'OT Bias
W ashington —The United dlalen I, in
Ilie midst of a marijuana and lia.liiib epi-
demic, li.it Hit' media Imve reacted hy black-
ing out news of evidence timt might lie ad-

verse to legalizing the drugs, Sen. Edward J.
Gurney said today.

In a statement prepared lor delivery to
a Senate Panel's headings on lhe dangers of
marijuana, the Florida Republican said tImt
based In the amount of seizures. It is esti-
mated that Americans consumed 7.82 mil-
lion pounds of marljuane and 265.000 pounds
of hashish last year.

"Theso aro truly staggering figures—fig-
ures which suggest that the United Stales
nmy today bo caught up In the worst can-
nabis epidemic In history." Gurney said.

Gurney sold he Is convinced from evidence
he has seen timt "our tncdin hnve observed
a near total blackout on ncwr. or scientific
evidence that might be considered Inimirnl
to the cause of legalizing marijuana.”

In testimony lost Thursday before the
Senate Internal security subcommittee Dr.
Henry Brill, one of the senior psychiat-
ric members of the President's Commission
on Me”~Jtmna and Drug Abuse, said the
media seized on passages In the report which
suggested a tolerant attitude—"and Ignored
a number of strongly worded passages warn-
ing against the dangers of marijuana,” Gur-
ney snld.

He added thnt many television talk pro-
grams nnd news panel shows "have run lit-
erally scores of discussions on marijuana, fea-
turing pro-marljuona authors . . ," But he
said letters which accompanied a hook crit-
ical of mnrljimim nnd written by "a highly
distinguished scientist” were not acknowl-
edged hy the television stations.

Tho senator added that "The New York
Times hook review section had favorably re-
viewed sonic half-dozen books on mari-
juana . .. the same book was Ignored.
When six or seven Colunbtn University sci-
entists who thought the hook Und merit
v.rolo Individually to The New York Ttmro
urging that the hook be reviewed; their let-
ters were nol accorded the courtesy of a
rauUne acknowledgement.”

| From the St. Paul (Minn.) Pioneer Preea,
May 21, 19741

ttCRUI.T or Smoking Onass Compascb to
R adiation

W ashington—Marijuana smoking can
tuvt tlw aamn result us radiation poisoning
and aonio of thn blame lor leading people
to tlilnk It's harmless lies with the federal
overnment, a Senate panel was told Mon-
ay.

Appearing before the Senate Internal Secu-
rity subcommittee. Dr. llardIn Jonas, a pro-
fessor of medical physics and physiology at
tho University of California, said the United
Slates Is In a marijuana epidemic caused hy
a propaganda campaign "Involving a small
hut tufiucntlal number of academic propa-
gandists, (lie media, the entertainment In-
dustry and the new left."

Jones said oilorLi to use marijuana at a
moderate level or lo legalize It "have pre-
vented sensible acts to reduce uso of this
drag ... we find no 'safe' level of the use of
cannahls.”

Umoktm; marijuana nlfrcl.s the body tho
same wny radiation does, Jones said.

"As an expert In human radiation effect

. chromosome damage , ., even In thoe
who use cannnbls 'moderately." ts rouglil
the same type and degree of damage as b
persons surviving atom bombing with i
heavy level of radiation exposure (opproxl
mntcly 1SO roentgeus). The Implications an
the same,” he said.

As for mlsformatlon nbout marijuana
Jones said the federal government, througl
Its agencies, ."has been one of the worst of-
fenders In spreading lhe impression tlial can-
nabis tsa harmless drug

"Reports of the Department of Health.
Education nnd Welfare arc Inadequate sci-
entifically, do not touch accurately on the
principal matters needing clarification and.
In many Instances, are likely to lend the
putillc to believe that science has proven
marijuana harmless."” Jones satd.

Jones also snld the networks have given so
much time to people like LSD arivoeale Tim-
othy Leary that If the equal time principle
were Invoked, "some hundreds of hours, at
least, to scientists" who have found mari-
juatna harmful would he required for broad-
cast.

"In piscine th»Ir facilities nt the disposal
of this one-sided propaeanda campaign, they
may have succeeded In brainwashing them-
selves, in addition to the brainwashing of a
substantial portion of the American public.

"At leo-.t one rami'),’ escape me Imprrs-
rlon that in.iny people In the media now
~eeni !o have convinced themselves that
marijuana Is perfectly safe and that tho
E)Ublic interest demands Ps legalization,”
ones told the panel

|[From ihe Jacksonville (Fla I TImes-Uulon,
May 23. 1974|
M arijuana and Tnr Atom Bomb

The horron of possible genetic mutations
resulting from atomic fallout havo heen
widely accepted nnu rightly so

Al llio same time, marijuana has been
pushed In manv quartern as a pleasant relat-
ant that should be lepx.luwd.

What do the two things have Il com-
mon?

Plenty. If Mio testimony of Dr Hardin I,
tones, a profea-urr of medical physics arui
nvstnlogy at the University of Californio,
a to he bélieved,

I>r, Jones Uild thp Internal jjeiunly suli-
i-iililiuiltce ot the United Sluter. Senate.

"Vi ati cx[>crl In human radiation ef-
fects . . , chromosome damage . . . even In
those who uso cannabis (marijuana) 'mod-
erately,* Is roughly Die same type and degree

of damage tu In persons surviving atom
linmblug with a heavy level of radiation ex-
posure—approximately 150 roentgens. The
Implications are the r.iirne."

We don't know whether Dr. Jones Is s
rnnservntlve or a liberal In his political
vlews and Il should not mailer, Scientific re-
search, not ldeologies, should ho the deter-
minant us to whether marijuana la harmless
or dangerous.

Unfortunately, much of the debute so far
Inis been ldeological rather limn scientific.

That Inu ridiculous situation but ridicu-
lous situations are commonplace these days.



7lio push to make marijuana socially and
legally acceptable has come from S0tno very
high places and some of these voices havo
told many people, mostly young people,
exactly what they wnnt to hear.

This Is truo lo the extent that evidence
Indicates that enough marijuana or hashish
for five billion "Joi-its" entered tho United
States last yenr.

What kind of responsibility do tho mari-
juana "pushers"—both those who sell and
those who iJvocate Its use—bear If Dr. Jones
or Dr. Clnv Eracnden, director ol the United
Nations Narcotic Laboratory In Geneva,
Switzerland, aro right?

Dr. Braendcn's report Indicates from
research that "cannabis accumulates In the
trains end gonads lu the manner of DDT,
Hint It produce!! fetal deformities In animals,
lii addition to abortions and stillbirths In
N manner that resembles the damage done
by thalidomide....

"That It result3 In breakage nnd serious
damage to human chromosomes, and thnt It
seriously ndtics tho body's ability to pro-
duce DNA. a critical component of nil cells,
including reproductive cells...

If this in true, what will be the effect of
tnnnjimnn on a gcn'ratlon yet unborn? How
tan It be Justified on any inorul, social or
ethical basin?

Public outcry, based on much tliLaner
evidence than la piling up ngninct marijuana
Jots relegated several substances or products
Into a virtual leper colony status,

Unless the scientific testimony ran he
refuted by hvllcvnblo scientific research, tho
case against marijuana calls for a verdict of
guilty and a rhango In tho climate of
thought that regards It as merely a pleasant
relaxant,

Binh a chnngo lu attitude Li needed (o
counter wimt Dr. Jones describes n» cllorla
lo use marijuana nt a moderate lovel or
legalize It. These efforts, he mya, "have pre-
vented sensible tv*ta to reduce use of tlrla
drug , ., we find no 'safe' level tine of cun-
OabLs."

nil testimony won't moke a popular man
on campus and It lo morn believable for this
reason, lie la risking the treatment accorded
olhrra who h ve debunked nome of the
mndrrn myths that huvo become dogma In
some academic circles,

Whul a frightening prospect to have all
the radiation monitoring rrpilpment nnd
worldwide efforts to curb atomic fallout only
to have tho same effects from the already
epidemic lise of marljtmna,

JProtn the Florida Tlrnes-Unliiii, Jan » 19711
"Por" Accumulates—Lmr DDT

A striking reminder that the public light
UgllinM drug abuse la n continuous battle
cornea in a rrpnrl recently released by tho
US. .jonulo fnlernal Security nuheummalttre.

In the words of Chnlrumn Jamrs Eimtinwl,
D-.Nllss,' We have heon concentrating on tho
hrrijin epidemic for tho pact two years, and
there oeenis to lie romo solid evidence of
progress . , .

"Tlut it Is Impossiblo to erwapo llte con-
elusion thnt. while our attention wan foeo'- J

on heroin, there hoa been a runaway escala-
tion of the use of other druga, primarily
marijuana and hashish (milder and stronger
forms, respectively, of cannnbls). . .

For perspective, tt should first be recog-
nized that throwing the nation's major at-
tention against heroin, Iri'tend of milder
drugs, waa no oversight, but a Eol.ndiy rea-
soned decision. Heroin kills; heroin destroys
live*; the need of hcrolii addicts to support
a 5150 or 10 1 day "habit" has drlvru many—
dally—Into the streets to steal line rub and

ill.

It would. Indeed, have been a distorted
sense of priorities which did not attack the
greatest evil first.

And there Is evidence that the massive ef-
fort Ls paying off: as early NI. a year ago Dr.
Robert Dupont, chief of the Washington Nar-
cotics Treatment Administration, termed
heroin addiction "moio than rut In half In
the nation's capital: Dr. Jerome June, head
of the Federal Special Action Office for Drug
Aburc Prevention, told a congressional sub-
committee that heroin addiction was "level-
ing off;- and John Ingenoll, director ol the
U.S. Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs staled that a 'Turning point" seemed
to lir.vc been reached In lho battle against
e

But, without nny thought lo diminishing
tho efforts which have cm tailed tho greater
drug abuse, thcro Indeed -<ra« urgency to
turn lo the lesser, though nllll pronounced,
evil.

Evidence Indicates timt more than nve
billion marijuana und hashish "Joints" (or
20 for every man, woman nnd child In the
country) entered tfio UB. Inst yenr.

“Tlio pandemic use of marijunnn nnd
hashish has been brought IOiout, In part,”
Eastland s-alrt, "by a militant pro-marljunna
propngnnrtn campaign conducted hy many
Now Left orgnntzntlona nnd by the entire
underground press ...

“And It hnn been stimulated perhaps In
major degree, by a number of highly publi-
cized reports, written hy parsons (many en-
tirely well meaning) who did not hnvn
available to them, at the time. most, of the
highly significant sclcntllic re-onrch con-
ducted ovcr(,thh past few years timt puls a
danger sign'oA cantmhls ur.o. . .

Among lho most recent rcporLi died by
Sen. Eiigiland wns ono hy Dr. Olnv Brnenden,
director ‘of thn United Nations Narcotics
Laboratory In Geneva, which "points strongly
to tho conclusion that marijuana may bo
even more dangerous than had previously
bren believed....

“(Researchers have found timt) ennimhls
accumulates In lhe brains and golladn In the
manner of DDT, that It produces fetal de-
formities In animals. In addition tonhortlons
and stillbirths, In a manner that resembles
the damage done hy thaf'dornldo

“TImt It results In breakage and serious
damage to human chromosomes, ami timt It
seriously reduces tho body's ability to pro-
duce DNA. a critical component ot all cells
Including the reproductive cells. , .

I7ie subcommittee'# report should receive
priority attention from the lull ffongrens,

rod, even more Important, from the public,
when the new aeeslon begins Jan. 21.

T7ie prevalent Impression that "pot" Is
harmless—"people emoke It dvery doy and It
doesn't bother them"—Is Increasingly being
contradicted by many studies (of whiclti the
UN report Is only the latest) which rliow
persuasive evidence of serious, long-range
effects. It Isa matter too Important to remain
clouded, confused.

IFrom the Washington Post, June 24, 1074J

New Finotries Snow Harm—Views on
Marijuana SitmNC

(By Robert Joflee)

Los Angeles—Marijuana may turn oct to
ho more harmful than many scientists Pad
previously thought.

Only a year sgo most researchers studying
the drug thought It probably was relatively
harmless—at least when compared with
alcohol nnd other commonly abused drugs.

Since then, however, new findings have
rnLsed the possibility thnt long-term use of
"grass" might be linked to damaged chromo-
somes, lower production of sex hormones,
nnd grcnter vulnerability to diseases.

The new findings nrc preliminary nnd ns
vot unsubetantinted, but they have ap-
peared In prestigious scientific nnd medical
Jouriuila—publications  which  previously
pnld scant attention to the perils of "pot.”

The findings aro significant politically as
well. At n time when respectable voices are
calling lor laws making personal possession
and use of the drug a misdemeanor or no
crime at all Instead of n felony, thr findings
nlrcndy have provided nnuminUUn for thoso
who oppose such moves.

Last week the Illinois Bar Association
passed n resolution urging repeal of all Inws
banning personal possession and use. IBA
President William P. Sutter explained. "We
aren't endorsing Us use; we ure recognizing
that the majority of metllenl opinion Is
Hint casual use Is not harmful . .  Critics
ran now oigue that medical opinion nmy ho
changing, though ninny researchers atill
favor removal of criminal penalties for
marijuana use despite the new findings.

About @ million In federal grams and
contracts Insure thnt the research will con-
tinue during the coming fiscal venr.

"I coutdn t give a hoot aboutsocial policy,”
says Dr. Morton A Stenehever, an ohuc.
tricinn nt the University of Utah Medical
Center In Salt Lake City, "but Il have to
say there nrc quite a few problems willi
marijuana.”

Ho compared chromosome damage In a
group of 49 marijuana users to thnt In a
control group of nonnscrs. Ills findings, pub-
lished licit January lu lire Journal of Obstet-
rics and Gynecology, were that users averaged
34 chromosome breaks per 100 white blood
cells while non-users averaged only 1.2
breaks.

Dr. Stenehever explained thnt Increased
cliromofomo breaks might raise the likeli-
hood of eventually getting cancer or becom-
ing tho parent of a child with birth defects.

Dr. Akira Morishima of the Department of
Pedlatvicn, Columbia University, N.Y., has
reported findings similar to Stenchevcr's.

The Stenehever nnd Morishima findings Ird

the National Institute on Drug Abuse
(NIDA)—the federal agency which bankroll*
much of the nation's marijuana research—
to fund several projects In which other re-
searchers will attempt to reproduce the Sten-
chevcr and Morishima research processes to
determine whether slmlinr findings can be
obtained.

Controversy over the findings persists.
"Genetic dnmngc Is an extremely nebulous
field,” said Dr. Llssy Jarvik, a pcdlatriclan-
psycblatrlst doing grnetlc research at the
UniversitY of California Medical Center In
Los Angeles.

"l don't sec how SUnchever's work can be
replicated,” she said. "He's had some 00 stu-
dents on a number of Irugs. and marijuana
was simply the only dr ig they had In com-
mon." She contended timt Dr. Morlshima's
work would be easier to recreate.

Dr. Jarvik pointed out thnt "the body has
repair mechnnLsms. Depending on the type of
break, chromosome damage may have no ef-
fect. Also, cells In which break* have occurred
may die; and then egnin, there’s no harm."”

The danger, she said. Is thnt cells with ab-
normal chromosomes might multiply nnd
produce ldentical, also damaged, cells. “Then,
In 10 or 15 years, such ce.ls might be re-
sponsible for causing cancer.”

"Whenever | present data I'm Immedi-
ately attacked by the other cldc,” Dr. Stcn-
clicver retorts. "Maybe ihc didn't read my
article." He Insists the Increase In breakage
alone Is enough lo cause serious concern, anil
he notes thnt half the drug users he studied
took no other drugs except alcohol.

77ie Utah researcher noted that, when It
comes to chromosome breaks, other widely
ur,ctl drugs arc probably as dangerous as
marijuana. "I tlilnk the same rale of break-
age probably occurred in Vallum." he said.
Vallum, a tranquilizer, Is one ol the most
common prescription drugs in the country.

Few researchers are more cautious about
tho implications of thclr findings tlinn Dr.
Robert C. Kolodny. director of the Infertility
program at the Reproductive Dlology Re-
search Foundation In St. Louis lie tins been
checking levels of testosterone, the principal
male sex hormone. In marijuana.

Dr. Kolodny, 30. has been working with Dr.
Wi illiam Masters, famed for his pioneer re-
search In humnn sexunl response, and Dr*
Robert Kolodner nnd Gelaon Toro.

In n recent article lu the New England
Journal of Medicine, Dr. Kolodny told how
bin group compared 21 men who used
marijuana four days n week for a minimum
of 0 months with 20 men who were non-
uj.ers; testosterone levels In the users aver-
aged a striking 40 per cent lower than In
non-users.

Dr. Kolodny speculated—anil he stresses
the word "apoculnlo"—that "tliero may be
n decrease In fertility as a result of ehronlr,
Intensive marijuana uso"; tlmt heavy ttscri
may encounter potency problems; that preg-
nant female users "may disrupt sexual till-
fcrentlutton In male fetuses” during the
second, third nnd fourth mouth of preg-
nancy; and that prcteennge boys who smoko
marijuana "may uomehjw disrupt comple-

tion of puberty,* Impairing normal ‘sexual
development,



lie noted thnt tils study has not yet been
replicated. “So whnt you're dealing with Is
speculation based on preliminary findings,”

Other researchers praised Dr. Kolodny's
objectivity; nnd some said they believe his
work Is more Important—and more frighten-
ing—than even lie thinks It Is.

Others noted that the exact function of
testosterone ts not completely understood,
nnd thus the elTcet of the sliortngc Is unpre-
dictable.

Dr. Kolodny Is beginning lo receive tes-
tosterone sample." from other laboratories
throughout the country.

Even fellow researchers who respect his
work cnll Dr. Gabriel Nnhns a "crusader”
against decriminalization. Others cnll him
"a fanntlc,” Almost all agree, however, that
efforts to duplicate the Columbia University
pharmacologist's research should be made as
soon rs possible.

Dr. Nahas, who announced his findings ot
a highly publicized press conference two
weeks before they nppenred In Science mnga-
zli'e last February, studied white blood cell
production In 51 marijuana users. All the
subjects reported having smoked nt least
three times a week for four or more years.

He found that roll production In users
averaged 40 per cent less than in a control
group of noluuets.

Since white blocd cell production is con-
sidered vital lo the body's ability to fight
diiease. he ‘'peculates thnt marijuana use
Impairs ihe immunity system.

Tlte Nahns findings are viewed ns signifi-
cant because they show exactly the same low
level of production In white cells tnlicn from
users thnt he found in cells taken from non-
tisers nnd subsequently exposed to a mari-
juana agent In the test tube.

mWe'd all be surprised If Katins’ findings

are replicaied,” said UCLA's Dr. Jnfvik, "I've
spoken with a number of people In Immu-
nology and they're all extremely skeptical ”

Sources ot NIDA, which Is funding at-
tempts ts replicate the Immunlly-sysicm
research, rrld two pnpcrs prepared for pub-
IIrnllon this summer confirm the Nahns find-
ings while a third, using different techniques
fails to do so.

Drs. Stenehever. Morishima. Kolodny and
Nahas nil learned about the drug-use back-
ground o" their test subjects through Inter-
views with them. Critics argue, with some
Justification, tlint Interview data me not
sufficiently reliable.

Ideally, say the critics, a test subject
should ho confined to"n closely supervised
hospital ward wlicro researchers can make
certain that fie Is under tho Influence only
of Ilio drug being tested—and feeling only
the eliccl ol n prescribed dose.

Until recently, prescribed doses of mari-
juana wcro unavailable—nnd street doses
varied enormously from cigarette lo cigarette.

But now, because phnnnneologintr, have
Isolated totinhydrocnnnnblnol (THC). tho
mnin Intoxicating agent In marijuana, re-
searchers cab choose from a pot smoker's
pipe dream cf doses. Tho government pro-
vides low-, medium-, nnd hlgh-doso cig-
arettes—nnd even cigarettes with 110 dose nt
nil. In addition, researchers can obtain THC
pills, so that marijuana can bo administered
orally.

Long-term controllcd-dosago research s
expensive, bcrnuso hospital beds and super-
vising nurses aro expensive. But such re-
search la snld 3 be especially rewarding for
dctnllcd study of tho psychological nspccls
of the drug.

A bearded young man named Craig sat
smoking a "Joint" In &dimly lit room filled
with stereophonic rock and roll. A nurse sat
beside him to make sure he smoked the
whole cigarette.

The smoking room was on the third floor
of UCLA's Neuro-Fsychlatrlc  Institute
(NI'l)—and except for occasional supervised
excursions to movie theaters nnd restaurants,
Craig hnd been on that tloor lor almost 00
days, receiving S25 a day for his work.

That work Involves submitting to. and par-
ticipating In. n dully battery of tests: being
wired to braln-v.ave machines, pressing but-
tons when Images appear on a screen, an-
swering questions In almost Incessant Inter-
views. and taking written tests not unlike
school admission exams.

Would Crnlg contluuo smoking after ' >s
release? "Ycnh, probably,” ho said, "but If
anyone tries to take my pulse or ask how
high Zam, I'll kick 'em."

Dr. Sidney Cohen, a psychiatrist, and
rivvllls LessIn. an anthropologist, supervise
the NPI study,

"We've pretty well disproved the old notion
that marijuana produces a ‘reverse toler-
ance,™ Lcsrin said. llcvcrso tolerance Is a
technical term for tho old pot smukcr's no-
tion thnt It takes less and leas marijuana for
an experienced user to get high. Dr. Cohen
said NPI researches linrc found thnt the drug
produces real tolerance, that one becomes
Inured to the effects of the same dosage If
11 Is received day after day.

LessIn said NPI researchers also had dis-
proved other myths about the drug. "We're
learning that In many wnyo, It's a drug Just
like other drugs,” she said.

Dr. Cohen provided twe examples: "A lot
of cops believe grnss dilates the pupils of
the eye; when, lu fnct, If a suspect's pupils
are dilated, It's probably because of anxiety.
As for the notion thnt pot excites sexual de-
sire. well, wc found tlint—like nlcoliol—It's
sexually debilitating."”

NPI researchers were not seeking the ther-
apeutic applications for marijuana. Dr Co-
hen said, but two therapeutic possibilities
were discovered there because specialists
from the enormous UCLA medical center
next door nlno mu tests on HIT subjects.

For example, eye specialists discovered that
marijuana reduces pressure within tho eye-
ball. nnd thus might prove to be effective tn
treating glaucoma—a condition of excess
pressure Inside the eye which often afflicts
older people. "Thr standard drugs for treat-
ing glaucoma don't help some people, but
maybe THC will," Dr. Colien explained.

Lessin said she ocenslonally goes over to
Ibe Jules Stein Eye Institute to help admin-
ister tests to mlddlengcd glaucoma victims.
"Il other words. | have to trai n them now
to smoke pot,” she said.

And while marijuana falls lo dilate pupils.
It does dilate bronchial tuheo. "Asthma vic-
tims suiter from constricted brnnchials." Dr.

Cohen said. "It's possible THC will prove to
be a useful supplemental drug for them,
too." He snld doctors at the medical center
already nre woiklng to develop an experi-
mental THC ncrosol can.

Of course, the problem with THC as a
therapeutic drug Is Its side effect—the high.
Dr. Cohen said pharmacologists are hoping to
Isolate other cannabinoids which arc not
Intoxicating because they may prose to have
the same therapeutic effect.

At the Langley-Porter 'nstltute ILPI) tn
S&n Francisco, another University of Cali-
fornia facility, one strong Joint n day Is con-
sidered an extremely low dose. Test r.uhjcct-s
there receive the equivalent of a pack of sueh
cigarettes ench day.

"Of course we administer It orally,” said
Dr. Reese Jones, a paychlalrlst who has con-
ducted marijuana research at LPl for more
than five years. "Our subjects would be
hoarse If they had to take that dose In
amoke."

Dr. Jones' subjects—like their counterparts
In Los Angeles—are confined to a psychiatric
ward where they undergo constant testing.
"We've been learning that little doses do one
thing and big doaes another,” Dr. Jones said,
stressing that big doses have much stronger
physical effects.

"Our subjects are pretty sedated when they
first get started on the high done,” he onld.
"Then, after six or seven days, what looks like
a tolerance develops, and they become more
nlcrt and active, both psychologically and
physically. You could say they return to
normal.

"After two or three weeks, we substitute a
placebo (a pill with no TCII); and suddenly
the subjects become Irritable and restless,
nnd have trouble sleeping. They are probably
suffering the symptoms of withdrawal from
a physlenl dependence.”

At sucn liigu aoses, not presently avail-
able lo ordinary users In this country. Dr.
Jones Is convinced THC closely resembles
"sedatives—hypnotic-type drugs like alcohol
and phenobnrbltal.”

The "good news," he snld, Is that test sub-
jects lolcrnte high doses "extremely well."
lint the "had news" Is the similarity between
TIIC and “drugs Hint cnusc serious'problems
for some people in our society who use them."

Unless US. customs agents can prevent in-
creasing importation of hashish and hasht/di
oil (coiiccntrated mnrljimnn derivatives). Dr.
Jones snld be fears tills country may face
on epidemic of heavy-dusage use not unlike
Hint lu his laboratory.

About 40 miles south of San Francisco, at
Ibe Veterans Administration Rcscnrcfi Hos-
pital lu Palo Alio, Dr. Leo Hollister, a phar-
macologist, began some of the first U.S. gov-
ernment-sponsored marijuana research on
human lest subjects almost seven years ago.

Today lie and psychiatrist Jared Tlnklcn-
lierg are comparing the effects of single, nor-
mal doses of marljnnun with similar doses of
other drugs.

"The social aspects of this drug have been
described ad nattscuin,” Dr. Hollister remark-

ed. "When It comoa to nliort-torm effects, |
don't think we'vo learned anything really
significant In the loot couple years.

"Now tho lasue that remains to be aettteC
Is how the drug achieves Its effects.”

The two men observed that martJuam
seems to disrupt the transfer of Informatinu
In the brain from short-term to long-term
memory so that Information acquired whll*
ur.der its Influence Is forgotten more easily
than If It were acquired sober.

"It’s possible that marijuana allows the
brain to be flooded with Irrelevant Infor-
mation.” Dr. Ttnkleberg speculates. "Th»
subject then lalla to distinguish between Im-
portant and unimportant facto.

"Now we're trying to see If marijuana
shares this quality with alcohol.”



Feb.6,1984

Editor )

Ketchikan Ddxly News
501 Lack Street
Ketchikan, Alaska 99901

Dear Sir,

It was with great interest and agreement that | read the editorial
from the Anchorage Times printed in your Feb.3rd edition entitled "An
embarrasment”. His conclusion bears repeating: "Elimination of hallucinatory
drugs in the world is a commendable goal for mankind. Americans everywhere,
including Alaska, can be proud of the role of their government 1in that effort.
The revelation that this state is undermining the program is shameful and
should shock its people."”

It is Alaska®s liberal marijuana laws that are responsible for his
editorial and 1 couldn®"t agree more. Having grown up on the East Coast 1in an
affluent community in New Jersey | had lots going for me materially. My
experience with drug abuse started with occasional sips of someone®s drink
or sneaking a beer out of our fridge to drink in the woods behind our house.
This started at about age 10 but by age 12 it wasn"t occasional anymore and
1 found that 1 liked the feeling alcohol induced better than anything else.

My abuse of alcohol brought me into conflict with my family and the law.
I spent 5 years, from 13 to 18 years of age, on probation and my junior and
senior year of high school spending an hour per week at a court appointed
psychiatrist"s office. After graduation | was drafted into the Army the same
year, and 1in 1966 that meant going to Viet Nam. My problem with alcohol was
so bad by that time that I never even completed basic training and 11 months
after my induction I was back on the streets with an Undesirable Discharge
and a criminal record as an adult.

1968 was the year | remember for my introduction to drugs. When 1
returned nome, the whole atmosphere of partying had shifted from alcohol to
marijuana, hash, LSD, various other prescription medicines for ups or downs,
and in a few cases herion. 1 tried most of these and marijuana became a
regular part of my life at that time. 1 am fully aware of the effect that
drugs had on my life and also of that these were all considered illegal there
and then. There is no way that anyone can say that marijuana should be thought
of as being in the same category as alcohol.

In the early seventies marijuana research war, in its infancy and testing
was limited to low-grade potunder short-term exposure. Many of my friend!5
served in Viet Nam and quitea few came back with drug habits which led thenm
to self-destructive experiments 1in their search for greater highs. Today there
are strains ot marijuana that contain more than 10 times the stupifying agent
delta-9-THC than that used 1in those first tests. If that is what the kids today
are starting with it"s sure to be that much more damaging for those who fall
victim to dependence on 1it. Just because there arc some who seem to be able to
handle occasional "recreational"™ use. don"t kid yourself about the fact that
there are inescapable phyi ical and psychological effects.

Research has shown marijuana to be a complex substance witli definite
harmful effects, especially for adolescents. 1It"s time that the people and
their representatives take a close look at the facts and then get 1in step
with the rest of the world.

Sincerely Yours,

Bob Konet, P.0. Box 1021, Ward Cove, Alaska 99928



[F r® m O th e r E d ito rs

An embarrassment

The effect of Alaska's liberal marijuana laws is
reverberating outside the state’s borders and, indeed, around
the world, according to a U.S. State Department specialist in
international narcotics traffic.. _

During a visit here, the assistant secretary of state said the
permissive attitude in_Alaska is impeding federal programs
In foreign countries. Other nations ask whether the United
States Seeks to protect its own growers from foreign
competition. _ _ _

_It'is understandable that American diplomats squirm when
it is asked. Perhaps Alaskans should squirm, too.

2ine ¥ears ago, maruluana made headlines in Alaska. A
%_roup 0 Jloung,_ liberal legislators in 197 pushed through a
ill “to decriminalize marijuana because, they _said, It
reflected the times, it was the “thing to do.” The only
controls, left were civil penalties that "had the force of a
feather ina windstorm. _

The Supreme Court went even further when it ruled that
poss|e55|c|>n of marijuana in a person’s home for personal use
waslegal. . . .

The court said, “The state cannot impose its own notions of
morality, propriety or fashion on individuals when the public
has no Ie_%mmate interest in the affairs of those individuals."

We said then—and we haven’t changed our mind—that the
state does, indeed, have an interest in what goes on in the
privacy of a home, such as child abuse and health standards
and anything elsg that has an effect upon society at large.,
~ Last'week’s visitor said the Alaska tolerance of marijunana
is undermining worldwide efforts to stop illicit drug
production in other countries. The Alaska law allows_an
Individual to raise up_to four ounces for personal use. The
U.S. is trying to convince growers in other nations to spray
their fields with chemicals to kill the plant. _

Elimination of hallucinatory drugs in the world is a
commendable anl for mankind. Americans everywhere,
including Alaska, can be proud of the role of their
government In that effort, _ o
~ The revelation that this state is undermining the program
is shameful and should shock its people.

—Anchorage Times
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Fiscal Note April 19, 1984
Analysis
HB 698

HB 698 is a blanket provision which would make
possession or use of less than one-half pound of marijuana by
anyone a class B misdemeanor. Some of the conduct which this
bill would cover (such as wuse or display of any amount 1in a
public place, possession of any amount while operating a motor
vehicle, or possession of more than four ounces of marijuana
anywhere) 1is a class B misdemeanor under existing law. See
AS 11.71.060. Some of the conduct which this bill would make a
crime (such as delivery of less than one-half ounce or possession
of less than one ounce in public) 1is classified under current law
as a "violation™, punishable by a fine. See AS 11.71.070. The
penalties under current law for other conduct such as delivery of
one-half ounce or more;, delivery to a minor, or possession of any
amount on school grounds would not be altered. Penalties under

existing law for these offenses range from A misdemeanor to B

felony level. See AS 11.71.030, .040, and .050.

The passage of HB 698 would have fiscal impact on the
Department of Law in three general areas: (1) the cost of
defending the new law against constitutional challenge; (2) the
cost of processing the resulting additional criminal cases; and
(3) the cost of educating the public about the new law. These

three areas are discussed separately below.
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1. Defending the New Law

In 1975 the Alaska Supreme Court 1in the case of Ravin
v. State, 537 P.2d 497 (Alaska 1975), ruled that under Art. |1,
Sec. 22 of the Alaska Constitution the state could not prohibit
possession of marijuana by adults in their own homes for personal
use. The court held th~t the state had not demonstrated the
existence of a legitimate state interest which was strong enough

to justify the regulation of this conduct.

Since passage of HB 698 would make it a crime for an
adult to possess any amount of marijuana anywhere, 1including 1in
his or her own home, the constitutionality of the new law 1is
certain to be challenged. An appellate court will have to decide
whether the state has proved that there is a "compelling state
interest” in the prohibition of the use of marijuana which 1is
sufficient to outweigh an individual®s right to privacy under the
state constitution. It is extremely 1important, therefore, that
the legislature®s consideration of this Dbill 1include extensive
public hearings, debate on the social policy merits of the
proposal, and the collection of the results of the most recen-
scientific, medical, and pharmacological studies regarding the

physical, emotional, and social effects of marijuana usage.
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In addition to the necessary legislative hearings,
evidentiary hearings at the trial court 1level can be expected
when a challenge to the new law is filed. Challenges to the new
law will most likely arise in the context of a defendant"s
pretrial motion to dismiss a criminal prosecution. When
responding to such a defense motion, the prosecutor would, 1in
essence, have to convince a court to reverse the ruling 1in the
Ravin case. In order to demonstrate that the result in Ravin 1is
no longer correct, the prosecutor would have to present
convincing, scientifically accurate, evidence that the effects of
marijuana usage are so injurious to a person"s mental and
physical health as to justify the legislative decision to totally
prohibit use of marijuana by anyone at any time (as opposed to
use by minors or use by a person who 1iIs operating a motor

vehicle--both of which are already prohibited under current law).

The presentation of this convincing evidence will
require the prosecution to present expert testimony from
authorities who have <conducted recent vresearch 1in this area.
Qut-of-state witnesses in medical and scientific Tfields charge a
fee for their services. These fees will vary from individual to
indivuaal, but are expected to average at least $100 per hour.
This would include services for consultation, witness preparation

and actual testimony. Costs will Dbe incurred for expert witness



transportation, food and lodging, and other incidental expenses.
Additionally, there will be some <costs for preparation of
exﬁibits and written reports. To the -extent possible, the
Department of Law would attempt to present written testimony in
situations where it is not feasible to fly a person to Alaska to
testify 1in person. We estimate that a minimum of six expert
witnesses will be required to attempt to successfully defend the

new law at the trial court level.

Hearings at the trial court 1level can reasonably be
expected to take several days. A substantial commitment of
attorney time will be required for scientific and legal research
in preparation for the hearings, actual court time, legal
briefing, and thepreparation of proposed findings of fact.
Since prosecutions under the. new Jlaw will occur statewide,
defense challenges may be raised at the same time in different
parts of the state. The extensive hearings described above may

have to be held in more than one judicial district in the state.

Regardless of which side prevails at the trial court
level, the Ilower court ruling would almost certainly be followed
by an appeal. At a minimum, such anappeal (or appeals) would
required additional legal research, a thorough review of the

record, the drafting of briefs, and oral argument before the
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appellate court. Although these appeals would ©present an
increased workload for the criminal division attorneys assigned
to appellate work, no additional funding is requested for this

aspect of HB 698"s fiscal impact.

2. New Criminal Cases

Although some of the conduct included within the scope
of HB 698 is already against the law, much behavior which is now
classified as a "violation™ or which is not now an offense of any
sort will become a misdemeanor crime. It is difficult to
accurately predict in advance the impact which the passage of

HB 698 will have on the criminal jJjustice system.

Some law enforcement.officers who work primarily 1in the
drug enforcement area believe that the new law could potentially
result 1in "thousands™ of new misdemeanor cases a year. They
believe that the bill would cause an increased enforcement effort
both in the areas not now covered by existing law and against
persons who commit minor offenses which are already against the
law. A great number of the new cases would arise from situations
where law enforcement officers now commonly discover small
amounts of marijuana (as when an officer responds to a domestic

disturbance call and sees some marijuana plants 1iIn a person®"s
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home, or when a person 1is arrested for a minor offense and a
routine search for weapons reveals some marijuana cigarettes 1in
the person®s pocket, for example). Incidents of this sort occur
frequently now, but do not generally result 1in any criminal
prosecution for the marijuana possession. Many of these cases
are Jlikely to be referred for criminal prosecution if HB 698

becomes law.

Prosecutors generally predict a lesser number of new
potential criminal cases under HB 698 than do police. Once the
public becomes aware of the new law, people are likely to be more
careful about not allowing marijuana or smoking paraphernalia to
be exposed 1in plain view 1in their homes, for example. Judging
from the number of minor marijuana offenses prosecuted prior to
the Ravin decision 1in 1975 prosecutors expect a "few hundred”

new criminal cases a year.

Cases which are accepted for prosecution will require
attorney time both at trial am in preparation for trial (i.e.,
preparation of search warrants, response to defense motions,
evaluation of results of laboratory analysis, pretrial witness
preparation, etc.). To handle screening of the expected case
referrals, and to prosecute the additional cases, the criminal

division will require the addition of at least one Attorney 111
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position. It is anticipated that this additional position will
be used to add one half-time attorney 1in both the Anchorage and

Fairbanks District Attorney®"s offices.

It 1is anticipated that a Jlarge percentage (perhaps
50-75%) of the defendants 1in the new cases will be first time
offenders who will be eligible for pretrial diversion. Given the
light sentences which these persons are likely to receive if
convicted, pretrial diversion (including required community work
service) appears to be a well justified use of criminal justice
system resources. Even if a case 1is diverted however, attorney

time 1is required to screen the case and make the diversion

arrangements. New pretrial diversion personnel will be needed to
supervise the new cases. Existing pretrial diversion offices are
now working at full capacity.. The addition of hundreds of r.ew

cases to an already full caseload will require, at a minimum, the

addition of two new full-time positions. This fiscal note
therefore includes funding for a paralegal 11 position for the
Anchorage office. (This person would also be responsible for new

cases in Palmer.) Funding of one additional community counselor
is also required. This position will be divided 1into two
half-time positions, one assigned to the Northern region

(Fairbanks) , and one 1in the Southeast region.
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3. Public Education

In order toinform the public of the changes in the
law, the Departmen. of Law will develop and disseminate public
notices explaining the new law. These notices will include
newspaper ads and brochures, and will be modeled upon the public
education not.ces which were distributed statewide in connection
with the new drug law in 1982 and the new DWI and drinking age
laws in 1983. Based upon experience with these earlier notices,
approximately $15,000 will be needed to <cover the costs of

writing, layout, typesetting, publication, and distribution.

In addition to the costs explained above, it is
anticipated that the passage of this Dbill will result in
increased costs to other components of the «criminal justice
systenm, including law enforcement, the courts, the public

defender agency, and corrections.
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Fiscal Analysis

HB 698
1. Defending the New Law
Admin. & Support Component/Prosc. - BRU
Ob.ject

Contractual Services -
Professional fees scientific experts
120 hrs. X $100 = $12,000

Experts® staff support, preparation
of exhibits, written testimony
50 hrs. X $40 = $2,000

Experts® travel to attend hearings

and offer testimony

6 trips X 4 days X $80 = $1,920 subsistence
6 trips X $1,500 = $9,000 travel

This amount will be required for both FY 85 ar-J FY 86,

cover both trials and appeals.
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Total

$12,000

2,000

1,920
9,000

$24,920

to



Third Judicial District - Anchorage

Atty. 111 (PPT) Total
Personal Services 30.0 30.0
Travel - Witness travel
subsistence, atty. travel 1.5 1.5
Contractual Services
office commo. equip, repairs 2.4 2.4
copy - postage 1.2 1.2
3.6
Commodities - Ongoing
office consumables 1.8 1.8
Law library 1.2 1.2
Commodities - one time
New position materials 1.2 1.2
771
Equipment - one time
New position equipment 1.5 1.5
40.8
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Fourth Judicial District - Fairbanks

Atty. 111

Personal Services 34.1
Travel - Witness travel

subsistence, Atty. travel 1.5

Contractual Services
office commo., equip, repair i.ﬁ
copy - postage

Commodities - Ongoing

office consumables is

Law lilLrary 2
Commodities - one time

Mew position materials 1.2
Equipment - one time

New position equipment 1.5
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Total

34.1

1.5

T7E

44.9



Pretrial

Personal

Travel -

travel/subsistence to

Diversion

Services

Staff

outlying areas

Contractual Services

Office commo./equip repair 4.8
2

copy -

postage

Commodities - Ongoing

office

consumables

Commodities - one time

New position materials

Equipment

- one time

Paralegal
Asst.
ANC-PFT

40.6

53.8
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Comm.
Corns.
FAI-PPT

20.3

1.0

1.2
1.8
1.2

1.5

29.4

Comm.
Couns.
JNU-PPT

17.9

1.0

17
1.8
1.2

1.5

27.0

Total

78.8

3.5



Public Education
Admin. & Support Component/Prose. BRU

Obj ect Total

Contractual Services - one time
writing, layout, typesetting,
publication and distribution of
public notices and information
brochures describing the changes
in the law. 15.0 15.0

15.0

Summary of Expenses

New

Defending Criminal Public
the new law Cases Education Total
Personal Services 142.9 142.9
Travel 6.5 6.5
Contractual 24.9 21.6 15.0 61.5
Commodities 17.4 17.4
Equipment 7.5 7.5
24 .9 195.9 15.0 235.8

Costs beyond FY 85 1include a 61 inflation factor, less
one-time items. The costs for defending the new law will occur
in both FY 85 and FY 86 and they will be eliminated thereafter.
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16. Federal Receipts 1002
17. G.F. Match 1003
10. General Funds 1004 44,939
19. 1-A Receipts 1005
20. Program Receipts 1020
21. Other
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13 RFQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION DRU.

DEPARTMENT OF LAW

DUE PROCESS

PROSECUTION

RANGE/STEP

unu pniority

"ti.iunnnuioamrTgu riviiviuj-jrjm w ejiTnnn vamuiun
A “UARGWIT " FORM 12 PAGEILI HE ABOHONE " I SArP
22A PX
LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
Fairbanks 16

JUSTIFICATION

This permanent part-time position is
required to handle the influx of new cases that
will result when marijuana violations, or any use
of marijuana, which 1is not now a violation,
become misdemeanor offenses. Prosecutors expect
that at least a few hundred offenses will occur
each year as a result of the enactment of HB 698.
This position will be responsible for prosecuting
those new cases that are brought in the Fourth
Judicial District. Because these new cases will
be classed as misdemeanor offenses, allocation of
the position to the Attorney 11l level is
appropriate.
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3.
IYPE OF PO5IIIOM
2 PFT
3. continuation level |
I[YPE OF EXPEND1IURE
1
PERSONAL SERVICES
5. Salary 2,573 X 12
G.  Ocncfits
7. Supplemental Ucncflts
O. Flac(J Ochf 1tS
9. [OIAL PERSONAL SERVICES
0. Travel
1. Contractua |
2. Cortmod it! cs
3. equipment
<,  Other
5. TOTAI. COST
>X;
RECEIPT CODE
G
7. G.F. Hatch
0.
9.
0.
1. Other
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u KEY miM FIER oo
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PARALEGAL ASSISTANT I

Federal Receipts
General Funds

[-A Receipts
Program Receipts
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3 REQUEST FOR

NEW POSITION

STAEE MONTHS

RP NUMDER

ado tion J

30.876
5,0%4
1,893
2,736
61
02
03
Ol
05

FUNDING SOURCE =

1002
1003
100
1005
1020
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16A GGU
PCN HUMOER DRU PRIORITY LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT .
Anchorage 8 VXYK"
o X\FXVXVXVX* JUSTIFICATION
« AMOUNT
3
This full-time position iS required to
oversee community work service assignments for
those misdemeanant offenders who are screened
into the state s Pretrial Diversion Progranm.
because a large percentage of defendants in the
40.569 new cases that will result from enactment of HB
1.500 oyo win De nrst- time orrenders, as many as 50%
7’200 uj. Liiese ueienaant-s may De engiDie ror pretrial
3’000 U1vCl.0J.u11, IM"-CJ ~CisJLLILUU WJL11 UK teSpQOUSIDie 10T
1500 Jdw L.ulll5 picLiLiai Uivcijjiuu oliLviUUb aU j ne
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53.769
53,769 .
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POSITION TITLE

1 COMMUNITY COUNSELOR
TYPE OF POSITION  STAFF MONTHS  RP IIUMOER
2. PPT 12
3. CONTINUATION LEVEL | | ADD TION
< I[YPE OF EXPENDI1IUKE
1 7
PERSONAL SERVICES
5. Salary 1,121 X 12 13.452
G. Ocncfits 2,206
7. Supplemental Ucncflts 825
0.  Flxcd Ocncflts 1,368
9. IOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES til
0. Travel 02
1. Contractual . 03
2. Comnoditlcs Ol
3. Equipment 05
. Oilier :
5i  101AL COST
>E:
RECEIPT CODE F. DING SOURCE 1
G Federal Receipts 1002
7. G.F. Match 1003
0. General Funds 100"
9. [-A Receipts 1005
0. Program Receipts 102U
1. Other
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14A GGU J
pen NUMOER unu priority LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
Juneau 4
JUSTIFICATION
AVOUNT
3
This permanent part-time position is
required to oversee community work service
assignments for those misdemeanant offenders who
are screened into the state®s Pretrial Diversion
Program. Because a large percentage of
17.851 defendants 1in the new cases that will result from
1,000 enactment of HB 698 will be fir*t-time offenders,
3,600 as many as 50% of these defendants may be
3,000 eligible for pretrial diversion. This position
1,500 will be responsible for providing pretrial
diversion services 1in the Southeast Region,
centered at Juneau.
26,951
26,951
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POSITION TITLE

L COMMUNITY COUNSELOR
IYPE_OF POSITION ~ STAFF MONTHS ~ RP NUMDER
2. PPT 12
3. CONTINUATION LEVEL | ACO
[YPE OF EXPEND 1IUIIE
1 7
PERSONAL SERVICES
5. Salary 1,287 X 12 15,444
G Ocncfits 2,533
7. Supplemental Ocncflts 047
o.  Fixed Ocncflts 1,368
9. [0JAL PERSONAL SERVICES a
o.  Travel 02
1. Contractual . 03
2. Conrnodil1cs Oi
3. Equipment 05
<. Other
5. TOTAL COST

RECEIPT CODE FUNDING SOURCE

G. Federal Rcccipti 1002
7. G.F. Match 1003
n. General Funds 100'i
9. I-A Receipts 1005
0. Program Receipts 1020
i. Other
FOR DAM USE ONLY
. da ki nuptiar
i—gommRomifrit3a
mAGENCY.
3 PROGRAM.
REQUEST FOR
NEW POSITION DRU .
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RANGL7STEP UARG. UNIT FORM 12 PAGE/LIME $
14A GGU 099
PCM NUMOER URU PRIORITY LOCATION ELECTION DISTRICT
Fairbanks 16
JUSTIFICATION
AVOUNT
3
This permanent part-time position 1is
required to oversee community work service
assignments lor those misdemeanant offenders who
are screened into the state s Pretrial Diversion
Program. Because a large percentage or
20 292 defendants in the new cases mac win resuic rrom
1000 euac.unenL ui no oso win De lirsc-Lime orienciers,
3”600 cl0 Iitalljr a O J W/O w LIICOL uL.1 Llludtl LO Iidjr L/C
3000 .eligible for pretrial diversion. This position
: will be responsible for providing pretrial
1,500 divprsinn sprvirps in thp Nornbprn Rpo-Tnn
centered at Fairbanks.
29,392
29,392
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LJRnAKLERS — viurv €O 0€e read .puru ¥1CCulu uu uUuuuju nurtuajr, u a.m. , s —

Other than hearing considerable testimony from witnesses including
that of Dr. Reese T. Jones, Professor of Psychiatry, University of
Califomia, San Francisco and that of Dr. Gabriel G. Nahas, MxSx”"xxXx
0.B.E., M.D., Ph. D., Professor of Anesthesiology, Columbia University,
New York City,

the Committee also considered the report, "Marijuana and Health,”
by the Institute of Medicine, U. of California;

or excerpts from then,

the books/"Keep Off the Grass"™ and "Marijuana: Biological Effects,”
both authored by Dr. Nahas;

"Health Consequences of Marijuana Use,"™ by William Pollin, M.D.,
Director, National Institute of Drug Abuse (written 1980);

a printed interview with Dr. D. Harvey Powelson, of the mental
health program of Calaveras County, California, who once termed marijuana
"harmless” but who now calls it "Our Most Dangerous Drug," the title
of the printed interview;

a pamphlet called "Marijuana - What Parents Need to Know™ from the
Alaska Council on Prevention of Alcohol and Drug Abuse;

a pamphlet, "Marijuana"™ by Charlotte Drug Education Center, Inc.,
Charlotte, North Carolina;

pamphlet, "Marijuana Update,”™ a Readers®™ Digest reprint of May, 1980;

article, "Marijuana: The Myth of Harmlessness Goes Up inSmoke,"
by Peggy Mann, a Saturday Evening Post feature, 1980;

article, "The Marijuana Epidemic,"™ by Stuart M. Butler, analyst,
The Heritage Foundation, Washinton, D.C.;

booklet, "Report on Adverse Health and Behavioral Consequences
of Cannabis Use,”™ World Health Organization, 1981;

an assortment of Drug Abuse Newsletters of 1982, 1983;

article printed in the Congressional Record entitled "Marijuana
and Health,™ the ninth report to the U.S. Congress, by the Secretary,

Health and Human Services, (1982);



booklet, "Marijuana Today"™ by George K. Russell, (1983), and

article, "Marijuana Smoking and Its Effects on the Lungs," by
Dona]<|] P . Tashkin, M.D. and Sidney Cohen, M.D., of the Departments
of Medicine and Psychiatry, U.C.L.A. School of Medicine, Los Angeles,

California.



