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So m e  t h e r a p e u t i c  p r o m i s e  seems to be offered by s y n t h e t i c  

c a n n a b i n o i d  analogues. T n e  c o m m i t t e e  recommends that p a r t i c u l a r  

a t tention be p a i d  to the t r e a t m e n t  of c h e m o t h e r a p y - i n d u c e d  n a usea and 

v o m i t i n g  in c a n c e r  p a t i e n t s  b e c a u s e  c u r r e n t  m a n a g e m e n t  o f  this 

important a nd w i d e s p r e a d  p r o b l e m  is inadequate and p r e l i m i n a r y  

studies s u g gest tha t  c a n n a b i n o i d s  m a y  have some s p e c i a l  advantage. 

Canna b i n o i d a  o r  their a n a l o g u e s  a l s o  m a y  find a L-lace in the 

m a n a g e m e n t  o f  r e s i s t a n t  g laucoma, o f  severe intractable asthma, a nd 

of c e r tain forms o f  s e i z u r e s  that are r e sistant to s t a n d a r d  therapy. 

Co n t i n u e d  c a r e f u l l y  c o n t r a c t e d  c l i n i c a l  trials in these areas seem 

w o r t h w h i l e  at this time as d o  s t u d i e s  of the u s e f u l n e s s  of 

ca n n a b i n o i d s  in the t r e a t m e n t  o f  m u s c l e  spasticity.
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F E D E R A L  S U P P O R T  O F  

R E S E A R C H  O N  M A R I J U A N A

P R E S E N T  SOURCES A N D  A M O U N T S  O F  S U P P O R T

In this chapter the c o m m i t t e e  has e x a m i n e d  sources and amounts o f  

federal support for r e s e a r c h  o n  c a n n a b i s  and the areas of research 

support. The c o m m i t t e e  has not a n a l y z e d  the s c i entific substance of 

the work/ nor has it e x a m i n e d  the stra t e g y  of research support or 

reviewed c u r rent u n p u b l i s h e d  research.

The o v e rall f e d e r a l  s u p port for research o n  cann a b i s  for the 

fiscal y e a r s  1977/ 1978, and 1979 has aver a g e d  slightly more than $4 

m i l l i o n  per year in r e a l  d o l l a r s  (Table 4). During these years, 11 

federal agencies a l l o c a t e d  funds for this purpose. O f  these, the 

N a t i o n a l  Institute o n  Drug Ab u s e  (NIDA) has be e n  the pri n c i p a l  agency, 

ac c o u n t i n g  for over f o u r - f i f t h s  o f  the total, therefore, our anal y s i s  

w i l l  focus p r i m a r i l y  o n  this agency.

For fiscal y e a r s  1975 t h r o u g h  1980, N I D A ' s  support of research o n  

c a n n a b i s  amounted to $4.5, $2.9, $3.9, $3.6, $3.5, and $3.8 million, 

respectively, in real dollars, but in c o n s t a n t  1981 dollars, c o r r e c t e d  

b y  the G N P  deflator, the same figures we r e  $7.0, $4.2, $5.4 $4.6,

$4.2, and $4.1 (Table 5). A l t h o u g h  the total rese a r c h  budget of this 

a g e n c y  for those y e a r s  i n creased by a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $12 m i l l i o n  (real 

dollars), the p e r c e n t  s p e n t  o n  c a n n a b i s  d e c l i n e d  from 14.2 to 8.2 

* (Table 5). During the same p e r i o d ,  the total number o f  projects on 

cann a b i s  supported b y  N I D A  w a s  reduced by a p p r o x i m a t e l y  50 percent; 

however, the cost p e r  p r o j e c t  increased from $42,700 to $71,400 (real 

dollars). This i n c r e a s e d  c o s t  per p r o j e c t  is still somewhat lower 

tha n  the m e a n  cos t  o f  a l l  p r o j e c t s  funded by the N a t i o n a l  Institutes 

of H e a l t h  in 1980 (Leventhal, 1981).

Ta b l e  6 shows the N I D A  e x t r a m u r a l  rese a r c h  p r o g r a m s  for fiscal 

y e a r s  1975 through 1981, a l l o c a t e d  acc o r d i n g  to the type of drug being 

studied. In FY 1975 r e s e a r c h  on c a n n a b i s  w as a l l o c a t e d  only 13 

p e r c e n t  o f  the total e x t r a m u r a l  budget, w h e r e a s  nar c o t i c s  and 

n arc o t i c  a n t a g onists r e c e i v e d  more than 40 percent. Thereafter, the 

p e r c e n t a g e  d e v oted to c a n n a b i s  declined, to a low of 8 p e r cent in F Y  

1979, but started to rise ag a i n  slig h t l y  in FY 1980 and FY 1981. In 

the last year, an e s t i m a t e d  11 p e r c e n t  o f  the b u d g e t  w as spent on 

c a n n a b i s  research. T h e  p e r c e n t  of the b udget all o c a t e d  to narcotics 

a nd n a r c o t i c  a n t a g o n i s t s  has d e c l i n e d  steadily, w h i l e  the p e r c e n t a g e s
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TABLE 4 Cannabis Research by Federal Agency: FY 1977-1979 (real
dollars in thousands)

Total (77)

No. of
grant* Fund*

Total (78)

No. of
Percent granta Funds Percent

Total (79)

No. of

grants Funds Percent

a d a m h a R

NIDA 75 3,9 10 90

NIMH 8 167 4

NIAAA 2 3 -

NIH

NCI 4 91 2

NEI —  —  0

NICHD —  —  0

NIRR —  —  0

NIGMS —  —  0

OTHER AGENCIES

V A  7 52 1

DOT 5 55 1

USDA 1 41 1

TOTAL 102 4,354

64

2

3

1

2

3,596

214

85

80

68

13

26

6

1

92

26

88

5

2

2
2

a

0

0

1

a

4,106

-lean than ! percent.

65

7

6

2
1

1

8

2

1

94

ADAMHA Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mantal Haalth Administration

DHHS Dapartmant of Haalth and Human Sarvicas

DOT Dapartmant of Transportation

NCI National Cancar Instituta
NEI National Eya Instituta

NIAAA National Instituta on Alcohol Abus* and Alcoholism
NICHD National Instituta of Child Haalth and Human Davalopmant

NIDA National Instituta on Drug Abus*

NIGMS National Institute of Ganaral Madical Science*

NIH National Institutes of Health

NIMH National Institute of Mental Health

NIRR National Institute of asearcb Resources

VA Veterans Administration

USDA Dapartmant of Agriculture

3,536 84

207122
85

36

15

25

104

85

4,202

5

3

2

1

£

0

a

1

22

S o u r c e : Adapted from information provided by NIDA.



TABLE 5 Total Research and Research on Cannabis iln NIDA Budget

F T  '73 F T  *74 F T  *75 F T  '76 F T  *77 FT '78 FT *79 F T 'd0 F T  '81

T o t a l  N I D A  r a a e a r c b  b u d g e t  

(real d o l l a r e ,  thoueande)

3 1 , 8 0 0 31 , 0 0 0 3 4 , 0 4 6 3 3 , 7 6 0 3 3 , 9 9 4 33,986 4 2 , 9 3 0 4 5 , 9 7 2 10 , 4 0 0

T o t a l  M I D A  r e a e a r c h  b u d g e t  

( c ooatant 1991 doll n r a ,  
thouea n d e )

5 8 , 5 0 0 5 8 , 7 0 0 5 3 , 5 0 0 4 9 , 6 0 0 4 6 , 8 0 0 4 3 , 8 0 0 5 1 , 0 0 0 5 0 , 3 0 0 4 0 , 4 0 0

C a n n a b l a  r a a e a r c b  b u d g e t  

(real d o l l a r a ,  thouea n d e )

a 1 4 , 4 8 3 2 , 8 5 3 3 , 9 4 0 3,596 3 , 5 3 6 3 , 7 u h a

C a n n a b l a  r e a e a r c h  b u d g e t  

(co n a t a n t  1981 d o l l a r a ,  

thoueande)

• 7 , 0 4 3 4 , 1 9 1 5,421 4 , 6 3 6 4, 201 4,1 4 4 £

P e r c e n t  c a n n a b l a  r a e n r c h a a 1 4 . 2 9.1 ■ 11.6 10.6 8. 2 8 . 2 £

T o t a l  c a n n a b l a  p r o j e c t a  

(real d o l l a r a ,  t h o u e a n d e )

a a 1 0 5 82 75 64 65 53 £

K e e n  - a n n a b l a  p r o j e c t  c o a t  

(real d o l l a r o ,  th o u e a n d e )

a a
4 2 . 7 0 34.8 5 2 . 5 5 6 . 2 54.4 7 1 . 5 5 £

H e a n  c a n n a b l a  p r o j e c t  c o a t  

( c o n a t a n t  1 9 8 1  d o l l a r a ,  

thouea n d e )

a a 67.1 51.1 7 2 . 3 72.5 64.6 7 0 . 2 £

£ o a t a  u n a v a i l a b l e  a t  p r a s a n t  tlaa. 

5 « e a n  H I H  P r o j e c t  C o a t  (I960) w a a  105.

S o u r c e i A d a p t e d  f r o m  I n f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d  b y  NIDA.



TABLE 6 NIDA Extramural Reaearch Program/ Distribution by Drug (real dollara in thousanda)

Drug C l a a a
rt 1975 
A a o u n t •

Ft 1976 
Aa o u n t 1

rt 1977 
A a o u n t 1

ry 1978 

Amount I

rt 1979 
A a o u n t 1

ry 19(0 

Aaount «

rt 1981* 

Aaount »

C a n n a b i s 4,101 13 3,694 12 3,532 11 3,114 10 3,263 C. 3,643 9 4 ,5 0 0 11

D a p r a s s s n t s 1, (42 5 1,527 5 1,976 6 1,557 5 1.123 1 1,495 4 1,000 3

U a l l u c l n o g a n s 314 1 729 2 1,5 7 2
%

5 1,515 5 2,358 6 2,465 7 3,000 7

N ar c o t i c s 9 ,7 4 7 31 11,298 36 11,766 37 9,341 30 9,947 23 10,667 25 10,000 25

N a r c o t i c  a n t a g o n i s t s 3,473 11 3,061 10 3,017 10 3,526 11 3,879 10 2,304 5 2,000 7

S t l s u l a n t s 1,924 « 2,360 8 2,291 7 2,535 8 2,776 7 3,277 4 4,000 10

V o l a t l l a s / s o l v s n t s 154 1 363 1 496 2 556 2 294 1 278 1 500 1

T o b a c c o — — — — 110 0 9 34 3 1,130 1 2,973 7 3,200 d

S o d o g a n o u s  substancss — — — — — 1,337 4 2,717 7 2,607 6 3,400 8

Polydrug,

unapsc'lflad, othar 10,169 32 8,166 26 6,731 22 6,723 22 12.286 32 11,475 28 8,004 20

T O T A L 31,575 100 31,198 100 31,491 100 31,138 100 38,775 100 42,024 100 40,408 100

i-Kat l a a t a .

Sourcai A d a p t a d  f r o a  Inforaation p r o v i d e d  by NIDA.
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de v o t e d  to h a l l u c i n o g e n * , s t i m u l a n t s , a n d  " endogenous s u b s t a n c e s "  

h a v e  increased.

In F Y  '80, o n l y  $3, 6 8 3 , 0 0 0  (9 percent) of the e x t r a m u r a l  b u d g e t  

w as d e v o t e d  to c a n n a b i s  research. A l m o s t  as m u c h  v a s  spent t h a t  y e a r  

b y  N I D A  o n  st i m u l a n t s  and o n  tobacco. For c omparison, the N a t i o n a l  

C a n c e r  I n s t i t u t e ' s  b u d g e t  for its p r o g r a m  "Smoking a nd H e a l t h "  w a s  

$1 3 . 2  m i l l i o n  in F Y  *80, of w h i c h  $3.9 m i l l i o n  w a s  a l l o c a t e d  for 

tobacco research (Little, 1981). The N a t i o n a l  Heart, Lung, a nd B l o o d  

I n stitute a l l o c a t e d  $8 . 2  m i l l i o n  to study the e f f e c t s  of c i g a r e t t e  

smoking o n  the c a r d i o v a s c u l a r  rep i r a t o r y  system (Hurd, 1981).

AREAS O F  R E S E A R C H  S U P P O R T

Cannabis r e s e a r c h  e s s e n t i a l l y  be g a n  in the late 1 9 6 0 s  w i t h  a N a t i o n a l  

I n stitute of M e n t a l  H e a l t h  p r o g r a m  to p r o d u c e  "pedigreed" c a n n a b i s  

for research investigators. NIDA, w h i c h  was c r e a t e d  in 1972, s t a rted 

wi t h  a n  e x t r a m u r a l  b u d g e t  of $29.6 m i l l i o n  and an i n t ramural b u d g e t  

of $4.0 m i l l i o n  for f i s c a l  y e a r  1973 (Ludford, 1981). In the e a r l y  

1970s, N I D A 1s m a j o r  t h r usts w e r e  (a) supplying (to researchers) 

s t andardized m a r i j u a n a  of a known c o n c e n t r a t i o n  o f  A - 9 - T H C  and o f  

known g e n e t i c  stock, (b) facil i t a t i n g  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  mechan i s m s ,  and 

(c) att e m p t i n g  to u n d e r s t a n d  the p r o b l e m  of drug abuse, e.g., h o w  

m a n y  p e o p l e  u se the drug, w h a t  are the acute effects, and wha t  are 

it? implic a t i o n s  (Petersen, 1981).

Recently, N I D A ' s  e m p h a s i s  has s h i fted to studying c e r t a i n  groups, 

e.g., children, a d o lescents, and p r e g n a n t  women, e s p e c i a l l y  w i t h  

r e s p e c t  to the l o n g - t e r m  e f f e c t s  o f  c a n n a b i s  o n  these g r o u p s  

(Petersen, 1981). T h e  N I D A  p r o g r a m  p l a n  for f i s c a l  y e a r  1982 

stre s s e s  tha* c h r o n i c  and a c u t e  studies need to be c o n d u c t e d  on the 

effects of c a n n a b i s  a n d  ot h e r  d r u g s  of ab u s e  o n  w o m e n  and a d o l e s c e n t s ,  

w i t h  a s p e c i a l  e m p h a s i s  on: (a) i n - d e p t h  b e h a v i o r a l  and b i o l o g i c a l

s tudies of the a m o t i v a t i o n a l  syndrome ( " b u rn-out”) , a n d  (b) the 

d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  a p p r o a c h e s  to treatment. Als o  s p e c i f i c a l l y  targeted 

are studies of the e f f e c t s  o n  b r a i n  f u n c t i o n  and structure.

Table 7 p r e s e n t s  the N I D A  proj e c t s  o n  c a n n a b i s  for fiscal ye a r s  

1978, 1979, and 1980 s t r a t i f i e d  by research goal. T h e s e  rese a r c h  

g o a l s  a re d e f i n e d  in t he foot n o t e  to the table. For f iscal y e a r s  

1978, 1979, and 19fl0, m o s t  o f  the m o n e y  d e v o t e d  to r e s e a r c h  o n  

c a n n a b i s  (approximately $3 m i l l i o n  annually) w a s  spent in three areas:

(1) h a z a r d s  o f  c a n n a b i s  use, (2) basic research, and (3) rese a r c h  

support. Th i s  las t  g o a l  includes the growth, processii,g, packaging, 

and d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a nnabis, as w e l l  as t he d e v e l o p m e n t  of the 

A- 9 -THC capsule. It is instructive to c o m p a r e  this d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  

c ann a b i s  funds w i t h  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the total r e s e a r c h  funds of 

NIDA. In F Y  '80, r e s e a r c h  o n  h a z a r d s  took on l y  12 p e r c e n t  of the 

total N I D A  r e s e a r c h  budget, basic r e s e a r c h  42 percent, and r e s e a r c h  

support 19 p e r c e n t  (Pollin, 1981).

Tte a l l o c a t i o n  o f  funds, by research topic, for f i scal y e a r s  

1978, 1979, a nd 19C , is p r e s e n t e d  in T a b l e  8. T h e  l a r g e s t  p r o p o r t i o n  

o f  the funds h as bee n  a l i e n a t e d  to two rese a r c h  topics: (1) drug
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TABLE 7 NIDA Cannabis Projects by Research Goal: FY 1978-1980

(real dollars in thousands)

Goals FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980

1. Epidemiology 238 54 61

2. Etiology 145 133 136

3. Prevantion 77 48

4. Hazards . 916 990 1,236

5. Therapeutic uses of cannabis 43 49 50

6. Treatment of cannabis abuse 11 2 82

7. Basic research 972 1,295 1,036

8. General research support 1,194 1,013 1,139

TOTAL 3,596 3,536 3,788

1. E p i d e m i o l o g y — to d e t e r m i n e  the i n c i d e n c e , p r e v a l e n c e , t r e n d s , 

and d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  drug a b u s e  by sex, race, g e o g r a p h i c  origin, and 

o t h e r  s p e cial characte r i s t i c s .

2. E t i o l o g y — to d e t e r m i n e  the e t i o l o g i c  f a c tors a s s o c i a t e d  wit h  

drug abuse, including those c o m b i n a t i o n s  of biological, 

psyc h o l o g i c a l ,  and soci e t a l  f a c tors m o s t  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  increased 

risk for m i s u s e  a n d / o r  ab u s e  o f  drugs.

3. P r e v e n t i o n — to d e v e l o p  and test n e w  s t r a t e g i e s  and m e t h o d s  

which m i g h t  decrease, postpone, o r  m o d i f y  d r u g - a b u s i n g  b e h a v i o r

4. H a z a r d s — to d e t e r m i n e  the h a z a r d s  o f  d r u g  ab u s e  to the 

p hys i c a l  and m e n t a l  h e a l t h  o f  the i n d i v i d u a l  a nd its a d v e r s e  e f f e c t s  

o n  society.

5. T h e r a p e u t i c  use s — to s t u d y  the e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and s afety of 

cann a b i s  in the t r e a t m e n t  o f  v a r i o u s  m e d i c a l  condit i o n s .

6. T r e a t m e n t — to d e t e r m i n e  the m o s t  effe c t i v e  t h e r a p e u t i c  

p r o c e d u r e s  for redu c i n g  d r u g  a b u s e  i n cluding n e w  and i n n ovative 

t r e a t m e n t  m e t h o d s  and d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  m o r e  e f f e c t i v e  d r u g s  to be used 

in treatment.

7. Ba s i c  r e s e a r c h — to a d v a n c e  b a s i c  k n o w l e d g e  o f  the 

p h a r macology, bioch e m i s t r y ,  a n d  n e u r o p h y s i o l o g y  o f  d rugs, the b a s i c  

m e c h a n i s m s  i n v o l v e d  in d r u g  tolerance, and d e p e n d e n c e  and the 

u n d e r l y i n g  p r o c e s s e s  invo l v e d  in a d d i c t i v e  a n d / o r  h a b i t u a l  behaviors.

8. R e s e a r c h  s u p p o r t — to d e v e l o p  the m e t h o d o l o g i c a l  a nd s u p port 

r e sources r e q u i r e d  to f u r t h e r  dru g  ab u s e  research; to p r o v i d e  for the 

p u b l i c a t i o n  and e v a l u a t i o n  o f  r e s e a r c h  results, the a n a l y s i s  and

' s upply of c o n t r o l l e d  substances, and the d e v e l o p m e n t  of c h e m i c a l  

m e t h o d s  to d e t e c t  and as s a y  drugs.

S o u r c e : A d a p t e d  fr o m  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d  by NIDA.
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TABLE 8 NIDA Cannabinoid Projects by Research Topic: FY 1978-1980

(real dollars in thousands)

F Y  1978 FY  1979 FY 1980

As s a y  and m o d e l s 482 302 268

Drug development, synthesis, 

and d i s t r i b u t i o n
706 756 950

P s y c h o p h y s i o l o g y 54 76 16

P e r f o r m a n c e  (esp. driving) 193 111 76

R e p r o d u c t i o n  and d e v e l o p m e n t 491 864 849

B e h a v i o r a l  studies 124 62 15

Ot h e r  dru g  e f f e c t s / t o x i c i t y 397 347 440

M e t a b o l i s m  a nd p h a r m a c o k i n e t i c s 261 446 259

Imm u n o l o g y 69 85 —

Drug i n t e r a c t i o n s — 64 97

C h e m i s t r y 67 58 103

M e c h a n i s m  of tolerance and 

d e p e n d e n c e

285 174 134

C u l t u r a l / e t h n i c 195 45 69

Patterns and lif e s t y l e 57 80 127

C r i m e / l a w 66 3 3 7 ^

A b u s e  l i a b i l i t y 76 — 48

T O T A L 3 , 5 9 4 i 3,536 3,788

iD.ue to round i n g  o f  numbers, the total value is not e x a c t l y  the 

same as in Table 7.

S o u r c e : A d a p t e d  fro m  in f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d  by NIDA.



d e velopment, synthesis, and d i s t r i b u t i o n ;  and (2) dru g  e f f ects o n  

re p r o d u c t i o n  and d e v e l o p m e n t .

163

Grants, C o n t r a c t s ,  and In t r a m u r a l  P r o j e c t s

T a b l e s  9 through 11 c o m p a r e  the n u mber o f  grants, contracts, and 

I n t r a m u r a l  p r o j e c t s  o n  c a n n a b i s ,  as w e l l  as the funds expended by 

e a c h  a gency for f i s c a l  y e a r s  1977, 1978, a nd 1979. In eac h  o f  these 

years, m o s t  of the e x t r a m u r a l  a w a r d s  and m o s t  of the & ? n e y  i n v o l v e d  

i n v e s t i g a t o r - i n i t i a t e d  r e s e a r c h  grants. The ratio of g r a n t  to 

c o n t r a c t  funds rose d u r i n g  t h i s  p e r i o d  f r o m  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1.5 in F Y  

'77 t o  a lmost 3.0 in F Y  *79. F or N I D A  as a whole, that ra t i o  has 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  bee n  m u c h  h i g h e r ;  in F Y  '79, for example, the funding o f  

g r a n t s  was mor e  than fiv e  t i m e s  that o f  contracts.

S u p p o r t  of i n v e s t i g a t o r - i n i t i a t e d  r e s e a r c h  g r a n t s  requ i r e s  that 

g r a n t  a p p l i c a t i o n s  be a p p r o v e d  b y  a p e e r  r eview c o m m ittee. In the 

peer r e v i e w  process, e a c h  a p p r o v e d  g r a n t  is g i v e n  a p r i o r i t y  score 

based o n  sc i e n t i f i c  m e r i t  o f  the p r o p o s a l  (scaled fro m  100 to 500, 

w it h  100 the h i g h e s t ) . T h i s  p r i o r i t y  s c o r e  d e t e r m i n e s  the or d e r  in 

w h i c h  a v ailable funds are d i s p e r s e d .  The award rate for all drug 

rese a r c h  s u pported by N I D A  is s h o w n  in Ta b l e  12. The p e r c e n t a g e  o f  

g r a n t s  r e c o m m e n d e d  for a p p r o v a l  has incr e a s e d  s l i g h t l y  over recent 

years, as has the total n u m b e r  o f  g r a n t  applications. However, the 

p e r c e n t  of appr o v e d  g r a n t s  t h a t  has be e n  funded h as g o n e  d o w n  sharply, 

as s h o w n  in the table. F or F Y  '81 it is e s t i m a t e d  th a t  o n l y  25 

p e r c o n t  of all a p p l i c a n t s  w e r e  u l t i m a t e l y  funded. The p r i o r i t y  score 

at the 90th p e r c e n t i l e  o f  f u n d e d  a p p l i c a t i o n s  has a l s o  bee n  

declining, and in 198 1  w a s  e s t i m a t e d  at 190. Th e s e  d a t a  s u g g e s t  that 

there has been no d e c l i n e  in the q u a l i t y  o f  funded g r a n t s — if 

anything, the q u a l i t y  has r i s e n  d u r i n g  the past f e w  years.

The n u mber o f  i n v e s t i g a t o r - i n i t i a t e d  p r o j e c t s  h as d e c r e a s e d  

s lig h t l y  but still e x c e e d s  the n umber of c o n t r a c t s  and i n t r a m u r a l  

projects. G rants g e n e r a l l y  a r e  for a p e r i o d  of 3 y e a r s  (renewable o n  

a y e a r - t o - y e a r  b a s i s ) , w i t h  a m a x i m u m  p e r i o d  of 5 y e a r s  (Petersen, 

1981). C o n t r a c t  p r o j e c t s  a r e  f u n d e d  o n  a y e a r - t o - y e a r  basis and a r e  

m a i n l y  c o ncerned w i t h  the g r o w t h ,  pr o c e s s i n g ,  packaging, and 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of cann a b i s ,  a s  w e l l  as w i t h  the d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h e  

A - 9 -THC cap s u l e . *  A  f ew s t u d i e s  a re c o n d u c t e d  o n  t o x i c o l o g y  and 

p h a r m a c o k i n e t i c s  (Petersen, 1981). F or f iscal y e a r s  1977, 1978, and 

1979, the number o f  c o n t r a c t s  h a s  dec l i n e d :  16, 14, a nd 10,

respectively. However, the r e q u e s t s  for p r o p o s a l s  for f i s c a l  years 

1980 a nd 1981 h a v e  i n c r e a s e d  t o  12 a n d  14, r e s p e c t i v e l y  (Ludford,

1981).

Int r a m u r a l  p r o j e c t s  a c c o u n t  for a sm a l l  p o r t i o n  o f  the budget; 

for f i s c a l  y e a r s  1977, 1978, a n d  1979, th e y  have bee n  d e c lining.

* N I D A  has requested that the N I H  take ov e r  the cos t  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of the d r u g s  for c l i n i c a l  s t u d i e s  (Snyder, 1981).
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TABLE 9 Cannabinoid Research by Agency: FY 1977

(real dollars in thousands)

Grants Contracts Intramural Total

No. Funds No. Funds No. Funds No. Funds

a d a h h a

NIDA 55 2,267 16 1,629 4 44 75 3,940

NIMH 8 167 — -- — ~ 8 167

NIAAA 2 8 — — — — 2 8

NIH

NCI 4 91 — — — — 4 91

NZI — — — — — — — —

NCHD — — — — — — — —

NIRR — — — — — — — —

NIGMS — -- — . — __ t — — —

OTHER AGENCIES

VA — — — — 7 52 7 52

DOT — — 2 55 — — 2 55

USDA — — -- — 1 41 1 41

TOTAL 69 2,533 18 1,684 12 137 99 4,354

Source: Adapted froa information provided by NIDA.

SU M M A R Y  O P  F I N D I N G S

T o t a l  f e d e r a l  s u p port for rese a r c h  o n  cannabis h a s  been d e c l i n i n g  in 

re a l  d o l l a r s  o v e r  the p a s t  3 years. M o s t  of that s u p port c o m e s  from 

the N I D A  r e s e a r c h  budget/ w h i c h  a l l o c a t e s  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1CL p e r c e n t  of 

its r e sources t o  this purpose. T h e  c u r r e n t  l e v e l  o f  funding/ under 4 

m i l l i o n  doll a r s /  supports o n l y  about 50 e x t r a m u r a l  p r o j e c t s  and 

re p r e s e n t s  o n l y  o n e - t e n t h  of the total research p r o g r a m  of NIDA.

T h i s  d e c l i n e  in support h as inexpl i c a b l y  o c c u r r e d  d u r i n g  a p e r i o d  

w h e n  the c o n c e r n  of the p u b l i c  and- o f  a.ll l e vels o f  g o v e r n m e n t  se e m s  

to be rising. It cannot be explained' by lack o f  inte r e s t  in the 

field/ for r e s e a r c h  g r a n t  a p p l i c a t i o n s  have risen; n e i ther can it be
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TABLE 10 Cannabinoid Reaearch By Agency: FY 1978

(real dollara in thousands)

Grants Contracts Intramural Total

No. funds No. funds No. funds No. funds

ADAHHA

NIDA 47 2,104 14 1,460 3 30 64 3,594

NIMH 5 158 — — 3 56 8 214

NIAAA 5 85 — — — — 5 85

NIH

NCI 2 80 — — — — 2 au

NEI 3 68 — — — — 3 68

NCHD 1 13 — i — — — 1 13

NIRR 2 26 — — — — 2 26

NIGMS — — — — — — — —

OTHER AGENCIES

VA — — — — 6 26 6 26

DOT

ncni

— — 1 a — — 1 a

Uwun

TOTAL 65 2,534 15 1,460 12 112 92 4,1C6

^Indicates a funding leval of lass than $1000. 

S o urca; Adaptad from information providad by NIDA.

a t t r i b u t e d  to lack of s c i e n t i f i c  o p p o r t u n i t y ;  for e v e r y  a r e a  v e  have 

studied, the c o m m i t t e e  h a a  i d e n t i f i e d  imp o r t a n t  q u e s t i o n s  tha t  seea 

a m e n a b l e  to n e w  r e s e a r c h  effo r t s .  (Many o f  these ha v e  bee n  

e n u m e r a t e d  in the p r e c e d i n g  chapters.)

In F Y  '80, N I D A  s p e n t  a  n e a r l y  e q u a l  a m o u n t  o n  s t i m u l a n t  d r u g s  

a n d  m o r e  than four times as m u c h  o n  n a r c o t i c s  and n a r c o t i c  a n t a g o­

nists. M o s t  o f  the c a n n a b i s  r e s e a r c h  is d e v o t e d  to th r e e  a r e a s  in 

a p p r o x i m a t e l y  e q u a l  amounts: (1) growth, p r o c e s s i n g  and distribution;

(2) h a z a r d s  o f  c a n n a b i s  use; a nd (3) b a s i c  research. Th r e e  q u a r t e r s  

o f  a ll the f e d e r a l  rese a r c h  m o n e y  d e v o t e d  to c a n n a b i s  goe s  to
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TABLE 11 Cannabinoid Research by Agency: FY 1979
(real dollars in thousands)

Grants Contracts^ Intramural Total

No. Funds No. Funds No. Funds No. Funds

ADAHHA

NIDA 54 2,608 10 925 1 3 65 3,536

NIMH 4 145 — — 3 62 7 207

NIAAA 6 122 — — — 6 122

NIH

NCI 2 85 — — — — 2 35

NEI 1 36 — — — 1 36

NICHD 1 15 — — — — 1 15

NIRR — — — — — — —

NIGMS 1 9 — — — — .1 9

OTHER AGENCIES

VA — — — -- 8 25 8 25

DOT — — 2 104 — — 2 104

USDA — — 1 85 — — 1 85

TOTAL 69 3,020 13 1,114 12 90 94 4,224

»FT '80s RFP 12 

FX '81: RFP 14

Source: Adapted from information provided by NIDA.

inv e s t i g a t o r - i n i t i a t e d  extramural- r e s e a r c h  grants, a nd m o s t  o f  the 

r e s t  t o  ext r a m u r a l  contracts. T h e r e  is r e l a t i v e l y  little intramural 

research. T he f r a c t i o n  o f  H I D A  g r a n t s  a p p r o v e d  is a b o u t  60 percent, 

b u t  the fraction funded is s l i g h t l y  m o r e  th a n  h a l f  of that. The 

total number of c a n n a b i s  r e s e a r c h  g r a n t s  is d e c l i n i n g  steadily as 

s u p p o r t  (in c o n s t a n t  dollars) c o n t i n u e s  to f a l l  and the average cost 
o f  a p r o j e c t  (in c o n s t a n t  dollars) g o e s  up.

The com m i t t e e  b e l i e v e s  tha t  the m a g n i t u d e  of the problem, and the 

e x t e n t  and d e p t h  of p u b l i c  c o n c e r n  a b o u t  the c o n s e q u e n c e s  of 

m a r i j u a n a  use w a r r a n t  m o r e  s u p p o r t  o f  r e s e a r c h  in this field.
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T A B L E  12 Drug A b u s e  R e s e a r c h  G r a n t  A w a r d  Ra t e s  and P r i o r i t y  S c o r e s

1979

Actual

1980

Actual

1981

Estimate

1982

Estimate

Applicants received (number) 359 369 382 360

Percent recommended for approval 59 62 63 62

Percent funded of those approved 
during year 63 57 40 27

Percent funded of- all applicants 37 35 25 20

90 percent priority score 244 230 190 170

Source: Adapted from information provided by NIDA.

E m p h a s i s  should be o n  s t u dies of h u m a n  b eings a n d  ot h e r  primates, and 

i n v e s t i g a t o r - i n i t i a t e d  r e s e a r c h  g r a n t s  s hould c o n t i n u e  to be the 

p r i m a r y  vehicle o f  support.

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

In v i e w  of the d e m o n s t r a t e d  high p o t e n t i a l  of risk to human health 

that has been a s s o ciated w i t h  the use o f  c a nnabis, the existing funds 

a l l o c a t e d  to such research a re n ot appropriate. The c o m m i ttee's 

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  to federal a g e n c i e s  r e g a r d i n g  s u p p o r t  of 

c a n n a b i s - r e l a t e d  research are:

* M o r e  s u p port of c a n n a b i s  r e s e a r c h  is needed. Properly 

allocated, it co u l d  pay l a r g e  d i v i d e n d s  in n ew k n o w l e d g e  and could 

h e l p  to d i s p e l  p r e s e n t  i g norance in m a n y  c r i t i c a l  areas. W i t h o u t  

t h i s  n e w  information, the p r e s e n t  le v e l  o f  p u b l i c  a n x i e t y  and 

c o n t r o v e r s y  o v e r  the uso o f  m a r i j u a n a  is not l i k e l y  to be resolved in 

t he f o r s e e a b l e  future. Furthermore, w e  are n o t  l i k e l y  to improve our 

p r e s e n t  s l o w  p r o g r e s s  in d e v e l o p i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  p o s s i b l e  

t h e r a p e u t i c  uses o f  c a n n a b i s  and its a n a l o g u e s  w i t h o u t  the stimulus 

o f  i n c r e a s e d  r e s e a r c h  g r i n t  support. A t  the end o f  eac h  of the 

c h a p t e r s ,  we ha v e  p o i nteo o u t  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  or p r o b l e m s  that are ripe 

at this time.

* A  larger p r o p o r t i o n  o f  N I D A  r e s o u r c e s  c o u l d  j u s t i f i a b l y  be 

a l l o c a t e d  to c a n n a b i s  restarch. W i t h o u t  w i s h i n g  to m i n i m i z e  the 

v a l u e  o f  a n y  o f  t he other d r u g  r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m s  n o y  s u pported by 

NIDA, w e  b e l ieve th a t  t.hs m a g n i t u d e  and s ocial u r g e n c y  of the 

m a r i j u a n a  p r o b l e m  warrzmt; a h i g h e r  p r i o r i t y  for c a n n a b i s  r e s e a r c h
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than it has a p p a r e n t l y  rece i v e d  to date. A  drug that is c u r r e n t l y  

us e d  b y  about a third of a ll A m e r i c a n  h i g h  s chool seniors, and d a i l y  

by ab o u t  one in eleven, d e s e r v e s  m o r e  s t u d y  than we c u r r e n t l y  are 

g i v i n g  it. N o  o t h e r  illicit d r u g  is use d  as w i d e l y  by our youth, and 

y e t  N I D A  spent o n l y  9 p e r c e n t  o f  its r e s e a r c h  budget o n  it in F Y  *80.

* N I D A  w o u l d  be a d v ised to c o n t i n u e  its recent p o l i c y  of 

redu c i n g  the rela t i v e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  c o n t r a c t s  and emphasizing 

grants. A l t h o u g h  we b e l i e v e  that there is nee d  for f e d e r a l  

i n i t i a t i v e s  in s t i m u lating w o r k  in n e g l e c t e d  areas of c u r r e n t  

concern, the bulk o f  r e s e a r c h  s u p o r t  s h o u l d  c o n t i n u e  to g o  to 

i n v e s t i g a t o r - i n i t i a t e d  projects.

* T h e  d u r a t i o n  for i n v e s t i g a t o r - i n i t i a t e d  research should be 

l en g t h e n e d  beyond the a v e r a g e  3 -year p e r i o d  in or d e r  to a t t r a c t  and 

h o l d  g o o d  researchers.

* O t h e r  a g e n c i e s  s hould c o n t r i b u t e  funds for the production, 

p roces s i n g ,  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  cannabis.

* A  s c i e ntific a d v i s o r y  g r o u p  s h o u l d  be f o rmed to a s s i s t  in 

p r o v i d i n g  sc i e n t i f i c  e v i d e n c e  a nd g u i d a n c e  to the d i r e c t o r  o f  NIDA.

* A n  i n creased i n t e r a g e n c y  e f f o r t  t a r g e t e d  toward specific 

p r o b l e m s  not r e a d i l y  a d d r e s s e d  by o t h e r  a p p r o a c h e s  .is required.

T h e s e  w o u l d  include, for example, h u m a n  l o n g - t e r m  studies, as w e l l  a s  

s t u d i e s  in e p i d e m i o l o g y ,  p r e v e n t i o n ,  and treatment. .Funds s hould be 

c o n t r i b u t e d  by all agencies.

* R e s e a r c h  o n  h u m a n  b e i n g s  and o t h e r  p r i m a t e s  s h ould be 

e ncouraged, p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t u dies in the young. Th e r e  is a s p e cial 

nee d  at this time for g o o d  e p i d e m i o l o g i c a l  studies that f ollow 

i d e n t i f i a b l e  c o h o r t s  o f  m a r i j u a n a  us e r s  over a p e r i o d  of time.
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A p p e n d i x

A
W O R K  O F  T H E  C O M M I T T E E

T o  c o n duct this s t u d y , the I n s t i t u t e  of M e d i c i n e  e stablished a 

c o m m i t t e e  of exports d r a w n  f r o m  r e l e v a n t  d i sciplines, including 

c l i n i c a l  medicine, epide m i o l o g y ,  pharm a c o l o g y ,  psychiatry, and 

toxicology. This steering c o m m i t t e e ' s  e x p e r t i s e  was augmented b y  

c onsultants, as we l l  as b y  m a n y  other p e r s o n s  serving as pa n e l  

members. Six panels, e a c h  c h a i r e d  by a c o m m i t t e e  member, wer.; f o r m e d  

to c a r r y  out a deta i l e d  a n a l y s i s  of suc h  s p e c i a l  issues as the 

e f f e c t s  of cannabis use o n  b e h a v i o r a l  a nd p s y c h o s o c i a l  develo p m e n t ,  

o n  reproductive and fetal biology, o n  c a r d i o v a s c u l a r  and re s p i r a t o r y  

systems, and to consider n e u r o b i o l o g i c ,  genetic, oncogenic, a n d  

c y t o g e n e t i c  issues, and c e l l  biology, i n cluding p h a r m a c o l o g i c  and 

i mmunologic aspects. D u r i n g  the e a r l y  m o n t h s  of the study, the 

p a n e l s  m e t  to apportion w r i t i n g  re s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  and e s t a b lished the 

scope and focus of each p a n e l ' s  u n d e r t a k i n g .  The c h r onology o f  the 

p a n e l  meeti n g s  follows.

F e b r u a r y  3, 1981: Panel o n  B e h a v i o r a l  and P s y c h o s o c i a l  Issues m e t  in

W a s h i n g t o n

F e b r u a r y  18, 1S81: P a n e l  o n  N e u r o b i o l o g i c a l  Issues m e t  in

W a s h i n g t o n

F e b r u a r y  26, 1981: P a n e l  o n  C a r d i o v a s c u l a r  a nd R e s p i r a t o r y  I ssues

m e t  in N e w  York Cit y  

F e b r u a r y  27, 1981: Pa n e l  o n  G e n e t i c / O n c o g e n i c / C y t o g e n e t i c  I snuea

m e t  in Was h i n g t o n  

M a r c h  11, 1981: Panel o n  R e p r o d u c t i v e  and F e t a l  Issues met in

B o s t o n

M a r c h  16, 1981: S u b p a n e l  o n  I n t r a p e r s o n a l  V a r i a b l e s  and S o cial

B eha v i o r  o f  the P a n e l  o n  B e h a v i o r a l  a nd P s y c h o s o c i a l  I ssues m e t  

in Los A n g eles

M a r c h  23, 1981: Panel o n  C e l l  B i o l o g y / P h a r m a c o l o g i c a l  and

I m m u nological Issues m e t  in B o s t o n  

A p r i l  14, 1981: Panel o n  B e h a v i o r a l  and P s y c h o s o c i a l  Issues m e t  in

W a s h i n g t o n

T h e  steering committee, in the mea n t i m e ,  n o m i n a t e d  a d d i tional 

c a n d i d a t e s  for m e m b e r s h i p  o n  the p a n e l s  and c o m m i t t e e  at its f i r s t  

m e e t i n g  on December 1, 1980. S u b s e q u e n t l y ,  four m o r e  meetings were
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held, on A p r i l  15, 1981, J u n e  2-3, 1981, August 3 1 - S e p t e m b e r  1, 1981, 

and October 26, 1981. T he f i r B t  two w e r e  held in W a s h i n g t o n ,  the 

third meeting w a o  h e l d  in W o o d s  Hole, M assachusetts, and the final 

me e ting was h e l d  in W a s h i n g t o n .

The c o m m i t t e e  m a d e  ful l  u s e  o f  r e s e a r c h  in o t h e r  c o untries as 

wel l  as the U n i t e d  States. A  s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  was m a d e  to c o o r d i n a t e  

activities w i t h  the staff o f  the A d d i c t i o n  Research F o u n d a t i o n / W o r l d  

H e a l t h  O r g a n i z a t i o n  C o n f e r e n c e  o n  A d v e r s e  Health and Beh a v i o r a l  

Conse q u e n c e s  o f  C a n n a b i s  Use. T he g r o u p ' s  draft r e p o r t  and w o r king 

p a p e r s  were m a d e  a v a i l a b l e  to the ZOM committee. T h e  m a n d a t e  o f  this 

g r o u p  was to c o n s i d e r  the scientific, clinical, and e p i d e m i o l o g i c a l  

information a b o u t  p o t e n t i a l  and a c t u a l  h a z ards to health.

Because of w i d e s p r e a d  p u b l i c  inte r e s t  in the I OM study, a notice 

was placed in t h e  F e b r u a r y  24, 1981, F e d e r a l  Register to solicit 

information f r o m  the p u b l i c  and f r o m  p r o f e s s i o n a l  g r o u p s  o n  the 

health-related e f f e c t s  of c a n n a b i s  use. A p p r o x i m a t e l y  90 res p o n s e s  

w e r e  received f r o m  p r o f e s s i o n a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  lawyers, m e d ical 

doctors, scientists, o t h e r  p r o f e s s i o n a l s ,  and parents. The res p o n s e s  

c a n  be divided i n t o  th r e e  c a t e g o r i e s :

1. The d a n g e r s  o f  m a r i j u a n a . T h e  m a j o r i t y  of r e s p o n s e s  c a m e  

f r o m  people and g r o u p s  o p p o s e d  t o  c a n n a b i s  use. M a n y  p a r ents of 

c a n n a b i s  smokers (and e x - c a n n a b i s  smokers) submitted s t a t ements a b o u t  

their personal e x p e r i e n c e s  and o b s e r v a t i o n s .  Included among the 

g r o u p s  that r e s p o n d e d  a r e  the N a t i o n a l  F e d e ration o f  P a r e n t s  for Dru g  

F r e e  Youth, G e o r g i a  C o n g r e s s  o f  P a r e n t s  and Teachers, the Amer i c a n  

Lu n g  Association, D r u g  I n f o r m a t i o n  P r o g r a m  of the C r u s a d e  A g a i n s t  

C rime, the C o m m i t t e e s  o f  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e ,  P h o enix H o u s e  Foundation, 

and Pride.

2. The t h e r a p e u t i c  p o t e n t i a l  o f  m a r i j u a n a . R e s p o n s e s  were 

recei v e d  from m e d i c a l  d o c t o r s ,  a s  w e l l  as individuals o r  their 

p arents, r e porting tha t  c a n n a b i s  had a l l e v i a t e d  pai n  f r o m  various 

m e d i c a l  problems— r h e u m a t o i d  a r t h r i t i s ,  m i g r a i n e  headaches, m u l t i p l e

- s c l e r o s i s — and bad. in some c a s e s  lesse n e d  the side-e f f e c t s  o f  drugs 

us e d  in c h e m o t h e r a p y . • In m o s t  c a s e s  the mari j u a n a  had to be o b t a i n e d  

b y  unauthorized m e a n s ,  m a k i n g  m a n y  of .the victims and their families 

uncomfortable. S e v e r a l  r e s p o n d e n t s  w e r e  f r o m  the S t a t e  of Michigan, 

w h e r e  a cannabis t h e r a p e u t i c  r e s e a r c h  p r o g r a m  has r e c e n t l y  been 

a u t h o r i z e d  by the s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  R e s p o n s e s  were a l s o  received 

f r o m  the,. Alliance f o r  C a n n a b i s  T h e r a p e u t i c s  and. the A m e r i c a n  M e d i c a l  

Association.

3. Support o f  g e n e r a l  u s e  and l e g a l i z a t i o n  of m a r i j u a n a .

R e s p o n s e s  in this r e g a r d  w e r e  r e c e i v e d  f r o m  lawyers a n d  ot h e r  

individuals,, as w e l l  a s  .the f o l l o w i n g  organizations: t h e  Ethi o p i a n

Z i o n . C o p t i c  Church, the C a n n a b i s  I n s t i t u t e  o f  America, t h e  N a t i o n a l  

O r g a n i s a t i o n  for t h e  R e f o r m  o f  M a r i j u a n a  Lawa,..and,the.publication 

H i g h  Times. One w r i t e r  c o n t e n d e d  th a t  p e r h a p s  more p e o p l e  would 

s u b m i t  statements i f  their a n o n y m i t y  w e r e  assured.



A p p e n d i x

B
A C C E S S  T O  A - 9 - T H C  A N D  M A R I J U A N A  

F OR R E S E A R C H  A N D  T R E A T M E N T

T he investigational u s e  in h u m a n  s u b j e c t s  o f  u - 9 -THC and m a r i j u a n a  

are con t r o l l e d  by the F e d e r a l  Food, Drug, and C o s m e t i c  A c t  and the 

I n v e s t i g a t i o n a l  N e w  D r u g  R e g u l a t i o n s  issued under that Act. In 

a d dition, A-g-THC and m a r i j u a n a  are c o n t r o l l e d  under the p r o v i s i o n s  

of t h e  C o n trolled S u b s t a n c e s  A c t  and c u r r e n t l y  are c o n t r o l l e d  in 

S c h e d u l e  I o f  the C o n t r o l l e d  S u b s t a n c e s  Act. S c h e d u l e  I dr u g s  a r e  

those that have: (1) hig h  p o t e n t i a l  for abuse, (2) no c u r r e n t l y

acce p t e d  m e d i c a l  use in t r e a t m e n t  in the U n i t e d  States, a nd (3) lac k  

o f  accep t e d  safety for use un d e r  m e d i c a l  supervision.

B a s i c a l l y  two a g e n c i e s  wor k  t o g e t h e r  for enf o r c i n g  the c o n t r o l s  

o f  t he Act: the Food and Dr u g  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  (FDA) in* the D e p a r t m e n t

o f  H e a l t h  and Human S e r v i c e s  a nd the D r u g  E n f o r c e m e n t  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

(DEA) in the De p a r t m e n t  of Just i c e .  T h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  J u s t i c e  w a s  

p e t i t i o n e d  to rec o n s i d e r  the r e s c h e d u l i n g  o f  A - 9 -THC and m a r i j u a n a  

in 1972, but to date t h e r e  h a s  b e e n  n o  change. However, D E A  and F DA 

are n o w  un d e r  court o r d e r  to r e c o n s i d e r  t h i s  situation. A n  F DA 

a d v i s o r y  meeting, h e l d  in J u n e  1981, c o n s i d e r e d  the scheduling status 

of the A-9-THC c a p s u l e  o n l y  (F e d e r a l  R e g i s t e r , 1 9 8 1 ) . The 

c o m m i t t e e  recommended that the A - 9 - T H C  c a p s u l e  be c h a n g e d  from 

S c h e d u l e  I to Sche d u l e  II s t a t u s  w h e n  a n e w  dru g  a p p l i c a t i o n  f or 

A - 9 - T H C  is approved b y  FDA. S c h e d u l e  II d r u g s  are those that 

have: (1) a high p o t e n t i a l  for abuse, (2) a c u r r e n t l y  accepted

m e d i c a l  use in tre a t m e n t  in the U n i t e d  S t a t e s  or a c u r r e n t l y  a c c e p t e d  

m e d i c a l  use wi t h  s e v e r e  restr i c t i o n s ,  and (3) ab u s e  that m a y  lea d  to 

s e vere psych o l o g i c a l  o r  p h y s i c a l  de p e n d e n c e .

C o m p l a i n t s  and c o n c e r n s  w e r e  e x p r e s s e d  to the study c o m m i t t e e  

a b o u t  the supply and d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  raarijcana and A - 9 - T H C  for 

treating chemo t h e r a p y  s i d e - e f f e c t s  in c a n c e r  patients. O n  the o ne 

hand, p h y s i c i a n s  said t h a t  th e r e  w a s  p o o r  c o o p e r a t i o n  fr o m  f e d e r a l  

a g e n c i e s  engaged in c o n t r o l l i n g  a nd supp l y i n g  the dr u g  (Roller, 1981; 

M o n ama, 1981), p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to (1) p o t e n c y  of A - 9 - T H C  

r e c e i v e d  (concentrations w e r e  t oo l o w  to be e ffective), a nd (2) 

u n c e r t a i n t y  and i r r e g u l a r i t y  o f  the s h i p m e n t s  of the drug. O n  t h e  

o t h e r  hand, seme c l i n i c i a n s  felt th a t  it w a s  p r e m a t u r e  to release 

A-9- t h c  for use in c a n c e r  p a t i e n t s  (Moertel, 1981; Cook, 1981) 

because:
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* s p e c i f i c  in d i c a t i o n s  ha v e  not been establ i s h e d ,  in that the 

w ay in w h i c h  c h e m o t h e r a p e u t i c  a g e n t s  cause n a u s e a  and vomiting is not 
known;

* s p e c i f i c  p o p u l a t i o n s  o f  p a t i e n t s  have n o t  been established; 

e f f e c t i v e  do s e  s c h e d u l e s  ha v e  not been established;

* s a f e t y  of t reatment at d o s e s  effective for a n t i e m e t i c  

purposes r e m a i n s  in question;

* r e p o r t e d  p e e r - r e v i e w e d  e x p e r i e n c e  is c o n t r a d i c t o r y  and still 

fragmentary; and

* c o n t r o l l e d ,  randomized, p r o s p e c t i v e  s t u d i e s  have not been 

conducted.

D e p e n d i n g  upo n  the u se o f  the drug, two d i f f e r e n t  agencies are in 

c h arge o f  s u p p l y i n g  m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e s  and A - s - T H C  capsules; the 

National I n s t i t u t e  o n  Drug A b u s e  (NIDA) c o n t r o l s  the supply of 

m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e s  a n d / o r  A - 9 - T H C  caps u l e s  f or basic research, 

and the N a t i o n a l  C a n c e r  I n s t i t u t e  (NCI) c o n t r o l s  the supply of 

A-9-THC c a p s u l e s  f or c a n c e r  t r e a tment. The p r o c e s s e s  of o b t a i n i n g  

supplies f r o m  ea c h  a g e n c y  (or for e a c h  purpose) differ.

O B T A I N I N G  T H E  M A R I J U A N A  C I G A R E T T E S *

T o  o b tain m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e s  for basic r e s e a r c h , + an investigator 

m u s t  register w i t h  D E A  (apply for a l i c e n s e)t fi l e  a N o t i c e  of 

C l a i m e d  I n v e s t i g a t i o n  E x e m p t i o n  f o r  a N e w  Drug (IND)++ wit h  FDA, 

and submit a n  o r d e r  for dru g  s u b s t a n c e  ~to NIDA. The agencies suggest 

that all the p a p e r w o r k  be f i l e d  c o n c u r r e n t l y  in o r d e r  n ot to 

u n n e c essarily de l a y  the process. F D A  analyzes the scientific 

protocol and d e t e r m i n e s  if t he p r o j e c t  has s c i e n t i f i c  merit, if the 

researcher is qualified, and i'i IND requirements are satisfied. DEA 

sends an a g e n t  to s u pply the or d e r  formr,, to d e t e r m i n e  from local 

p o l i c e  r e c ords w h e ther the i n v e s t i g a t o r  has a d r u g  trafficking 

record, and to see if the i n v e s t i g a t o r  has p r o v i s i o n s  fqr keeping t he 

d r u g  secure f r o m  theft. 0 *  n o t i f i c a t i o n  o f  a p p r o v a l  by F D A  and DEA, 

N I D A  will s upply the drug. T h e  e n t i r e  p r o c e s s  is supposed to take 

f r o m  30 days t o  6 months, i n c l u d i n g  the visit f r o m  the D E A  (Tocus, 

1981). However, some i n v e s t i g a t o r s  have c o n t e n d e d  it can take longer.

To o btain m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e s  (or A -9-THC capsules) for 

I nvestig a t i o n a l  t r e a t m e n t  of g l a u c o m a ,  mult i p l e  sclerosis, or

♦ C o n c e n t r a t i o n s  of A -9- T E C  r a n g e  b e t w e e n  0.5 and 2.8 percent; the 

m ari j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e s  c o n t a i n  o t h e r  cannabinoids, as w e l l  a s  ot h e r  

chemicals.

+ D E A  and F D A  d o  n o t  fund research. F e d e r a l  a g e n c i e s  that have 

supported c a n n a b i s  r e s e a r c h  in F Y  1979 (in order o f  p e r c e n t  

c a n n a b i n o i d  research) are: N I D A  (84), N I M H  (5), N I A A  (3), NCI (2),

D O T  (2), U S D A  (2), NEI (1), N I C H G  a n d  NIGMS (less t h a n  1).

++Twelve states h o l d  their o w n  I ND a s  of Sep t e m b e r  1981.
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anorexia? the p h y s i c i a n  m u s t  g o  t h r o u g h  the b a s i c  r e s e a r c h  route. In 

v i e w  o f  the p o s s i b l e  c o n t a m i n a n t  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  a a p e r g l l l u s  and 

salmonella? it m a y  be n e c e s s a r y  to p r o v i d e  s t e r i l i z e d  m a r i j u a n a  

c i g a r e t t e s  to patients.

O B T A I N I N G  T H E  A - 9 - T H C  C A P S U L E S *

A s  a S c h e d u l e  I drug? A - 9- T H C  c a n  o n l y  b e  us e d  for investig a t i o n a l  

p u rposes. However? some c a n c e r  p a t i e n t s  u n d e r g o i n g  c h e m o t h e r a p y  

t r e a t m e n t  and r e s i s t a n t  to s t a n d a r d  a n t i e m e t i c  dr u g s  b e n e f i t  from the 

a n t i e m e t i c  p r o p e r t i e s  of A-9-THC. T h e r e f o r e ?  a s y s t e m  has be e n  

e s t a b l i s h e d  for t he d i s t r i b u t i o n  of A - 9 - T H C  c a p s u l e s  to 

c h e m o t h e r a p y  p a t i e n t s  w i t h i n  t he g u i d e l i n e s  of the S c h e d u l e  I 

restrictions.

A  p h y s i c i a n  w h o  wants t o  d i s p e n s e  A - 9 - T H C  c a p s u l e s  to his 

c a n c e r  pati e n t s  d o e s  so u n d e r  N C I  G r o u p  C  d i s t r i b u t i o n  s y stem (Group 

C  G uidelines? 1 9 8 C ) . The p h y s i c i a n  s e n d s  an F D A  r e g i s t r a t i o n  form to 

a D E A - a p p r o v e d  h o s p i t a l  p h a r m a c y .  T h e  p h a r m a c y  f o r w a r d s  the 

a p p l i c a t i o n  to NCI, w h i c h  h o l d s  its o w n  IND. NCI e v a l u a t e s  the 

c r e d e n t i a l s  o f  the physician? and? if approving? informs the phar m a c y  

to s upply the p h y s ician. This, p r o c e s s ?  un d e r  e m e r g e n c y  situations? 

c a n  take as l i ttle as 24 h o u r s  (Abraham? 1981). A  p h y s i c i a n  m a y  also 

o b t a i n  m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e s  for c a n c e r  p a t i e n t s  in a n  N C I - a p p r o v e d  

t r e a t m e n t  program. M o r e  t h a n  500 h o s p i t a l s  h a v e  be e n  invited to 

p a r t i c i p a t e  (Abraham? 1981)? a nd a b o u t  300 hav e  c l e a r a n c e  f r o m  D E A  

(Gunby? 1981). S h i p m e n t s  b e g a n  l a t e  l a s t  fall (Gunby? 1981). More 

than 1?500 p h y s i c i a n s  have a p p l i e d ?  a n d  1? 0 0 0  h a v e  b e e n  appr o v e d  by 

D E A  (Gunby. 1981). The d o s e s  a v a i l a b l e  in c a p s u l e  f o r m  are 2.5 and 

5 mg. —  "

A t  least o n e  c o m p a n y  h a s  s u b m i t t e d  a N e w  Drug A p p l i c a t i o n  (NDA) 

to the F D A  for m a n u f a c t u r e  o f  a s y n t h e t i c  A - 9 - T H C  c a p s u l e  to treat 

cancer p a t i e n t s  (Federal R e g i s t e r ? 1981; Tocus? 1981). If an N D A  for 

A-9-THC is approved? a S c h e d u l e  I s t a t u s  w i l l  no longer be 

appropriate. In fact? the Dru g  A b u s e  A d v i s o r y  Corcmitteet 

re c o m m e n d e d  that the A - 9 - T H C  c a p s u l e  b e  c h a n g e d  f r o m  S c h e d u l e  I to 

a Sche d u l e  II s tatus w h e n  a n  N D A  is a p p r o v e d  by FDA.

♦ P u r i t y  of A - g - T H C  c a p s u l e s  is b e t t e r  tha n  96 p e r c e n t  (97-98 

percont? C. Turner? 1981? a n d  100 percent? D. Abraham? 1981). 

tThe c o m m i t t e e  a d v i s e s  the C o m m i s s i o n e r  o f  Foo d  a n d  Dr u g s  r e g a r d i n g  

the sci e n t i f i c  and m e d i c a l  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  all in f o r m a t i o n  g u t t e r e d  by 

the D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  a n d  H u m a n  S e r v i c e s  and the D e p a r t m e n t  of 

J u s t i c e  with r e g a r d  to safety? e f f i c a c y ?  and ab u s e  p o t e n t i a l  o f  drugs 

an d  o t h e r  s u b s t a n c e s  and r e c o m m e n d s  a c t i o n  to be t a k e n  by the 

D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  a nd H u m a n  S e r v i c e s  w i t h  r e g a r d . t o  the marketing? 

investigation? a n d  c o n t r o l  o f  suc h  d r u g s  or o t h e r  substances.
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M a r i j u a n a  clg a c e t t e s  are supplied to N I D A  by R e s e a r c h  Triangle 

Institute/ w h i c h  s t o r e s  and d i s t r i b u t e s  th e n  (Duvignon, 1981).

Ma n y  co n t r a c t o r s  are e n g a g e d  in the synthesis/ storage/ and 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of A-9-T H C  c a p s u l e s  to NCI. M a n u f a c t u r e  is don e  by 

A e r o j e t  Pr o p u l s i o n  Labs (large scale) and A r t h u r  D. L ittle (small 

s c a l e ) . Stan f o r d  R e s e a r c h  Ins t i t u t e  a s says A-g-THC. Banner 

G e l a t i n  e n c a p s u l a t e s  it. F l o w  L a b o r a t o r i e s  s t ores and ships 

A-9-THC to D E A - a p p r o v e d  h o s p i t a l  pharmacies.
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A p p e n d i xc
L O N G I T U D I N A L  S T U D I E S

A p p e n d i x  C is a r eview o f  p r o s p e c t i v e  l o n g i t u d i n a l  s t u dies o f  drug 

use in n o r m a l  p o p u l a t i o n s  l i s t e d  by c o m p l e t i o n  status, type of sample 

(school sample, c o m m u n i t y  sample), age of respondents, and yea r  of 

f i r s t  contact. Some of the s t u d i e s  are ongoing.



C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  L o n g i t u d i n a l  S t u d i e s  o f  Dr u g  U s e  in N o r m a l  P o p u l a t i o n s  Listed b y  C o m p l e t i o n  

Status, T y p e  o f  Sample, Age o f  Respon d e n t s ,  a nd Y e a r  o f  First Contact.

Part 1. Coapleted Studies, School Basplas

Principal

Investigators

Population

Charactariatica

Grada/Aga at 

T1 of Saapla 
Bllglbla for 
ranal

Year of

First
Contact

Year of 

Last
Contact

Total

Huabar
of

Contacts

Intarval

Batwaan
Contacts

Bias of 

Basils T1
Bllglbla 
for Panal

Blia of 

Matchad 
Fanal

Hathoda of Data 

Collection^
Drugs Inquired About

Kalian All entering public 

and parochial achool 
first-grade oLildraa 

In a black coaaunity 
in Chicago with low 

i n c o M  and high un- 
eaployaent

Grads 2 1*44 1975-

1976
5 3 tlaas

during 
first 
grada 

2 yaara 

7 yaara

1.241 705 Done interviews, 
school tests (IQ, 
achlavaaant) and 

gradaa, ratinga 
by teacher, cli­

nician, aother 
(Tl-TS), police 

records, q u e s­
tionnaires (T5)

Cigarettes, bear or 
wine, hard liquor, 

aarijuana, LSD, 

other paychedalica, 
uppara, downera, 

tranquilixars, c o­
caine, heroin and 

other oplataa, glue, 
cough syrup

Salth Btudanta froa gradaa 
4-13’ in ( achool 

syateaa In graetar 

Boaton araa, pre- 

daainantly whita and 

niddla-claaa

Gradaa
4-11

1*4* 1*73 2-5 1 yaar 12.000

(approx.)
Variable Self-adainistared Cigarattaa, liquor, 

quaatlonnairaa in aarijuana, upa, 

claaarooas, school downs, psychedelics 

records, paara* opiates, inhalants, 

ratinga of atu- nonprancriptlon 

dents' parson- drug stora products 
alitias

Kaplan Sevanth grade atu- 
danta (ton IB of 34 

junior high schools 

of tha Uouaton 
Indapandant School 
District

Grada 7

* 4

1*71 1973 3 1 yaar 7,420 3 1 '4 Self-adalnlctered 

quaatlonnairaa in 

olararooas

Beer or wine, liquor, 

aarijuana, narcotics

Jaaaor and 

Jaaaor

High school study, 

randan aaspls of 
atudants froa gradaa

Gradaa

7-B

194* 1*72 . 4 1 yaar 519 4*3 Salf-adainiatsrad 
quaatlonnairaa 
outside of class,

Beer or wine, hard 
liquor, aarijuana, 
aaphataalnea, LSD,

7-12 of 2 Junior and Cradas 
1 oanlor high schools 10-11 
in a snail city in 

tha Rocky H o untalni, 

alaost all of A„glo- 
knarlean/ alddle- 
claoa background

1*4* 1972 2-3 1 yaar 242 Varlabia school records other psychedelics, 
cocaine, and heroin

Kllnaoa and

Joaepheon

Btudanta froa 3 
Junior and IB aanior 
high achoola purpoae- 
fully aalactad to 
rapraaant variad 

regions, coaaunity 
oliaa, aocioaconoalc 

lavale, and raaial 
coapoaitiona but not 
to rapraaant tha 

Unltad Stataa

Gradaa
7-10

1171 1*73 2 2 yaara 11,341 S.134 Salf-adalnlatarad 

quaatlonnairaa in 
claasrocaa

Cigarattaa, beer or 
wins, hard liquor, 
aarijuana or haehlah, 
aaphataalnea, aethe-
drlne, barblturatea, 

LSD, other payche­

dalica, cocaine, 

heroin, Inhalants

1
7
6



An n  la and 

katson

Rtudanta of I public 

high achoola In a 
northern Ontario 

city and dropouts 

froa aaaa olaaaaa

Grada 9 (Not

Given)

(Not

Given)
2 13 Bontha 915 ll( Salf-edainlatered 

questionnairaa in 

claasi Interviews 

with dropouts 

at T2

Alcohol, aarijuana, 

tobacco, solvents, 

hallucinogens, bar­

biturates, opiates

Randal (1) Hultlataga ran- 

doa acapla of Haw 

York itat* public 

aaoondary achool 

atudanta froa 11 

aohoola and data 

froa a o thara or 

fatharai beat school 

frland In aubaaapl* 
of S ochoola

Gradaa

9-12

1971 1972 2 ( Booths It 20( 5,423 Self-adstnlstarad 

quaatlonnairaa in 

claaprooas (ado­

lescents). Hailed 

questionnaires 

(parents)

Cigarattaa, beer or 

wine, hard liquor, 

aarijauna, hashish, 

aaphetaalnes, aethe- 

drlne, barbiturates, 

tranqullisars, LSD, 

other paychedalica, 

cocaine, heroin, 

other narcotics, in­

halants, cough ayrup

(2) 1*72 Senior 

claaa (Third wavs)

Grad* 12 1971 1973 3 7-12
aonths

2.38( 1,(35 Salf-adalnlatsred Base 
questionnaires 

(HI, T2)| nailed 
questionnaires (T3)

Johnaton Youth In Transition 
cohort— A  national 

randoa aaapl* of 

boy* In (7 public 

high schools In 
continental United 

States In 19((| drug 

ccapooants added In 

1970 and 1971

Grada 10 199 f 1971 5 2 ytuf- 

1 year 

1 yaar 

4 years

2,213 1,009 Interview* (Tl, 

T2,T4)| aelf-ad- 

alnlatared ques­

tionnaires (Tl- 

TI) i sailed 

guestionnairaa 
(T5)j ability 

taata (Tl)

Cigarattaa, bear, 

win*, hard liquor 

aarijuana, aaphata­

alnea, barbiturates, 

halluclnogane, aatha- 

qualone, cocaine, 
heroin

■ rltt and 

Caapbell

North Carolina high 

school seniors who 

aaprasaad an Inten­

tion to attend 

college In fall

Grade 12 19(1 19(2 2 1 yaar 2,300 1,420 Calf-adalnlatared 

quaatlonnairaa, 

(unclear whether 
in or out of 

claaa)

Alcohol

Culaa and 
Ring

!

Seniors at Dartmouth 
Collage Batched 
retrospectively to 

their freataun- 
yaar records

College 

fraahaen

Mot 

Given 

(prior 

to 1 9 7 0

Mot

Given

2 4 yaara 90 90 Hailed question­

naires

Karijuana, aaphata- 

alnaa, barbiturates, 
hallucinogens

laagan College Juniors At 

Healeyan University 
Batched retrospec­

tively t o  their 
fraahaan-and- 

sophoaore-year 
records

College 

fraahaen

19(5 19(8 2 3 yaara 70 70 Self-adainlatwred 

questionnaires! 

teat data o n  fila 
at Office of 

Psychological 
Service

Tobacco, alcohol, 
aarijuana, hallucino­

gen*

Garflaid and 

Cacflaid

Randoa aacple at 

large private subur­

ban residential 
western university

College

students

1

►- 
9-

to 
*9

-J 
to 1 1970-

1971

4 1 year 100 T2-100

T3-201

T4-100

Personally adaln- 
latared quas- 

tionnolraa

Alcohol, aarijuana, 
hashish, LSD, aeaca- 

llne

llt« i i m  cathode war* us<*G In all wavaa of data collection of a study, unlaaa specific tlaaa ara Indicated.

1
7
7



C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s - o f  L o n g i t u d i n a l  S t u dies o f  D r u g  Use in N o r m a l  Populations L i s t e d  b y  C o m p l e t i o n  S t a t u s ,  

T y p e  o f  S a a p l e 3 A g e  o f  Respondents, and Y e a r  o f  First Contact.

Part 1. Coaptatad Studlasi achool Saaplaa

Pr incipal Population Grada/Aga at Taar of Yaar of Total Intarval Slia of Blia of H a t hoda of Data Drugs Ingulrad About
Iavsstlhatora Cbarootarlatloa Tl of Sample Plrat Lest Muabar between (aapla Tl Hatohad Colloctlon

■Bllglbla for Contact Contact of Contacts Bllglbla Panal

PansI Cootacta for Panal

G ru p p Bandoa sample of 1A 

of atudaats at 
llllnoia Btata 

Unlvaralty not 
r.porting aarijuana 

u' a

Collaga 1*4* 

undargraduataa 

and graduata 

atudanta

1*71 3 3 yaara 137 T3-130 
Tl-103

Parsonal Intar- 
v l aua at Tl, T3| 

a  (lad question­
naires for thoaa 
out of araa at T3, 
and for avaryona 
at Tl

Marijuana

G oldataln Btudanta anrollad 

at Carnagla-Hallon 
University (olaaa 

of 1*73)

Collaga 1**1 

fraahaan

1*73 4 J\ppro* i 

1 nontba 

Hi nontba 

30 aontha

770 417 Balf-adalnlatarad 

quaatlonnairaa, 

o u tsida of claaa 

(nail tachnlqua 

praaarvlng anony- 

alty)

Baar, hard liquor, 

aarijuana (Incl. 
hashish), trnngull- 

laara and barbl- 

turataa, aapheta- 

alnaa, halluclnogana, 
narcotics, tobacco

Grovaa

/

TUll-tlaa atudanta 

at predominantly 

■white nonapacial- 
laad cOllagaa with 

projactad anroll- 
aant of ovar 1,000 

(1*70)

Collaga 1*70 
fraahaan

' and 

junlora

1971 3 li yaar 7,*41 l.*(l Ma i l a d  question­

naires

Caffalna, alcohol, 

aarijuana, baahlnh 

aathadrlna, othar 

aaphataalnaa, barbl- 

turataa, aadatlvas, 
tranqulllaara, LSD, 
othar pay chads.1’ lea, 

cocalna, colua, 

hsroln, othar nar­

cotics, cough syrupa

Malllngar (1) Probability 

sanpla of aala 
fraahaan of Unl­
varalty of Cali­
fornia at Barkalay 

In rail 1*70

Collaga 1*70 

fraahaan
1*73 3 3 1/3 

yaara
*40 •14 Parsonal Intar- 

vlaua and ealf- 
adalnlatarad 
format achool 
records) arllad 
quaatlonnairaa

Tobacco, alcohol, 

aarijuana or hash­

ish, aaphataalnaa, 
barblturatas, aada- 
tlvaa, paychedalica, 
cocalna, hsroln, 
oplua, othar oplataa, 
Inhalant.

(3) Probability 
oufiio of nanlor 

can In claaa of 1*71

Collaga 1*71 

seniors

1*73 3 3 1/3 
yaara

tl* *31 Sana Sena

Jaaaor an d  Collaga atody— ran- Collaga

Jaaaor do a  aaapls of art* fraahaan
and aclanca univar- 

alty atudanta In a 
anail Rocky Mountain 
city

1*70 1*73 1 yaar 374 334 Balf-adalnlatarad 
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

achool racorda

Baar or ulna, hard 
liquor, aarijuana, 
aaphataalnaa, LSD, 
othar psychedelics, 
cocalna, heroli,

1
7
8



Rchucklt Randal i w p l a i  of

lnccalng f t n h M a  * t i

(1) faililngton Uni­
versity in Rt. Loula

(2) University of 
California at Ran 

Otago

Collage

fraahaan

Collaga

fraahaan

1)70

1)71

1*74

197)

4

4

1 yaar 

1 yaar

1S1

222

Hot
Civan

i n

Ecaiatructured Tobacco, alcohol, 

intarviawai sailed aarijuana, haahish, 
quaatlonnairaa to aaphataalnaa, speed, 

nonresidents LSD, aaacaiina,
psilocybin. Sir, HOA, 

opiates, aedtclnal 
drugs

Cinaberg and 

Creenley

Rtudenlo anrollad at 

University of Min- 
con a in-Modi son 

1)71-1*74

Collaga 

fraahaan and 
aophoaoraa

1)71 1)74 2 2 yaara 11* 27« Mailed question­
naires

Marijuana

Itdata (1) Collaga fraohaasn 

in an Bnglkah-lan- 
guege R o a a n  Catholic 

collaga in province 

of Quebec

Collaga

fraahaan

Hot 

Civan 
(prior 
to 1)7.1)

Hot

Civan

2 4 aonths 354 119 Salf-adalnistarad 

quaatlonnairaa in 
clasatooaa

Cannabis, psyche­

delics, aaphataalnea, 
alcohol

(2) Undergraduates 

at a aaall Ontario 

univaraity in intro­
ductory psychology 
course

Collaga 

fraahaan and 

sopboaores

1)72 1)71 2 4 souths 447 174 Ealf-adainistarad

quaatlonnairaa

Alcohol, tobacco, 

aarijuana and othar 

illicit drugs

1 ay Randoa saaple of 

sala atudanta 
entering Lehigh 
University

Collaga

fraahaan

1)71
1)72

1)71

1)74
1)74

1*74

4

1
2

4 aonthai 

1-T2»

1 year I
T2-T1,
T1-T4

110

124
112

41
as
)S

Balf-adalnlatarad 

quaatlonnairaa, 

adjectiva check 
list, California 

Psychological 

Inventory

Marijuana

Mooa Rntering c i asaaa of
two universities

Collaga

fraahaan

Hot

Civan

Not

Civan

1 ) sooths 

1 yaara

1,2)4 T2-II4

Tl-547

Sc.*-adalnlst.>red 

questionnaires, 
outslda olaas

Alcohol

1
7
9



C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  L o n g i t u d i n a l  S t u d i e s  o f  Drug Use in N o r m a l  P o p u l a t i o n s  L i s t e d  by Com p l e t i o n  S t a t u s ,  

T y p e  o f  Sample, A g e  o f  Respon d e n t s ,  a n d  Yea r  o f  First C o n t a c t .

Fart 2. Jompleted Ctudleai Cn— u n i t y  Samples

Vrleclpel 

Invastigatora

Fopulatioe

Charectsrlatloa

Grede/Age at 

Tl of Sample 
Bllgible for 
Panel

Tear of

First

Contact

/ear of
La at

Contact

Total

Kumber

of

Contact!

I ntarwal

B e t w e e n

C o n t a c t s

Bias of 

laapla Tl

Bllglbla 
for Panel

Slsa of 
Matched 

Panal

Methoda of Data 

Collection
Drugs I n q u i r e d  About

Lukoff and 

■rook

■aaplaa of gh e t t o 

rneaunity atratlfied 
for ethnicity, social 
claaa, and contiguity 

with deviancei

(1) Children 11-17 yrs 1*73 1*75-

1*74
2 1 y a a r e 401 111 Household Inter­

views
Marijuana, ups, 
downs, p a ychedalica, 
hsroln

<2) Mothers 10-45 yrs 214 1(1

Brunswick ■epreaentat ive■c o m­

munity sample of 
■arleo youth

14-17 

yaara old

1*49-

1*70
1*75-

1*74

2 4 y e a r s 444 514 Household Inter­

views

Alcohol, marijuana, 

aaphatamtnea, b a r­

biturates, acid, 

cocaine, h e r oin, glue

aisber
$

1* year old con­
scripts bora la 
canton of lurlch 

w h o  report aoma 

alcohol/drug f a  

at initial contact

1* yaare 1*71 1971 2 1 y e a r s 1,411 ■ 41 Self-adalntatarad Alcohol, tobacco, 

quaatlonnairaa Tli aarijuana 
mailed question­

naires T2

lotliu (5) Vietnam veterans

randoa sample of a ray 
enlisted sales who

returned'frca Vletnaa 

t o the Unltbd ftatea 

In (apteaber 1*71, 

and a supplementary 
randoa saapla froa 

all aen returning 
that aonth vhoie 

urine had been d e­
tected ao’postS lvo 

for aorphine prior to 
leaving Vlotno*. T2 
c u p l e d  froa reducad 

Tl target population 

restricted to aen 

Inducted since H i )  

and froa the 25 a o r e  

populous atatos

20 years 

(aaan)

1*72 1*74

1*7*

2 y a a r e  (05 571 Interviews) urino Cigarettes, alcohol,

aaaplea) military marijuana, asqiheta- 
and Veterana1 Ad- nines, barbiturates, 

ainiatration traoqullliera, hal- 

records luclnogena, cocaine,

narcotlce

1
8
0



Catalan

si si-

12) Control group at Hatchad 1)74- —  1 —  302 214 Intarvlawai urlna Sana

T2-— aaapla of non- to v a t a r a n a  1*75 aaaplaai Salactlva

aatarana aatchad on Sarvlca Racorda

Salactlva Sarvlca 

Soard, draft allgl- 
blllty, aga, and 

aduoatlon

(1) National proba- 21 and 1*44- 1967 2 2 yaara 1,S10 1,35* Kouaahold lntar- Drinking pattarna,

btljty aaapla of ovar 1)6* vlawa (Tl)i aall practlcaa, and

Unitad Stataa adult quaatlonnairaa problaaa

population' (T2)

aaaplad froai taducad

Tl targat population
N-l,»10, wltb ab-

■talnara and vary

infra<piant drlnkara
a u b a a ^ l a d  at a

laaaar rata

(2) National proba- 21-3) 1)69 1)71 2 4 yaara *7) 72* Sana Sana

bllity aaapla of yaara o l d

vhlta aal'.a agad 21-

S), vltk ovaraaa-

pllno, of urb-a araaa

(3) Probability 21-5* 1)67- 1)72 2 4 yaara 716 41* S u m  Sana

aaapla of vfelta yaara o l d  l)6f
aalaa, agad 21-5*,
In San Franclaoo



C h a r a c t e r i s t i c *  o f  Longitudinal S t u d i e s  o f  Dru g  U s e  in N o i m a l  P o p u l a t i o n s  L i s t e d  by C o m p l e t i o n  Status/ 

T y p e  o f  S a m p l e ?  A g e  o f  Respondents/ a n d  Year o f  F i r s t  Contact.

Part Ongoing Studlasi A — within Mol.ac.nc*> M u  It h o o d

Principal Population 

Invaatigatora Cb.raot.riatlas

Orada/Aga at 

Tl of laapla 
Bllglbla for 

faaal

Y a a r  of
P l r a t
C o n t a c t

Yaar of 
Laat

Contact

Total
Nuabar
of

Contacts

Intarval

Batwaan
Contacts

Ilia of 
laapla Tl

Bllglbla 

for r.nal

B i a a  o f  

H a t c h a d  

P a n a l

Hatboda of Data 

Collactlon
Druga Inqulrad About

■uba and Studa.ta la tha

Pantlar fraatar Lot Angalaa
araa with ovaraaa- 
pliag of lowar aoolo- 
aoonaalo schools

Orsdss

7- »
1 9 7 C T jicA 1 yaar 1,414 7 < •  Balf-adalaiatarad

2 yaara quaatlonnairaa
1 yaar froa tha atudants>

paranta (Tl,?4) 
and paara (T1,T2)

Cigarattaa, baar, 
atna, liquor, mari­
juana, haahlah, cof- 
faa, ainor and aajor 

tranquilliars, barbl- 
turataa, nadatlvaa, 

antidapraaaanta, 
aaphataalnaa, non- 

aapbataalnas, uppara, 
LSD, othar payclva- 

dallcs, sniffing 
atuff, aayl nltrata, 

nonpraacriptloni 

alaaplng pllla, 
stlaulanta, cough 
aadlcina, oold 

aadtclna# cocalna, 

harola, othar nar­

cotics, FCP, coca 
pasta

Lutroff 

a n d  Brook

Quota aaapla froa < 

atatas (Connecticut, 

Bansaa, Ha w  Jaraay,
Ha w  York, Ohio, and 
South C a rolina). 

ApproxInataly aqual 

nuabars of nalao- and 

faaalaa, blacks and 
whltaa of alddla 

aoctoacononic status

Gradaa

*-10
1979 1911 2 2 yaara

$

911 Not y a t  Saif adalnlatarad 
c o a p l a t a d  quaatlonnairaa

Aloohol, cigarattaa, 
aarijuana, aaphata- 

alrvas, barblturataa, 
LSD, othar paycha- 
dallca, haroln, othar 

narcotlca, tranqul- 

lliara, quaaludaa, 

cocalna, inhalanta

C l a y t o n  

a n d  Voas

Nationally rapraaan- 

tativa aaapla of nan 

born batwaan 1114 and 

1111 fncluaiva, who 
raglatarad with 

Salactlva Sarvlca 
upon aga IS

20-10 

yaare old

1 9 7 4 -

1975

1903 2 4-7

yaara
450 Hot y a t  Parsonal tntar- 

c o a p l a t a d  vlaws
Cigarattaa, alcohol, 

aarijuana, paycha- 

dallca, atlaulanta, 

aadativaa, haroln, 

othar oplataa, c o­

calna, tranqutliiara, 
inhalanta

1
8
2



P a i l  } .  Ongoing S tu d la a i B— f r o *  M o la a c t r tc a  t o  Young A du lthood

Cobort-aequentlal a) 12 yaara 1979 ongoing 14 tele­ 1 yaar al) .ISO Hot On-altei Alcohol, cigarattaa,

de a l g n — Randoa b) IS yaara phone ) yaara b) 450 yat c o m­ -paraonal Inter- Martjucna, aaphata-

aanplea of Haw Jaraay c) 11 yaaca 1 onelte until age c) 4S0 pleted vlawa Mlnea, barbiturataa,

edoleacenta— 241 4 d) ISO -aalf-adalnl­ LSD, othar paycha-

a) 9 cohorta born yaara atarad quaatlon­deltca, haroln, other

1947-7J aftar aga nairaa narcotlca, tranqul •

b) ] cohorta born 24 -behavioral taata llrera, quaaludaa,

1944-44 -blood aaapla cocaine, Inhalanta,

c) I cohorta born -paychologlcal PCP, aayl and butyl

1941-4) taat nltrataa, over-tha-

d) ) control groupa -Medical akaaa countar paychothera-

at T4 pautlca, caffeine

C t i p a n U t ,  

ha •tar« 
Pandlrva, and 

Labouvle

Talaphona

contacti

-aajoi llta avanta 
-alcohol and drug 

taking outcoiaaa

illicit National Youth

Bucvay-Natlonal 
probability nulti- 

ataga cluatar aaapla 
o f dwelllnga

11-17 yaara isao 1 yaar 1,725 T2-1655

T3-1424
T 4 - 1 5 U
T5-1494

Paraonal atruc- 

turad inter- 
vlawa

Tobacco, baar, wlna, 

liquor, aarijuana, 
hailuclnogana, c o­

calna, haroln, 
aadlcal and non- 

medlcal uaa of 
aaphataalnaa, bar - 
blturataa

Jaaaor, 

Jaaaor, and 
Donovan

Young adult follow- Gradaa 

up. High achool 7-8
aaapla— randoa aaapla 

of atudanta froa 

gradaa 7-9 of )

Junior high achoola 

In a aaall city 
In tha Rocky 
Mountalna, alaoat 

all of Anglo- 

Aaarlcan, alddla 

claaa background

1*4* 1981* 1 yaar 

1 yaar 
1 yaar 

7 yaara

3 yaara

Not yat T1-T4— Balf-nd- 
coapletad alnlatarad quea- 

tlonnalraa in 

achool (high 

achool aaspla)

In aanll groupa 

(collage aaapla)

Baar, wine, hard 

liquor, Marijuana, 

LSD, aaphataalnaa, 
cocalna,

haroln, tranqul- 

lliara, barbltu- 

rataa, morphine

Collage aaapla—  
randoa aaapla of 

fraahaan claaa arta 
and aclance 
univaraity atudanta 

In a aaall Rocky 

Mountain city

Collaga

fraahaan

1970 1911* 1 yaar 

1 yaar

1 yaar 

4 yaara
2 yaara

205 not yat TJ,Tt--Adult 

coapleted follow-upai nailed 
aalf-adalnlatarad 

quaatlonnairaa

fiPuture contacta planned, if funda available.

1
8
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C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  L o n g i t u d i n a l  S t u d i e s  o f  Dru g  U se in N o r s a l  P o p u l a t i o n s  L i s t e d  b y  C o a p l e t i o n  S t a t u s , 

T y p e  o f  Saaple, A g e  o f  R e spondents, a n d  Yea r  o f  Fi r s t  Contact.

Fart 3. Ongoing Studlaai S — Froa M o l a a c a n c a  to Young Adulthood

Principal Population Grade/Ago at Yaar of Yaar of Total Intarval Slia of 8iia of Method* of Data Druga Inquired About

Invsatlgatora Cbaractarlatlca Tl of Saapla Pirat Laat Huaber Batwaan Sawpls Tl Matchtd Collactlon

Sllglbla for Contact Contact of Contacta Bllglbla Panel

Panal Contacta for Panal

Johnston 

and Bachaan

Grada 12

Futura— cohort se­
quential design. 
Suoccaaiva nation­
ally rapraaantatlva 

cohorta of high 
achool aanlora froa 

115 public and 15 
private high achoolai 

rapaatad annuallyi 

antlra aanlor claaaaa 

In acboola with 100 

aenlore, and aub- 
aaaplaa (M-J00) In 

largac achoola

1575-

ongolng

ongoing 11 for aach

cohort
1 yaar 2,400 Hot yat Tl— Belf-adainls-

for aacb (targat coapletad tarcd question­

cohort for aach naire a In claas-

12 yra cohort) rooces T2, adult

for aach 1,200 for follow-ups —

cohort aach c o­ Mailed question­

1/2 hort 1/2 naires

aaapla) aaapla)

aarijuana, aaphata­

alnaa, barblturataa, 
LSD, othar paycha- 
dallca, haroln, othar 
narcotlca, tranqul- 

lltara, quaaludaa, 

cocalna, Inhalanta, 
FCP, aayl and butyl 

nltrataa, ovar-tha- 
countar psychothara- 

pautlca, ciffalnt

Sandal Multlataga randoa Gradaa 1 5 7 1 1 5 1 ( 3 J

aaapla o ’ adolaacanta 10-11 

anrollad In Maw York 

p ublic aacondary 
achool aalactad 

froa IS achoola
a) ragular atudanta

b) abaantaaa

t aontha a) 1,121 1,011 T1.T2— Balf-adaln- Cigarattaa, baar or
5 yaara b) 110 241 latarad quaatlon- wlna, hard liquor,

nalraa In olaaa- aarijuana, haahlah,
rooaa aathadrina, LSD,

othar paychadallca, 

Tl— Adult follow- cocalna, haroln,
up— Household othar narcotlca, In-
Intarvlawa halanta, cough ayrup,

atlaulanta, aadatlvaa 
and trangullliara 

(aadlcal and non- 
aadlcal uaa)

1
8
4



X yes r  
9-11 years

yet Ti-Tj— 3«xr-

ccaapleted administered

questIonnairaa

Td— Adult fol­
l o w  p— House­
hold Interviews

MariJuana/hashlsh, 

barbiturates, Inha­
lants, halluclnogana, 

aaphataalnaa, 

tranqulllaara, 
haroln, othar na r­
cotics, quaaludaa, 

cocalna

II of 3t junior high 
achoola of tha 

Houston Independant 
School District

Lauar and 

Akera
All atudanta In 2 

Junior high achoola, 

1 aanlor high school 

In aaall Iowa city

7-12 1910 1914 9 1 yaar 2,194 Hot yat

coaplst-
ad

Kelf-adainlstared 

quaatlonnairaa In 
classroom

Sullva tast

Cigarattaa, chawing 

tobacco, anuff, 
clgars/plpe

Schlagal Aandoa aaapla of

atudanta la 2 school 

boards (urban, rural) 

la soutbarn Ontario

•-12 1974 1980& 7 4 aontha 

4 aontha 

C -ntha
1 yaar

2 yaara 
2 yaara

1,711 91* (T1-T4J Salf-ad- 
nlnlatarsd quas- 

tlonnalras In 
claaaroom.
(T5-T7) Mallad

aalf-adatnlatarad
quastlonnallaa

Baar, wlna, liquor, 
cigarattaa, aaphata- 

■Inaa, barblturataa, 
aarijuana, hallucino­

gens, tranqulllaara, 

haroln, glue

(with Btudanta and fornar 

atudanta In alddla- 

claas pradoalnarst- 

ly whits school 

district la tha 

graatar Boston araa

Cradas
• -10

19(9 1911 4-4 1 yaar 

1 yaar 

I yaar 

1 yaar 

I yaara

1,919 Hot yat 

conplatad

T1-T5— Salf-ad- 

■inlatarad quss- 

tlonnalrss, paar 

ratinga of per­

sonality, school 

racords

T(— Adult fol­
low-up - Mallad 

quaatlonnairaa

Cigarattaa, baar, 

wlna, liquor, war 1- 

Juana, haahlah, upa, 

downs, tripping 

stuff, cocalna, 

heroin and othar 

opiates, drug atora 

medicine, sniffing 
stuff, combination 

drugs

•future contacta plannad. If funds available.

1
8
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A p p e n d i x

D
P A R A Q U A T  ISSUE

P a r a q u a t  is a h e r b i c i d e  that is u s e d  t h r oughout the world. It is 

a v a i l a b l e  in an a e r o s o l  form? granules, a nd a w a t e r - s o l u b l e  

c o ncentrate. A s  a r e s u l t  o f  a c c i d e n t a l  or s u i c i d a l  swallowing of the 

w a t e r - s o l u b l e  concen t r a t e ,  m o r e  t h a n  500 h u m a n  f a t alities have 

o c c u r r e d  (Harley e t  al., 1977). In contrast, n e i t h e r  inhalation o f  

the spray nor ing e s t i o n  o f  p a r a q u a t  g r a n u l e s  has bee n  sh o w n  to be of 

c l i n i c a l  importance (Fairshter a n d  Wilson, 1975).

A b o u t  60 p e r c e n t  o f  the m a r i j u a n a  c o n s u m e d  in t h e  United S t a t e s  

is g r o w n  in Mexico. S i n c e  1975, in the a t t e m p t  to r educe the illegal 

p r o d u c t i o n  o f  m a r ijuana, the M e x i c a n  g o v e r n m e n t  has b e e n  spraying 

m a r i j u a n a  fields fro m  airplanes. T he h e r b i c i d e  kills the treated 

p l a n t s  w i t h i n  1 o r  2 days. M a r i j u a n a  p r o d u c e r s  have resorted to 

ha r v e s t i n g  the p l a n t s  soon af t e r  spraying, m i n i m i z i n g  exposure to 

sunshine, so that they are n o t  d e s troyed. T he p a r a q u a t  persists o n  

the dr i e d  leaves. S a m p l e s  o f  m a r i j u a n a  c o n f i s c a t e d  a t  the 

U . S . - M e x i c o  border h a v e  d i s c l o s e d  that a b o u t  21 p e r c e n t  of t he 

c o n f i s c a t e d  m a r i j u a n a  w a s  c o n t a m i n a t e d  w i t h  p a r a q u a t  in varying 

concentr a t i o n s .

Pa r a q u a t  d a m a g e s  t he lungs, heart, kidneys, a d r e n a l  glands, 

ce n t r a l  n e r v o u s  system, liver, s k e l e t a l  muscle, and spleen. In 

general, a l l  e f f e c t s  b u t  those o n  the lungs are transitory. The 

c h a n g e s  in the lungs o f  h u m a n s  a f t e r  i n gestion appear to be 

d o s e - r e l a t e d x  s m a l l  a m o u n t s  o f  t he s w allowed c h e m i c a l  m a y  cause 

m o d e s t  a nd r e v e r s i b l e  lung d a m a g e ;  in contrast, larger q u a n tities 

c a u s e  l ethal p u l m o n a r y  fibrosis. A n  impo r t a n t  e l e m e n t  in para q u a t  

toxi c i t y  is the f a c t  t h a t  it is c o n c e n t r a t e d  in the lungs wh e r e  it 

d o e s  p a r t i c u l a r  d a m a g e  t o  the a l v e o l a r  lining. In m a n y  respects, 

p r o b a b l y  i n cluding the m e c h a n i s m  b y  w h i c h  it d a m a g e s  t he lungs, its 

e f f e c t s  resemble those o f  o x y g e n  toxic i t y  b ut s e e m  to be less 

rev e r s i b l e  (Smith and Heath, 1976).

W i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  m a r i juana, the use of p a r a q u a t  as a h e rbicide 

e n t a i l s  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  risk t o  two p o pulations: (1) those w ho

spray the p a r a q u a t  and the w o r k e r s  in the f i e l d s  w h o  are e x p osed to 

a n  e n v i r o n m e n t  c o n t a i n i n g  the p a r a q u a t  spray, a nd (2) the m a r i j u a n a  

smoker. T o  date, no to x i c  e f f e c t s  a t t r i b u t a b l e  to paraquat, per se, 

have been p r o v e d  in e i t h e r  p o p u l a t i o n .  However, the o b s e r v a t i o n s  

thus far relate to the acute h a z a r d s  of p a r a q u a t  inhalation and do
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n o t  p r o vide a ny a s s u r a n c e  a b o u t  the l o n g - t e r m  effects. Indeed, 

o b s e r v a t i o n s  o n  o t h e r  i n h a l e d  t o xins suggest that e x p o s u r e  for many 

y e a r s  m a y  be p r e r e q u i s i t e  for the d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  c l i n i c a l  disability.

A n  important q u e s t i o n  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to the toxic e f f e c t s  of 

p a r a q u a t  o n  the lu n g s  is h o w  m u c h  of the p a r a q u a t  survi v e s  c o m b u s t i o n  

a n d  is t ransferred in the sm o k e  t o  the gas- e x c h a n g i n g  s u r f a c e s  o f  the 

lungs. S t u d i e s  c o n d u c t e d  b y  N I D A  indic a t e  that as m u c h  as 0.2 p e r c e n t  

o f  the p a r a q u a t  in a m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e  appeared in a c o n d e n s a t e  of 

sm o k e  p r e p a r e d  un d e r  l a b o r a t o r y  c o n d i t i o n s .  The r e s ults s u ggested 

t h a t  a t y p i c a l  m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e  c o n t a m i n a t e d  at a p p r o x i m a t e l y  500 

p p m — a rea s o n a b l e  d e g r e e  o f  c o n t a m i n a t i o n — would p r o d u c e  smoke 

c o n t a i n i n g  u p  to 1 mg o f  p a r a q u a t .  T h i s  e x p e r i m e n t a l  e v i d e n c e  has 

l ed to the p r e d i c t i o n  tha t  a h u m a n  s m oker of five m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e s  

p e r  day would e x p o s e  the l u n g s  t o  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  5 mg o f  paraquat. 

L a b o r a t o r y  e v i d e n c e  d e r i v e d  f r o m  h a m s t e r s  suggests t he p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

d a m a g i n g  the d i s t a l  p a r t  o f  the a i r w a y s  (the b r o n c h i o l e s  a nd the 

p r o x i m a l  a l v e o l a r  ducts) b y  thi s  e x posure. Th e s e  e x p e r i m e n t s  and 

p r e d i c t i o n s  s u g g e s t  th a t  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  w h o  c o n t i n u e d  to smoke 

p a r a q u a t - c o n t a m i n a t e d  c i g a r e t t e s  w o u l d  be a c a n d i d a t e  for s e r i o u s  

l u n g  injury. The p r o s p e c t  p r o b a b l y  w o u l d  be g r e a t l y  h e i g h t e n e d  by 

the toxic e f f e c t s  o f  the c o m b u s t e d  m a r ijuana.

There are o n l y  a few o b s e r v a t i o n s  o f  e x p e r i m e n t a l  a n i m a l s  that 

b e a r  d i r e c t l y  o n  the e f f e c t s  o f  i n h a l e d  p a r a q u a t  (Kimbrough and 

G a i nes, 1970; Zavala and R h o des, 1978). Th e s e  suggest that similar 

l e s i o n s  are p r o d u c e d  by i n g e s t e d  p a r a q u a t  and by p a r a q u a t  introduced 

i n t o  the airways. For e x a m p l e ,  the i n t r o d u c t i o n  of m i n u t e  q u a n tities 

o f  p a r a q u a t  d i c h l o r i d e  i n t r a b r o n c h i a l l y ,  in c o n c e n t r a t i o n s  ranging 

f r o m  10 mg to 100 mg, e l i c i t e d  f o c a l  p u l m o n a r y  edema, hemorrhage, and 

f i b r o s i s  (Zavala a nd Rhodes, 1978). T h e  smaller do s e s  are w i t h i n  the 

r a n g e  to wh i c h  a smoker o f  m a r i j u a n a  c o n t a m i n a t e d  by p a r a q u a t  might 

be exposed. However, the e x p e r i m e n t a l  evid e n c e  is n ot e n t i r e l y  

r e l e v a n t  on s e v e r a l  accounts: (1) p a r a q u a t  arriving at the lung

s u r f a c e s  by i n h alation f r o m  c o n t a m i n a t e d  air or after smoking m u s t  be 

c a r r i e d  in the for m  of smoke, gas, or small droplets, b e c ause larger 

droplets, such as the a e r o s o l s  use d  in agriculture, a r e  apt to 

p r e c i p i t a t e  o ut in p r o x i m a l  airways, w h i c h  are p r o t e c t e d  by ci l i a  and 

mucus; (2) the i n t r a b r o n c h i a l  i n s t a l l a t i o n  of p a r a q u a t  in a solution 

p r o v i d e s  a d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n  o f  a c c e s s  to the g a s - e x c h a n g i n g  surfaces 

o f  the lungs than d o e s  i n h a l a t i o n  o f  smoke, gas, or drop l e t s ;  (3) 

b e c a u s e  o f  its w a t e r  s o l u b i l i t y ,  p a r a q u a t  that e s c apes p y r o l y z a t i o n  

d u r i n g  smoking w o u l d  be e x p e c t e d  to b e  t a k e n  up by the trach e a l  

b r o n c h i a l  tree and its b r a n c h e s  b e f o r e  reaching the a l v e o l i  u nless 

c a r r i e d  in the for m  o f  smoke, gas, or sm a l l  droplets.

In essence, the e v i d e n c e  c o n c e r n i n g  the injurious e f f e c t s  of 

p a r a q u a t  inhaled after e i t h e r  s p r a y i n g  o r  smoking is too m e a g e r  for 

conclu s i o n s .  T he o b s e r v a t i o n s  a v a i l a b l e  since 1975 hav e  n o t  p r o v e d  

t h a t  paraquat, p? r se, is h a r m f u l  t o  the lungs. O n  t he o t h e r  hand, 

t h e  c l i n i c a l  e x p e r i e n c e  t o  date, c o u p l e d  wit h  the i n c r easing 

u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  the b i o c h e m i c a l  b a s i s  for p a r a q u a t  toxicity, r aises 

t h e  serious p o s s i b i l i t y  tha t  c o n t i n u e d  expo s u r e  to i n h aled p a r a q u a t  

is l i k e l y  to be h a r m f u l  t o  the lungs, that the p r e d o m i n a n t  e f f e c t
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w i l l  b e  d i f f u s e  interstitial fibrosis, and that if expo s u r e  is 

su f f i c i e n t l y  intense over years, r e s p i r a t o r y  insufficiency, 

d i s a b i l i t y ,  a nd d e a t h  m a y  rea s o n a b l y  be e x p e c t e d  to ensue.
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Should marijuana be recriminalized?
Making it 
against the 
law won’t work

I have a question for Ml of the adults of 
Alaska: everyone, politicians, priests, police- 
officers, lawyers, Judges, teachers, business­
men, doctors. Would you be willing to give up 
that beer after work, sacrifice the wine at 
dinner or forego your martini lunch to help 
save some poor alcoholic from getting a 
drink?

Prohibition never worked, and never will. 
Recrimlnalliing marijuana won't work either. 
If you drink or smoke cigarettes and are In 
favor of recrimlnMlilng marijuana, then you 
are a hypocrite and need to take a moment to 
think about what your reM objectives are.

— Rick Kinsey

There are 
other ways . ‘ 
to fight abuse

Sen. Fischer's proposal to recriminallre 
marijuana reminds me of a dog, nailed In the 
face by a porcupine, that keeps going bade for 
more. Are we so blind to the history of 
prohibition? Antl-dvug laws have failed 
universally to discourage abuse and succeeded 
In making organised crime rich and powerful 
beyond belief.

Chemical dependency and abuse can be 
fought responsibly through education and 
supportive behavior towards young people. 
Over regulating every aspect of life conveys 
the message to our youth that individual 
responsibility Is not respected by our leaders.

From an economic standpoint, anti-drug 
laws keep the rewards of the trade so high 
that traditional enforcement techniques are 
doomed to failure from the start. The 
taxpaying cltl2en then foots the bill for 
enforcement, the judiciary and Incarceration 
— and as victim, for the big bucks to support 
a habit must come from somewhere.

— Richard Tandlich

Smokers and 
dopers should 
be segregated

Recriminallre marijuana for condo and 
apartment dwellers and their children. All 
apartments should be either for smokers or 
(or non-smokers In nn area. Those who do not
-■moke ”
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Smokers and 
dopers should 

t be segregated

Recriminalize marijuana for condo and 
apartment dwellers and their children. All 
apartments should be either for smokers or 
for non-smokers in an area. Those who do not 
smoke anything have the right not to be force 
fed. .. ...
. A lady of the evening moved in under me, 
chain smoked cigarettes and used pot. My 
circulation was so impaired from what came 
up around kitchen and bathroom pipes, I was 
hospitalized. If my window was open and she 
opened hers, her poisons were dumped up into 
my apartment, depriving me of having fresh 
air in my own home. It would be better for 
clean apartment dwellers if  their neighbors 
just boozed it up, and left the nicotine and pot 
alone.

I want my rights to privacy of smoke and 
pot free air In my home. That privacy has 
again been Intruded upon for the first time In 
abdlSt four years. My health had Improved so 
much In four years. Now within six  months 

. m y circulation has decreased. I have 
developed sin u sitis , bronchitis, dulled  
thinking, poor circulation, sleeping problems, 
loss of energy — all because new tenants who 
use nicotine and pot moved under me again. 
They Invade the privacy of my home with 
their addictions and I have no way of escape. I 
want a law that causes dopers to stop 
dumping their dope into my h o r  j .

— Elizabeth Montgomery

that take away our right to privacy. But the 
right cf a mature Individual to exercise free 
choice Is one thing . . .  and a law that puts pot 
in the hands of 9-year-olds Is another. - •

As an Alaskan, I'll be pleased when we 
change our drug law. If our choice I s  between 
a dubious argument that we endanger certain 
privacy rights on the one hand, or the 
well-being of Alaska's youth on the other, I 
don't think there's a choice at all. ^

•? I know that young A laskans have  
recognized the double standard. Last October, 
the executive board of the Alaska Association 
of School Governments — made up of students 
from all over Alaska — unanimously adopted 
a resolution calling for the rccrimlnallzatlon 
of marijuana. They felt that the sta te’s 
marijuana law was making the fight against 
drug abuse In their schools more difficult. |  

We need to listen to the voices of young 
Alaskans. . "

— Frank H. Murkowskl 
United States Senator

Others issues 
facing us are 
more pressing

A bill to recrlminallze the possession of 
marijuana In one’s own home should not be 
passed. To do so would put many otherwise 
law-abiding citizens in a position contrary to 
the law.

When le g is la t io n  w a s p assed  to 
decriminalize the possession of marijuana in 
the privacy of one's home, it reflected the 
pioneer spirit o f Alaskans', and showed  
respect for the privacy and Independent 
judgment of the Individual.

Those who argue that marijuana in the 
home may adversely Influence children may 
be right. If a parent Is Irresponsible enough to 
abuse such a substance in the company of a 
child, it could be considered a form of child 
abuse, But there Is just as much of a potential 
for the abuse of many things In the home, 
from aspirin to alcohol.

In light of the sta te 's current fiscal 
predicam ent, and considering a lim ited  
legislative session, I think our lawmakers 
would do well concentrating on the more 
pressing Issues facing Alaska rather than 
squelching the independence of Its citizens.

— Cbas Jones

Alaska’s youth 
appear to back 

B recriminallzation

I recently advised the state legislature what 
Public Safety Commissioner Bob Sundberg 
said at my Senate hearing last year:

"Only in Alaska can one s it  a t home and 
sm oke marijuana secure In the knowledge 
that you are breaking federal law  with the 
blessing of the S tate Supreme Court, -

V n  n n n  w a n t s  to s e e  r h .-in P O S  I n  n u r  la w s

A THC least 
harmful of 

•  Intoxicants

T

A Legalizing 
marijuana was 

•  a mistake

Yes, marijuana should be recriminalized 
without delay. Marijuana is one more ill that 
Is sinking our nation.

Debate this with any doper and you'll get 
the same argument every time: "It's no worse 
than alcohol." That may be true, and while we 
need to work harder on nil forms of alcohol 
abuse, two wrongs don't make a right. Why 
add to our problems? Besides, alcohol is sold 
by legal, licensed and monitered stores.

"I can do what I want in the privacy of my 
home." OK, but how does most marijuana get 
there? Not by home-grown plant — but by 
drug dealers. By allow ing marijuana in 
homes, w e’re creating a large market for drug 
dealers to get rich. These nice people don't 
Just sell marijuana, but other more deadly 
drugs that people are willing to k ill or steal to 
get.

At a time when m ist people are trying to
pet the messnee out that drugs kill, our

legislators need to do their part and correct 
the mistake that was made by legalizing 
marijuana. Do it for our children. Do it for 
society. Recrlminallze now!

. . . Richard D. Rhyner

No amount 
In the home . 

•  should be Illegal

I do not sm oke, drink or use drugs. 
However, what one does In his or her own 
house Is his or her business. Is being drunk in 
private legal? Alcohol does far more damage 
physically, environmentally, and socially than 
pot. No amount of marijuana possession at 
home should be Illegal. The last cop murdered 
In Anchorage was killed by an admitted 
drunk. The latest murder trial Involved a 
killing committed by two drunks In Spenr.rd. 
Need I sny more?

— Paul Purtle

Of all the intoxicants that are legal In our 
society, (such as alcohol and nicotine), THC, 
the active ingredient In marijuana, Is the least 
harmful. Rarely does violence occur with Its 
use, and physical dependence has yet to be 
proved. " ' i ,

A totally drug-free society Is without doubt - 
the Ideal, but in reality I doubt this will 
happen. Society would be a lot better off to 
totally legalize mnrijuana and recrlminallze 
alcohol but then the lesson of America's 
criminalization of alcohol should apply to the . 
recriminallzation of marijuana. ■ o:

-  , . — John B y r d :

Making It 
Illegal is 

•  unenforceable

If a person engages In an activity in private 
that does not harm another person, should the 
government have the right to prohibit that 
activity? This is the fragile cornerstone of our 
society: not our representative form of 
government, but our freedom. The a l l t . - l  
harm to society from smoking marijuana is 
not substantiated and Is exaggerated by 
exploiting our emotional reactions to the 
Information we do receive.: '

Making an .activ ity  illegal w ill not 
necessarily stop a person from engaging In 
that activity. A person w ill choose to stop 
smoking marijuana In private only If the 
unpleasant consequences outweigh the 
pleasure it provides and If the consequences 
are relatively certain. '

In fact, there Is no way to stop a person 
from smoking marijuana in private that is not 
an unacceptable Intrusion of privacy and 
extremely expensive. It really doesn't matter 
whether our legislators “recriminalize" the 
possession of marijuana or not, the law Is Just 
as unenforceable here as It is anywhere else In 
the U.S.A.

— Ann R iley

Marijuana not 
a ‘rung’ on the 

a ladder to addiction

Have I m issed a large crime wave  
committed by the cursed potheads or have we 
concocted a new reason to overcrowd our 
already over-capacity jails? We haven't the 
resources to attack the enormity of users as 
their numbers have reached many millions. 
Besides,^Wnost of the crime associated with 
mariluana use Is the result of trying to obtain

It. If It was legal and sold under regulations 
like alcohol and other controlled substances 
for a fair market price the large profit motive 
would be eliminated and with it the host of 
greedy vampires who control the market now.

For too long people have falsely believed 
that marijuana was a rung on the ladder to 
heroin use and nowadays to cocaine addiction 
and that by eliminating this rung we could 
save people from addiction. But In reality 
those people w ill become addicted anyway. So 
long as. mind-numbing substances such as 
heroin and cocaine are available and so long 
as our society continues to abuse so many of 
Its citizens, some w ill seek to escape their 
pain in this way!

For too long we have heard how we should 
"ask not what your country can do for you, 
ask what can you do for your country” and 
not enough about what is America doing for 
its growing multitudes of poor, homeless, and 
hopeless citizens. If America is so great why 
are so many Americans so damn unhappy!

— Gerald Hudspeth

A Other more 
harmful things 

•  remain legal 30  I

Why shouldn't the legislature take away 
the right to smoke cigarettes and have drinks 
in one’s own home, to buy our own toilet 

■paper and food w h ile  they're at It? 
Communists see life much the same way.

If marijuana Is a health Issue, shouldn't 
premarital sex be outlawed? It's a health 
hazard now.

Marijuana Is not addictive like alcohol, 
coffee, and cigarettes, which are legal!

If a person 21 and over Is legally  
responsible for their own actions, does the 
legislature have the right to tell them what 
they can smoke? They've already told us 
where we can or cannot smoke, now it's what 
we can or cannot smoke! How pettyl

The law won’t stop people from smoking It, 
it w ill only crowd the already overcrowded 
ja ils  and cost taxpayers more in drug 
enforcement.

Not that it’s OK to smoke and drive or 
perform any other public service. It should be 
punished Just as severely as drunk drivers.

But to grow small amounts at home for 
personal use, who Is it really affecting? The 
people or the legislature because they can't 
use It for a scapegoat for other more serious 
issues at hand?

— Chris Hayden

More responses next Saturday
Next Saturday’s People’s  Forum page 

will carry additional responses to the ques­
tion: "Should marijuana be recrlminal- 
ixed?" *
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TO: SenatorJcjy Kerttula, Chairman, Senate Judiciary
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D A T E :^ A p r i l  16, 1987

SUBJ: Literature on SB 32 "The Marijuana Bill"

Attached is a copy of some studies and other literature sent to 
me by my constituent, Chris Hamre, which I though would be of 
interest to you and your committee members.
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C h r i s  H. H a m r e  

1 5 8 5 1  C l a r k s  Rd. 

A n c h o r a g e ,  A l a s ! ’APR 1 5 .1987,
A p r i l  11, 1 9 8 7

S e n a t o r  J a l m a r  K e r t t u l a  

S e n a t e  J u d i c i a r y  C o m m i t t e e  

P o u c h  " V"

J u n e a u ,  A l a s k a  9 9 8 1 1

D e a r  S e n a t o r  K e r t t u l a :

I w o u l d  l i k e  t o  t a k e  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  i n t r o d u c e  m y s e l f  a s  a 

r e s i d e n t  o f  d i s t r i c t  " E"  a n d  t o  r e g i s t e r  m y  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  S B  3 2  

" T h e  M a r i j u a n a  L e g i s l a t i o n . "  I a m  a l s o  e n c l o s i n g  s o m e  s t u d j ^ ^ ^ W W *  

l i t e r a t u r e  f o r  y o u r  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  r e l a t e s  t o  t h i s  i s s u e .  A s  m y  

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  t o  t h e  S t a t e  S e n a t e  i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  f o r  m e  t o  k n o w  

t h a t  y o u  h a v e  b e e n  p r o v i d e d  w i t h  r e a s o n a b l y  b a l a n c e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  

d r a w n  f r o m  c r e d i b l e  s o u r c e s .

T h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  p r o v i d e d  i n  a s  m u c h  t e x t  a s  f e a s i b l e .  I a m  n o t  

t r y i n g  t o  s k e w  m a t e r i a l s  o u t  o f  c o n t e x t ,  a s  I h a v e  s e e n  d o n e  b y  

p r o p o n e n t s  o f  t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  ( e n c l o s u r e  #2)

E n c l o s u r e  # 1  i s  a p o i n t  b y  p o i n t  r e b u t t a l  t o  t h e  b i l l  t h a t  m a n y  
o f  u s  f e e l  m u c h  m o r e  a c c u r a t e l y  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  i s s u e s  r a i s e d  in 

S B  3 2. It a l s o  s i t e s  t h e  s o u r c e s  t h a t  w e  h a v e  drawn_..£icom t o  c o m e  

t o  o u r  c o n c l u s i o n s .

E n c l o s u r e  # 3  i s  " A M  A N A L Y S I S  O F  M A R I J U A N A  P O L I C Y "  p e r f o r m e d  b y  

t h e  N a t i o n a l  R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  a n d  p u b l i s h e d  in  1 9 8 2  ( u n d e r  t h e  

R e g a n  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . )  It r e v i e w s  m a n y  s t u d i e s  of m a r i j u a n a

c o n s u m p t i o n  r a t e s  b e f o r e  a n d  a f t e r  d e c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n .  It f o u n d  

t h a t  i n c r e a s e  i n  u s e  w a s  " e q u a l  t o  o r  l e s s "  t h a n  i n  n o n

d e c r i m i n a l i z e d  s t a t e s .  T h e  s t u d i e s  s h o w e d  t h i s  t o  b e  t r u e  w i t h

H i g h  S c h o o l  S t u d e n t s  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  a s  a w h o l e .  T h e  

N R C  e x t e n s i v e l y  s t u d i e d  a  " R e g u l a t e d "  M a r i j u a n a  M a r k e t  ( w h a t  w e  

h a v e  n o w )  a n d  t h e  " P r o h i b i t e d "  M a r i j u a n a  M a r k e t  ( w h a t  S B  3 2  

p r op os es .)  T h e i r  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  c o m p l e t e l y  i n  f a v o r  o f  t h e  

" R e g u l a t e d "  s y s t e m  w e  n o w  e m p l o y  d u e  t o  t h e  h i g h  s o c i a l  a n d
e c o n o m i c  c o s t s  o f  t h e  " P r o h i b i t e d "  s y s t e m .

T h e  e c o n o m i c  i m p a c t  of  a p r o h i b i t e d  m a r k e t  w a s  demonstrate'-' w i t h  

a  s t u d y  c o n d u c t e d  b y  t h e  S t a t e  of C a l i f o r n i a .  T h i s  s t u d y  s h o w e d  a 

747. s a v i n g s  i n  w h a t  t h e  s t a t e  h a d  b e e n  s p e n d i n g  f o r  t h e  

e n f o r c e m e n t  of m a r i j u a n a  l a w s  b e f o r e  d e c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  

r a n g e  of  $ 3 5  t o  $ 1 0 0  m i l l i o n .  T h e  a r e a s  c i t e d  w e r e  c r i m i n a l  

c u s t o d y ,  b o o k i n g  a n d  p r e t r i a l  i n c a r c e r a t i o n .  N o  m e n t i o n  w a s  m a d e  

of t h e  c o s t  of i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  p r o s e c u t i o n  a n d  c o u r t  c o s t s .  J h e s e  
a r e  c o s t s  t h a t  t h e  A l a s k a  L e g i s l a t u r e  will, b e  a c c o u n t a b l e  f o r ^

E n c l o s u r e  # 4  i s  a  c o p y  o f  t h e  S t a t u t e s  t h a t  t h e  A l a s k a  

L e g i s l a t u r e  p a s s e d  t o  d e f i n e  M a r i j u a n a  a s  a C o n t r o l l e d  S u b s t a n c e .

I w a s  c o n c e r n e d  t h a t  s o m e  S e n a t o r s  m a y  b e  u n d e r  t h e  i m p r e s s i o n

1



t h a t  t h e  c o u r t s  h a d  l e g i s l a t e d  t h e  t e r m s  o f  M a r i j u a n a  a s  a 

c o n t r o l l e d  s u b s t a n c e .  P r e s e n t  l a w s  r e s t r i c t i v e l y  r e g u l a t e  t h i s  

s u b s t a n c e  a s  f o l l o w s :

N o  o n e  m a y  p o s s e s s  a n y  a m o u n t  o f  M a r i j u a n a :

U n d e r  19  y e a r s  o f  a g e

In a  p r o p e l l e d  v e h i c l e  (c a r,  b o a t  o r  s n o w  m a c h i n e )

In a n y  p u b l i c  p l a c e  o r  e s t a b l i s h m e n t

N o  o n e  m a y  m a n u f a c t u r e  f o r  s a l e  o r  s e l l

N o  o n e  m a y  p o s s e s s  a n y  a m o u n t  i n  e x c e s s  o f  f o u r  o u n c e

T h e  A l a s k a  S t a t e  S u p r e m e  C o u r t ,  d i d  f i n d  t h a t  u n d e r  S e c t i o n  2 2  of 

t h e  " D e c l a r a t i o n  o f  R i g h t s  of t h e  C o n s t i t u t i o n  of  t h e  S t a t e  of 

A l a s k a "  t h a t  r i g h t  o f  p e r s o n a l  c o n s u m p t i o n  o f  m a r i j u a n a  b y  

i n d i v i d u a l s  in t h e  p r i v a c y  o f  t h e i r  o w n  h o m e  i s  p r o t e c t e d .  

E n c l o s u r e  # 4 f s h o w s  s o m e  o f  t h e  t e x t  of t h e  " R a v e n  D e c i s i o n "  a n d  

in  a l l  t h e  t i m e s  I h a v e  r e q u e s t e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  S e n .  F i s c h e r  

a n d  R e p .  M a r t i n ,  t h e y  h a v e  n o t  s h o w n  a n y  s t u d i e s  t h a t  e v e n  

c l o s e l y  m e e t  t h e  t e s t s  p r o s c r i b e d  b y  t h e  c o u r t s  f o r  t h i s  t y p e  of 

i n v a s i o n  of  p r i v a c y  i n  t h e  h o m e .

It d i s t u r b s  m e  t o  h e a r  p e o p l e  s a y  " A l a s k a n s  w a n t  M a r i j u a n a  

r e c r i m i n a l i z e d . " A l a s k a n s  d o  n o t  w a n t  M a r i j u a n a  r e c r i m i n a l i z e d .  

A l a s k a n s  d o  n o t  w a n t  a d d i t i o n a l , u n n e c e s s a r y  a n d  c o s t l y  

r e s t r i c t i o n s  o n  t h e i r  r i g h t s .  M o r e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h o u g h ,  t h e  

S e n a t e  H E S S  c o m m i t t e e  h e a r i n g s  o n  t h i s  b i l l  s h o w e d  a p r e t t y  e v e n

s p l i t  i n  t h e  c o m m e n t s .  In t w o  s e t s  o f  h e a r i n g s  w e r e  16_ p e o p l e

s p e a k i n g  f o r  t h e  b i l l  1 2  a g a i n s t .  A t  t h e  n e x t  h e a r r r r g ' T f h e r e w e r e  

2 7  f o r  2 2  a g a i n s t .  T h i s  d o e s  n o t  s h o w  a c l e a r  m a n d a t e  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  w h e n  n o t i n g  S e n .  F i s h e r  s o l i c i t e d  t e s t i m o n y  a n a  g a v e  

p r e f e r e n t i a l  t r e a t m e n t  t o  p r o p o n e n t s  of h i s  b i l l .  F u r t h e r , t h e  

A n c h o r a g e  D a i l y  N e w s  r e q u e s t e d  l e t t e r s  a b o u t  p e o p l e  v i e w s  o n  t h i s  

l e g i s l a t i o n .  O v e r w h e l m i n g l y  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  w a s  a g a i n s t  t h i s  b i l l .

I a m  a b o a r d  m e m b e r  o f  t h e  H o m e  a n d  L a n d  O w n e r s  A s s o c i a t i o n

( H A L O )  o f  A r e a  " G" i n  S o u t h  A n c h o r a g e .  I a m  a  m e m b e r  of  t h e  B e a r

V a l l e y  C o m m u n i t y  C o u n c i l  t h a t  w o r k s  h a r d  f o r  r o a d  i m p r o v e m e n t s ,  

w a t e r  q u a l i t y  a n d  p a r k s  in o u r  n e i g h b o r h o o d .  I a m  a  b u s i n e s s m a n  

t h a t  c o n t r a c t s  w i t h  g o v e r n m e n t  a g e n c i e s  a n d  I e m p l o y  2 0  p e o p l e  

a n n u a l l y .  It i s  d i s t r e s s i n g  t o  b e  s i d e  t r a c k e d  f r o m  t h e s e  i s s u e s  

a n d  h a v e  t o  r e j u s t i f y  m y  r i g h t  t o  p r i v a c y  a t  h o m e .  It i s  

d i s c o u r a g i n g  t o  s e e  t h a t  t h e  n e t  v a l u e  o f  m y  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  i n  t h e  

c o m m u n i t y  c o u l d  w a r r a n t  i n c a r c e r a t i o n  if  t h i s  b i l l  i s  p a s s e d .

J a y ,  p l e a s e  t a k e  a  f e w  m i n u t e s  t o  r e v i e w  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  a n d  t h i s  

i s s u e  c a r e f u l l y .  T h i s  b i l l  c a r r i e s  g r e a t  i m p a c t s  t o  o u r  

c o m m u n i t y  b o t h  i n  d o l l a r s  a n d  in t h e  r e s o u r c e s .  A l i e n a t i o n  f r o m  

t h e  r u l e  o f  l a w  in  a d e m o c r a t i c  s o c i e t y  m a y  b e  t h e  m o s t  s e r i o u s  

c o s t  o f  t h i s  p r o p o s e d  l e g i s l a t i o n .

C h r i s  H. H a m r e



F I N D I N G S  O N  S E N A T E  B I E L  ‘-)32 C, H O U S E  I3ILU - 5 r

T h a v e  e x a m i n e d  the f i n d i n g s  r e p o r t e d  in H o u s e  Bill :!55 and Sen.il.-’' Bill 

l?32 of  t:ho A l a s k a n  L e g i s l a t u r e  a n d  h a v e  f o u n d  t h e m  f l a w e d  a nd i n a c c u r a t e .

H e r e  is a p o i n t  by p o i n t  r e b u t t a l  of the f i n d i n g s .  B e g i n n i n g  s e n t e n c e s  in 

a p o s t r o p h i e s  a r e  d i r e c t  q u o t e s  f r o m  the b i l l s .  R e f e r e n c e s  to t he N a t i o n a l  

A c a d e m y  o f  S c i e n c e s  r e f e r  to t h e i r  p u b l i c a t i o n  M a r i  ju a na a n d  H e a l t h w h i c h  

r e p o r t s  t h e i r  1902 s t u d y  o f  m a r i j u a n a  r e l a t e d  r e s e a r c h .  I h a v e  a l s o  e n c l o s e d  

o t h e r  m a t e r i a l s  w h i c h  a r e  p e r t i n e n t  to the t o p i c  o f  r e c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n .

1) "THC, the m i n d  a l t e r i n g  i n g r e d i e n t  in m a r i j u a n a ,  is n o t  s o l u b l e  in 

w a t e r ,  b u t  g o e s  i n t o  the f a t t y  t i s s u e s  of t h e  b r a i n ,  t e s t i c l e s ,  o v a r i e s ,  a n d  

o t h e r  i n t e r n a l  o r g a n s ,  a n d  t a k e s  30 d a y s  to  be  e l i m i n a t e d  f r o m  th e  b o d y ; "

A c t u a l l y ,  T H C  is b r o k e n  d o w n  by  t he b o d y  s o o n  a f t e r  i n g e s t i o n .  I t ' s  

m e t a b o l i t e s  s t a y  in t he b o d y  f o r  u p  to 30 d a y s ,  b u t  t h e s e  m e t a b o l i t e s  a r e  n o n­

p s y c h o a c t i v e .  A n y  t o x i c o l o g i s t  c a n  c o n f i r m  this. U r i n e  t e s t i n g  a d v o c a t e s  

e x p l o i t  t h e  c o n f u s i o n  b e t w e e n  T H C  w h i c h  is t h e  a c t i v e  i n g r e d i e n t  a n d  is 

m e t a b o l i z e d  r e l a t i v e l y  q u i c k l y ,  a n d  i t s  m e t a b o l i t e s  ( c h i e f l y  9 - c a r b o x y - T H C )  

w h i c h  h a v e  n o  p s y c h o a c t i v e  e f f e c t  b u t  l i n g e r  in t h e  b o d y  for a m o n t h  or  so.

T h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u o t e  is f r o m  a r e c e n t  a r t i c l e  b y  C h e m i c a l  & E n g i n e e r i n g  

N e w s  ( 6 / 2 / 8 6 ) .  " M a r i j u a n a  is t he m o s t  c o m m o n l y  a b u s e d  d r u g  a n d  t h e  k i n e t i c s  

o f  it s  m e t a b o l i s m  h a v e  b e e n  s t u d i e d  e x t e n s i v e l y .  It is a l s o  a n j j j m s u a l  d r u g  

in t h a t  it c a n  be d e t e c t e d  in u r i n e  f o r  a l o n g  time. V e r y  l i t t l e  o f  t h e  

o r i g i n a l  d r u g ,  D e l t a - 9 - t e t r a h v d r o c a n n a b i n o l  o r  THC, g o e s  i n t o  the u r i n e .  T h e  

c h e m i c a l  is a b s o r b e d  f r o m  the b l o o d  i n t o  b o d y  fat t i s s u e  w h e r e  it is 

e l i m i n a t e d  a s  it is s l o w l y  m e t a b o l i z e d .  . . ( m e t a b o l i - a s )  c a n  be f o u n d  in 

u r i n e  f o r  l o n g e r  t h a n  a m o n t h  . . . "

T h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u o t e  is f r o m  a C e n t e r  f o r  D i s e a s e  C o n t r o l  M M W R  R e p o r t  

( 9 / 1 6 / 8 3 ) .  " S t u d i e s  i n v o l v i n g  h u m a n s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  8 0 %  - 9 0 %  o f  t h e  t o t a l  

d o s e  of D e l t a - 9 - T H C  is e x c r e t e d  w i t h i n  5 d a y s  - a p p r o x i m a t e l y  20% in uri.no a n d  

6 5 %  in f e c e s . "

M o s t  e x p e r t s  c l a i m  t h a t  the m e t a b o l i t e s  d i s a p p e a r  10 to 14 d a y s  a f t e r  

i n g e s t i o n  in  m o s t  case s .  U r i n e  t e s t s  d e t e c t  t h e s e  m e t a b o l i t e s ,  w h i c h  is w h y  

th e  m a n u f a c t u r e r s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  to p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  t e s t s  to  i n d i c a t e  

r e c e n t  use, n o t  i n t o x i c a t i o n  o r  i m p a i r m e n t .  If T H C  r e m a i n e d  in t h e  s y s t e m  f o r  

30 d a y s ,  a n d  r e m a i n e d  a c t i v e ,  t h e  u r i n e  t e s t s  w o u l d  b e  m a r k e t e d  as  a w a y  to 

i n d i c a t e  i m p a i r m e n t .  T h e y  a r e n ' t .

2) " t h e  b u i l d u p  o f  T H C  in t h e  b o d y  c a u s e s  t he u s e r  to s m o k e  m o r e  

m a r i j u a n a  t o  a c h i e v e  t he d e s i r e d  h i g h  a n d  m a y  r e s u l t  in l o s s  of  s l e e p ,  

a p p e t i t e ,  a n d  i n i t i a t i v e ,  as w e l l  as  m o o d i n e s s  a n d  d e p r e s s i o n ; "

T h e  " b u i l d u p  o f  T H C "  is a c t u a l l y  t o l e r a n c e  to the d r u g ,  a p h y s i o l o g i c a l  

r e s p o n s e  h u m a n s  a n d  a n i m a l s  h a v e  to a n y  d r u g .  It o c c u r s  n o t  b e c a u s e  o f  t he 

T H C  b u i l d u p ,  b u t  b e c a u s e  of o t h e r  c o m p l e x  b i o l o g i c a l  f a c t o r s .



T h e  s y m p t o m s  m e n t i o n e d  a c c o m p a n y  c e s s a t i o n  of m a r i j u a n a  u s e  in s o m e  

i n d i v i d u a l s ,  n o t  t h e  b u i l d u p  in the b o d y .  A m a j o r i t y  of m a r i j u a n a  s m o k e r s  

e x p e r i e n c e  n o  s i d e - o f f o o t s  f r o m  c e s s a t i o n  of  use. If t h o s e  s y m p t o m s  i n d i c a t e  

a n y t h i n g ,  t h e y  i n d i c a t e  t h e  r e l a t i v e  l a c k  of s e r i o u s  s i d e - e f f e c t s  f r o m  

c e s s a t i o n  o f  use. u n l i k e  t h o s e . a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  a l c o h o l  a n d  o p i a t e  withdrawal'.

3) " it is p o s s i b l e  for a h u m a n  b e i n g  to o v e r d o s e  f r o m  t h e  u s e  of 

m a r i j u a n a ,  e s p e c i a l l y  if it is u s e d  in c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  a l c o h o l ,  b e c a u s e  it 

i n c r e a s e s  t he e f f e c t s  of  a l c o h o l ; "

^ T h e r e  is no  r e c o r d  of  a n y o n e  e v e r  d y i n g  f r o m  an  o v e r d o s e  of marijuanq'.

It is o n e  of  t h e  l e a s t  t o x i c  d r u g s  k n o w n  to man.

R a p h a e l  M e c h o u l a m ,  w h o  i s o l a t e d  t h e  m a i n  i n g r e d i e n t  o f  m a r i j u a n a  (THC) 

h a s  e d i t e d  C a n n a b i n o i d s  as  T h e r a p e u t i c  A g e n t s  w h i c h  i n c l u d e s  a n  a r t i c l e  b y  

M a r k " S e g a l  o n  M a r i j u a n a ' s  p o t e n t i a l  a s  a n  a n a l g e s i c .  H e  r e p o r t s  t h a t  

m a r i j u a n a  h a s  p r o m i s e  as a p a i n  k i l l e r  b e c a u s e  it is n o n - a d d i c t i v e  a n d  d o e s  

n o t  d e p r e s s  t h e  r e s p i r a t o r y  t r a c t  ( u n l i k e  o p i o d s . ) M a r i j u a n a ' s  p r o m i s e  as  a 

p a i n - k i l l e r  is r e p o r t e d  by  t h e  N a t i o n a l  A c a d e m y  o f  S c i e n c e s ,  a n d  by  R o g e r

R o f f m a n  in t h e  b o o k  M a r i j u a n a  as M e d i c i n e ; i t s  p r o m i s e  r e s t s  o n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t

f i n d i n g  23 is e s s e n t i a l l y  false.

M a r i j u a n a  is a m i l d  i n t o x i c a n t ,  a n d  a s  s u c h  s h o u l d  n o t  be u s e d  in 

c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  o t h e r  i n t o x i c a n t s .  W h e t h e r  m a r i j u a n a  i n c r e a s e s — t-he e f f e c t s  

o f  a l c o h o l ,  o r  c o m p l i c a t e s  them, o r  j u s t  h o w  o n e  w o u l d  s u b j e c t i v e l y  d e s c r i b e  

t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  m i x i n g  t he two, is b e s i d e  t h e  p o i n t  t h a t  m u l t i p l e  d r u g  u s e  

p r o v i d e s  m u l t i p l e  s a f e t y  c o n c e r n s .  M a r i j u a n a ,  t h o u g h ,  h a s  f a r  l e s s  s e v e r e  

c r o s s - r e a c t i o n  w i t h  a l c o h o l  t h a t  b a r b i t u a t e s  o r  t r a n q u i l i z e r s  s u c h  as  v a l i u m .  

O n c e  a g a i n ,  a g o o d  t o x i c o l o g i s t  c a n  p r o v i d e  c o n f i r m a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  p o i n t s .

4) " t h e  T H C  c o n t e n t  o f  a m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e  10 y e a r s  a g o  w a s  o n e

p e r c e n t ,  b u t  is as  h i g h  as  10 p e r c e n t  p e r  c i g a r e t t e  t o d a y ; "

P r o p o n e n t s  of j a i l i n g  p e o p l e  f o r  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  h a v e  b e e n  u s i n g  t h i s  

a r g u m e n t  as if to s u g g e s t  t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  is t e n  t i m e s  m o r e  d a n g e r o u s  t h a n  it 

u s e d  to  be. T h e  p r e m i s e  t h a t  an  i n c r e a s e  in p o t e n c y  d e m o n s t r a t e s  an i n c r e a s e  

in d a n g e r  is l o g i c a l l y  u n s o u n d .  A s  w i t h  a l c o h o l ,  c o n s u m e r s  c o m p e n s a t e  f or 

h i g h e r  p o t e n c y  b y  c o n s u m i n g  s m a l l e r  d o s e s .  A n y o n e  w h o  c o u n s e l s  a l c o h o l i c s /  

w i l l  c o n f i r m  t h a t  b e e r  is n o  l e s s  d a n g e r o u s  t h a n  w h i s k e y  s i m p l y  b e c a u s e  it h a s ’' 

a l e s s e r  p o t e n c y .  r

T h e  g o v e r n m e n t  lias b e e n  t r y i n g  to s e l l  t he i n c r e a s e d  p o t e n c y  a r g u m e n t  

f or s o m e  time. T h e  e n c l o s e d  p r e s s  r e l e a s e  r e f e r s  to  a N e w  Y o r k  T i m e s  r e p o r t  

in 1 9 8 6  t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  h a d  i n c r e a s e d  t o  an  a v e r a g e  p o t e n c y  o f  3 . 5%, a n d  t h a t  

t h i s  w a s  an  a l a r m i n g  i n c r e a s e  o v e r  th e  s e v e n t i e s .  H o w e v e r ,  in 1 9 00, T h e  T i m e s  

r a n  a s i m i l a r  s t o r y ,  o n l y  at t h a t  t i m e  t h e y  c l a i m e d  t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  h a d  an  

a v e r a g e  p o t e n c y  o f  4%. So, m a r i j u a n a  h a s  a c t u a l l y  d e c r e a s e d  in p o t e n c y ,  if 

y o u  b e l i e v e  T h e  T i m e s .

5) " M a r i j u a n a  c a u s e s  s c h i z o p h r e n i a ,  i l l u s i o n s ,  a n d  h a l l u c i n a t i o n s ,  

i n c l u d i n g  a d u l l i n g  o f  t h e  s e n s e s ,  c r e a t i n g  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  u s e r  is 

u n a b l e  to r e s p o n d  to b o d y  s i g n a l s ,  s u c h  a s  p a i n ; "



T h e r e  is n o  c l i n i c a l  e v i d e n c e  the • m a r i j u a n a  c a u s e s  .schizophrenia. The, 

N a t i o n a l  A c a d e m y  o f  Science?; f o u n d  tliai d r u g  a b u s e  w a s  m r n o f t e n  t h a n  n ot a 

s y m p t o m  r a t h e r  t h a n  a c a u s e  of m e n t a l  problems,. T l l u n o n r ,  and ha 1 lucinai. i in?: 

a r e  o f t e n  s u b j e c t i v e  p h e n o m e n a  i n f l u e n c e d  by  a n  i n d i v i d u a l s  m e n t a l  s t a t e  a n d  

t h e  p o w e r  of  s u g g e s t i o n .  I n d i v i d u a l s  s u c c e p l i b l e  tc l a p s e s  in t h eir g r a s p  of 

r e a l i t y  w i l l  c o m p o u n d  t h e i r  m e n t a l  p r o b l e m s  w i t h  th e  u s e  of a l c o h o l ,  

m a r i j u a n a ,  o r  o t h e r  d r u g s .

M a r i j u a n a  u s e r s  d o  n o t  h a l l u c i n a t e .  T h e y  d o  e x p e r i e n c e  an a l t e r a t i o n  of  

t h e i r  s p a c e  p e r c e p t i o n ,  a n d  an  a p p a r e n t  e n h a n c e m e n t  o f  c o l o r s .  T h e s e ,  

c o m b i n e d  w i t h  i m p a i r m e n t  of  m o t o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n ,  a r e  r e a s o n s  w h y  m a r i j u a n a  

s h o u l d  n o t  be u s e d  w h i l e  d r i v i n g  a m o t o r  v e h i c l e .  H o w e v e r ,  to  c a l l  t h e s e  

e f f e c t s  of m a r i j u a n a  " h a l l u c i n a t i o n s "  is m i s l e a d i n g  if n o t  u n t r u t h f u l .  

I n d i v i d u a l s  w h o  t a k e  L S D  h a l l u c i n a t e .  I n d i v i d u a l s  d e t o x i f y i n g  f r o m  a l c o h o l  

a d d i c t i o n  h a l l u c i n a t e .  H a l l u c i n a t e  m e a n s  t he i n d i v i d u a l  s e e s  s o m e t h i n g  t h a t  

i s n ' t  there. M a r i j u a n a  u s e r s  d o  n o t  h a l l u c i n a t e .

T h e  N a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  on D r u g  A b u s e ' s  jvamphlet, " M a r i j u a n a " ,  is far 

f r o m  b e i n g  t he b e s t  s o u r c e  o n  m a r i j u a n a ' s  e f f e c t s .  H o w e v e r ,  i t ' s  c l a i m s  a r e  

b a s e d  f ar m o r e  on  a c t u a l  r e s e a r c h  t h a n  p o p u l a r  m y t h s .  It m a k e s  n o  m e n t i o n  of  

h a l l u c i n a t i o n s ,  i l l u s i o n s ,  o r  s c h i z o p h r e n i a  r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  m a r i j u a n a  use.

M a r i j u a n a ' s  p r o m i s e  as  a p a i n  k i l l e r  is r e f e r e n c e d  a b o v e .  H o w e v e r ,  the 

d o s e  r e q u i r e d  t o  r e n d e r  an  i n d i v i d u a l  o b l i v i o u s  to  b o d y  s i g n a l s  such_ a s  p a i n  

f a r  e x c e e d s  s t a n d a r d  l e v e l s  of use. A s u f f i c i e n t  d o s e  to a c c o m p l i s h  t h i s  

w o u l d  a l s o  p u t  t h e  s u b j e c t  to s l e e p .  It is u n l i k e l y  t h a t  t h i s  p r e s e n t s  a n y  

d a n g e r  to the i n d i v i d u a l  o r  to s o c i e t y .

6) " a l t h o u g h  it m a y  t a k e  a h e a v y  c i g a r e t t e  s m o k e r  as  l o n g  as  20  y e a r s  

to d e v e l o p  l u n g  c a n c e r ,  o n e  m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e  a d a y  m a y  c a u s e  l u n g  c a n c e r  in 

t h r e e  y e a r s ? "

M a r i j u a n a  is u s e d  d a i l y  h y  o v e r  6 m i l l i o n  /Americans, a c c o r d i n g  to the 

N a t i o n al I n s t i t u t e  o f  D r u g  A b u s e .  M a r i j u a n a  h a s  b e e n  a p o p u l a r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  

d r u g  u s e d  by  a l a r g e  p e r c e n t a g e  of y o u n g  A m e r i c a n s  s i n c e  1 9 6 5 .  T h e r e  is no 

r e c o r d  o f  c a s e  h i s t o r i e s  to  d o c u m e n t  t h i s  f i n d i n g .  If t h i s  f i n d i n g  w e r e  true, 

w e  w o u l d  h a v e  m i l l i o n s  o f  c a s e  h i s t o r i e s  o f  y o u n g  i n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h  l u n g  c a n c e r  

f r o m  m a r i j u a n a  use. T h e  c a s e  h i s t o r i e s  d o n ' t  e x i s t  b e c a u s e  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  is 

false. I

T h e  N a t i o n a l  A c a d e m y  of  S c i e n c e s  d e c i d e d  t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  s m o k i n g  a n d  

t o b a c c o  s m o k i n g  c a n  n o t  b e  c o m p a r e d  b e c a u s e  t h e  m e t h o d s  o f  i n g e s t i o n  d i f f e r  s o  

g r e a t l y .  M a r i j u a n a  s m o k e r s  s m o k e  far l e s s  m a t e r i a l s  a d a y  t h a n  t o b a c c o  

s m o k e r s  ( up to  2 c i g a r e t t e s  a d a y  c o m p a r e d  to 20  - 60), b u t  t h e y  i n h a l e  the 

s m o k e  f ar d e e p e r  i n t o  t he lungs. On  t he o t h e r  h a n d ,  m a n y  m a r i j u a n a  s m o k e r s  

u s e  a w a t e r p i p e  (or " b o n g " )  w h i c h  f i l t e r s  o u t  m a n y ,  b u t  n o t  all, o f  t h e  t a r s  

t ha t  c o n t r i b u t e  to l u n g  c a n c e r .

C l a i m -  t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  is m o r e  c a r c i n o g e n i c  t h a n  t o b a c c o  a r e  c o m p e l l e d  by 

a l o g i c  tha t  d i c t a t e s  t h a t  b e c a u s e  m a r i j u a n a  is i l l e g a l  ( e x c e p t  in A l a s k a )  it 

h a s  to be  m o r e  d a n g e r o u s  t h a n  t o b a c c o  (or in o t h e r  c a s e s ,  t h a n  a l c o h o l ) .  T h e  

c l a i m s  a r e  b a s e d  o n  t h e  u n d i s p u t e d  f a c t  t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  c o n t a i n s  m o r e  t a r  t h a n  

t o b a c c o ,  b u t  i g n o r e  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in i n g e s t i o n  a n d  d o s a g e  t h a t  m a k e  

c o m p a r i s o n s  i n a c c u r a t e .  M a r i j u a n a  s m o k e  is b a d  f o r  t h e  l u n g s ,  it d o e s



'Mil cot' is .1 r e s u l t  of  l ong to cm  m a r i j u a n a  u s e .

N o n e t h e l e s s ,  .it is n ot t r u e  t h a t  a m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e  a lay for t h r e e  

y e a r s  w i l l  c a u s e  l u n g  c a n c e r .  T o f f e r  my  o w n  l u n g s  a n d  c o n t i n u e d  h e a l t h  

proof-*

7) " T H C  a f f e c t s  eggs, s p e r m ,  s e x u a l  h o r m o n e s ,  a n d  t he d e v e l o p m e n t  of  n 

fetus, a n d  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  m a y  r e s u l t  in d e f o r m e d  o r  u n d e r s i z e d  o f f s p r i n g ; "

T h e r e  a r e  n o  d o c u m e n t e d  c a s e s  of  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  c a u s i n g  a g e n e t i c  

d e f o r m i t y .  I c h a l l e n g e  a n y o n e  to p r o v i d e  one.

In A p r i l ,  1 9 0 4  R a l p h  H i n g s o n  d e l i v e r e d  a p a p e r  a t  a N O R M L  c o n f e r e n c e  on  

" E f f e c t s  o f  M a r i j u a n a  U s e  o n  P r e g n a n t  W o m e n " .  Dr. H i n g s o n ' s  c o n c l u s i o n  w a s  

t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  d u r i n g  p r e g n a n c y  m a y  r e s u l t  in a s m a l l e r  b i r t h  weigh.t: for 

t h e  fetus, b u t  in a n  a l l o w a b l e  r a n g e  ( s i m i l a r  to t h e  s m a l l e r  b i r t h  w e i g h t  for 

b a b i e s  f r o m  n i c o t i n e  o r  a l c o h o l  u s i n g  m o t h e r s . )  N O R M L  h a s  b e e n  p u b l i c i z i n g  

t h i s  s i n c e  1 9 3 4 .  W e  r e g u l a r l y  h e a r ,  t h o u g h ,  f r o m  m o t h e r s  w h o  u s e d  m a r i j u a n a  

d u r i n g  p r e g n a n c y  w h o  d e l i v e r e d  b a b i e s  of  n o r m a l  w e i g h t .

L a b o r a t o r y  t e s t s  h a v e  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  u n d e r  s o m e  c o n d i t i o n s ,  l a r g e  d o s e s  

of T H C  a f f e c t  t h e  e g g s ,  s p e r m ,  a n d  s e x u a l  h o r m o n e s  o f  r a t s  a n d  o t h e r  a n i m a l s .  

T h e r e  is e v i d e n c e  t h a t  T H C  i n h i b i t s  s p e r m  m o b i l i t y .  H o w e v e r ,  t h e  e f f e c t s  of 

m a r i j u a n a  o n  f e r t i l i t y  s e e m  t o  b e  n e g l i g i b l e  - as  m i l l i o n s  o f  m a r i j u a n a  

s m o k i n g  p a r e n t s  w i l l  a t t e s t  to.

T h e  N a t i o n a l  A c a d e m y  o f  S c i e n c e s  r e p o r t  a f f i r m e d  t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  h a s  

n o  e f f e c t  o n  c h r o m o s o m e s  o r  f e r t i l i t y .

8) " o t h e r  p h y s i c a l  r e a c t i o n s  to m a r i j u a n a  i n c l u d e  i r r e v e r s i b l e  c h a n g e s  

in the b r a i n ,  s i n u s i t i s ,  p h a r y n g i t i s ,  b r o n c h i t i s ,  e m p h y s e m a ,  i n c r e a s e d  h e a r t  

ra te, a n d  d e c r e a s e d  b l o o d  c i r c u l a t i o n ; "

M a r i j u a n a  u s e  d o e s  n o t  c a u s e  b r a i n  d a m a g e .  N I D A  r e c e n t l y  a n n o u n c e d  

p r o o f  t h a t  it d o e s .  M y  o f f i c e  c o n t a c t e d  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r .  H i s  d a t a  a c t u a l l y  

s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  a d o e s  o f  50 m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r ettes' a d a y  f o r  30 y e a r s  w o u l d  n o t  

c a u s e  b r a i n  d a m a g e .  W h a t  N I D A  b a s e d  t h e i r  c o m m e n t s  o n  w a s  h i s  f i n d i n g  t h a t  

1 3 0  m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e s  f o r  30 y e a r s  w o u l d  c a u s e  s l i g h t  p r e m a t u r e  s e n i l i a .

An  i n d i v i d u a l  w o u i d  h a v e  to s m o k e  a m a r i j u a n a  c i g a r e t t e  e v e r y  3 m i n u t e s  fo r  10 

h o u r s  a day, f o r  t h i r t y  y e a r s ,  to s u f f e r  a n y  b r a i n  d a m a g e  - if t h i s  s t u d y  is 

c o n c l u s i v e .  T h e  e n c l o s e d  N O R M L  p r e s s  r e l e a s e  c i t e d  a b o v e  re: m a r i j u a n a  

p o t e n c y  c o n t a i n s  m o r e  d e t a i l s  o f  t h i s  s t u d y .

S m o k i n g  c o n t r i b u t e s  to l u n g  a n d  s i n u s  p r o b l e m s ,  a n d  m a r i j u a n a  s m o k i n g  is 

no  d i f f e r e n t .  M a r i j u a n a  d o e s  i n c r e a s e  t h e  h e a r t  r a t e  a n d / o r  b l o o d  p r e s s u r e  in 

s o m e  i n d i v i d u a l s ;  N O R M L  c a u t i o n s  a g a i n s t  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  b y  i n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h  

c a r d i o v a s c u l a r  p r o b l e m s .

 9) " o t h e r  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  r e a c t i o n s  to m a r i j u a n a  i n c l u d e  l o s s  of m e m o r y ;

i m p a i r m e n t  in t h i n k i n g ,  r e a d i n g  c o m p r e h e n s i o n ,  a n d  v e r b a l  a n d  a r i t h m e t i c  

p r o b l e m  s o l v i n g ;  i m p a i r m e n t  o f  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  d i s t a n c e  a n d  t i me; a n d  a n x i e t y ,  

p a n i c ,  p a r a n o i a ,  p s y c h o s i s ,  a n d  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  d e p e n d e n c e . "



P o o p  I o u.‘so m a r i j u a n a  b e c a u s e  t h e y  e n j o y  tli«s mi Id impai r m o n t  of 

son nor: m a r i j u a n a  c o n t r  ihnl.os lo. Tills i.mpairmoni. i.;» s h o r t  term, a n d  we.r:: >11 

t wo— to tluroe liours a f t e r  i n g e s t i o n .  T h e r e  is n o  e v i d e n c e  of  p r o l o n g e d  

i m p a i r m e n t  f r o m  m a r i j u a n a  use. T h e  e f f e c t s  d e s c r i b e d  a b o v e  u p  to b u t  no: 

i n c l u d i n g  a n x i e t y  a r e  the short-terin e f f e c t s  d e s i r e d  b y  t h e  m a r i j u a n a  user.

T h e  d a n g e r  of  t e e n a g e  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  is t h a t  m a n y  t e e n s  a r e  p r o n e  to m i x  

r e l a x a t i o n  a n d  s t u d y i n g ,  m e a n i n g  t h e y  t h i n k  it i s  o k a y  to s t u d y  w h i l e  h i g h  on  

m a r i j u a n a  o r  w h i l e  d r i n k i n g  b e er. I m p a i r m e n t  l i m i t s  the a b i l i t y  to lear n ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  l e a r n i n g  s k i l l s .  T h i s  i s  w h y  it is e s s e n t i a l  to 

d e t e r  a d o l e s c e n t s  f r o m  m a r i j u a n a  use, a n d  a p r i m a r y  r e a s o n  w h y  N O R M L  a d v o c a t e s  

l e g a l i z i n g  m a r i j u a n a  f o r  a d u l t s  ( a n d  s h u t t i n g  d o w n  t he b l a c k  m a r k e t  t h a t  w i l l  

sell to s t u d e n t s . )  H o w e v e r  9 0 1  o f  m a r i j u a n a  s m o k e r s  a r e  a d u l t s  w h o s e  l e a r n i n g  

s k i l l s  a r e  u n i m p a i r e d  b y  t h e i r  o c c a s i o n a l ,  m o d e r a t e  m a r i j u a n a  use.

M a r i j u a n a  p r o d u c e s  a c o n d i t i o n  s i m i l a r  to  s t r e s s  o n  t h e  h u m a n  b o d y  (for 

e x a m p l e ,  t h e  i n c r e a s e  .in h e a r t  r a t e . )  M o s t  u s e r s  f i n d  t h i s  p l e a s u r a b l e  

( i r o n i c a l l y  e v e n  t h e  o n e s  w h o  c l a i m  t h e y  u s e  m a r i j u a n a  to a l l e v i a t e  s t r e s s ) ,  

s o m e  f i r s t  t i m e  u s e r s  d o  not. T h i s  is w h a t  a c c o u n t s  t o  r e p o r t s  o f  a n x i e t y  

a t t a c k s  b y  n e w  o r  i n e x p e r i e n c e d  u s e r s  o f  m a r i j u a n a .  N o t e v e r y b o d y  w h o  t r i e s  

m a r i j u a n a  l i k e s  it, n o r  d o e s  e v e r y o n e  w h o  u s e s  i t  d o e s  s o  w i t h o u t  i l l - e f f e c t .  

P e o p l e  w i t h  p r e - e x i s t i n g  m e n t a l  p r o b l e m s ,  as m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e ,  a r e  s u c c e p t i b l e  

to drulj a b u s e .  T h e y  a r e  t h e  s o u r c e  o f  r e p o r t s  o f  p a n i c ,  p a r a n o i a ,  a n d  

p s y c h o s i s  r e s u l t i n g  f r o m  m a r i j u a n a  use. • "~

T h e  i s s u e  of  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  d e p e n d e n c e  h a s  b e e n  h o t l y  d e b a t e d  f or t w e n t y  

years. O b v i o u s l y ,  m i l l i o n s  a n d  m i l l i o n s  of  A m e r i c a n s  u s e  m a r i j u a n a  

r e g u l a r l y .  I c o n t e n d  t h e y  d o  s o  b s c a u s e  t h e y  e n j o y  u s i n g  m a r i j u a n a .  W h e t h e r  

t h e y  a r e  p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y  d e p e n d e n t  o r  n o t  is a m o o t  p o i n t .  M a r i j u a n a  is n o t  

a n  a d d i c t i v e  d r u g ,  n o r  a d a n g e r o u s  o ne. P s y c h o l o g i c a l  r e a c t i o n s  to it a r e  

c u l t u r a l ,  n o t  m e d i c a l  o r  biologic*.!. O n c e  a g a i n ,  t o  b e l a b o r  t h e  p o i n t ,  s o m e  

p e o p l e  w i t h  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  p r o b l e m s  a b u s e  m a r i j u a n a  a n d  o t h e r  d r u g s .  A s  w i t h  

an x i e t y ,  p a n i c ,  p a r a n o i a  a n d  p s y c h o s i s ,  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  d e p e n d e n c e  is n o t  an 

o b s e r v e d  s i d e - e f f e c t  i n  t h e  o v e r w h e l m i n g l y  m a j o r i t y  o f  m a r i j u a n a  u s e r s .

A d d i t i o n a l  C o m m e n t s

T o  be  t o  t h e  p o i n t ,  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  a t  b e s t  c o n s t i t u t e  h o r r i b l e  

d i s t o r t i o n s  a n d  e x a g g e r a t i o n s  o f  e x i s t i n g  r e s e a r c h  f i n d i n g s .  At  w o r s t ,  t h e y  

a r e  d e c e p t i v e  l i e s  a n d  h a l f - t r u t h s  d e s i g n e d  to m i s l e a d  t he l e g i s l a t u r e  of 

A l a s k a .  T h e  b u l k  o f  t h e  r e b u t t a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r e s e n t e d  h e r e  d e a l s  w i t h  h e a l t h  

i s s u e s  b e c u a s e  o f  t h e  l o g i c  o f  t h e  b i l l s .

O t h e r  v a l i d  a r g u m e n t s  a g a i n s t  the b i l l  i n c l u d e  the f a c t  t h a t  A l a s k a n s  

g e n e r a l l y  d o n ' t  l i k e  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t  i n t e r f e r i n g  i n  t h e i r  p e r s o n a l  l i v e s .  T h i s  

is the r e a s o n  f o r  t h e  r i g h t  to p r i v a c y  c l a u s e  in t h e  s t a t e  c o n s t i t u t i o n .

Also.,..the A l a s k a n  p o l i c e  h a v e  b e t t e r  t h i n g s  to d o  w i t h  t h e i r  t i m e  a n d  y o u r  tax 

m o n e y  t h a n  a r r e s t  m a r i j u a n a  o f f e n d e r s .  Also, if t h i s  b i l l  p a s s e s ,  it will 

l i k e l y  b e  c h a l l e n g e d  in  c o u r t  a s  a v i o l a t i o n  o f  R a v i n  vs. S t a t e .

T h e  N a t i o n a l  a n d  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  D r u g  L a w  E n f o r c e m e n t  S t r a t e g y  o f  the 

N a t i o n a l  D r u g  E n f o r c e m e n t  P o l i c y  B o a r d  ( N D E P B )  ( J a n .  1 9 8 7 )  s t a t e s  t h a t  

" b e c a u s e  t h e  d e c r i m i n a l i z a t i o n  o f  m a r i j u a n a  p o s s e s s i o n  u n d e r m i n e s  t h e  s t a n d a r d



of the iuwcc.5ptabi.lity o f  d r u g  use, the 11 s t a t e s  ( w h i c h  i n c l u d e s  A l a s k a )  t hat 

h a v e  d e c r i m i n a l i z e d  m a r i j u a n a  p o s s e s s i o n  s h o u l d  r e c r i m i n a l i z e  t h i s  o f f e n s e . " 

T h i s  d o c u m e n t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a l ,  i.e. the f e d e r a l

g o v e r n m e n t ,  is in t h e  f o r e f r o n t  to c h a n g e  A l a s k a ' s  laws.

M a n y  o f  tire c l a i m s  r e p r e s e n t e d  in t h e  a b o v e  f i n d i n g s  r e p l i c a t e  c l a i m s  in 

the N D E P B ' s  A n a l y s i s  o f  t he D o m e s t i c  C a n n a b i s  P r o b l e m  a n d  t h e  F e d e r a l  

R e s p o n s e , ( 3 / 0 6 ) .  T h e  s o u r c e  c i t e d  w a s  a D r u g  E n f o r c e m e n t  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  

r e p o r t  " T h e  H e a l t h  I m p l i c a t i o n s  of  M a r i j u a n a  U s e . "  It is r i f t  w i t h  p h r a s e s

s u c h  as " r e s e a r c h  s u g g e s t s , "  " h a v e  b e e n  o b s e r v e d , "  " m a r i j u a n a  m a y , "  a n d  o t h e r

c a u t i o u s  t e r m i n o l o g y  w h i c h  a v o i d s  m a k i n g  a d i r e c t  c o n c l u s i o n .  It is m y  

o p i n i o n  a f t e r  s t u d y i n g  t h e s e  c l a i m s  t h a t  t h e  r e p r e s e n t  l a w  e n f o r c e m e n t ' s  b e s t  

a t t e m p t  to j u s t i f y  t h e  l a w s  w h i c h  t h e y  a r e  o b l i g a t e d  to e n f o r c e .

S o c i a l  '.lias o f t e n  i n t e r f e r e s  w i t h  s o u n d  s c i e n t i f i c  r e a s o n i n g .  T h e  

n o t i o n  t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  is  i l l e g a l  s o  i t  m u s t  b e  d a n g e r o u s  is t h e  d r i v i n g  

r a t i o n a l e  b e h i n d  t he l u d i c r o u s  c o m m e n t s  a b o u t  m a r i j u a n a  a b o v e .  T h e  s t r a t e g y  

o f  t h e  N D E P B  is to j u s t i f y  t h e i r  i n c r e a s i n g  b u d g e t  r e q u e s t s  b y  t u r n i n g  d r u g  

e d u c a t i o n  p r o g r a m s  i n t o  l a w  e n f o r c e m e n t  p r o p a g a n d a .
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F i n d i n g s  on M a r i j u a n a  (House Bill 55) 

R e s e a r c h  R e q u e s t  8 7 . 1 5 8

i - »rJ,-V
, l-?\- r

You a s k e d  us to s u b s t a n t i a t e  the f i n d i n g s  on m a r i j u a n a  i n c l u d e d  in House 

Bill 55. I have a d d r e s s e d  each of the f i n d i n g s  i n cl u d e d  in the bill with 

the m o s t  a p p l i c a b l e  r e s e a r c h  ava i l a b l e  t o  me. W h e r e v e r  pos s i b l e , I have 

p r e s e n t e d  th e  r e s e a r c h  w i t h o u t  p a r a p h r a s i n g  it. For t h i s  reason, the 

m e m o r a n d u m  m a y  not r e a d  smoothly. As y o u  r e q u e s te d ,  I hav e  not included 

m y . r e s e a r c h  w h i c h  d i s p u t e s  the findi n g s s e t  out in the bill.

1. D e l t a - 9 - t e t r a h y d r o c a n n a b i n o l  (THC), t h e  m i n d - a l t e r i n g  i n g r e d i e n t in

m a r i j u a n a ,  is n o t  s o l u b l e  in water, b u t  g o e s  into  t h e  f a t t y  tissues

o f  t h e  brain, t es t i c l e s ,  ovaries, a n d  o t h e r  internal organs, and

t a k e s  30 d a y s  to be e l i m i n a t e d  f r o m  t h e  body.

A c c o r d i n g  t o  Dr. W . D . M .  P a t o n ,  P r o f e s s o r  o f  P h a r m a c o l o g y  at Oxford

U n i v e r s i t y ,  "the v a r i o u s  c a n n a b i n o i d  s u b s t a n c e s  are h i g h l y  s o l u b l e  in fat, 

b u t  h a v e  a' l o w  s o l u b i l i t y  in w a t e r " . 1 O t h e r  r e s e a r c h  shows that 

" T H C - - t h e  principal p s y c h o a c t i v e  i n g r e d i e n t  o f  m a r i j u a n a . . .tends to a c c u m u­

late in the b r a i n  and g o n a d s  and o t he r  f a t t y  t i s s u e s . . "  L

G e o r g e  K. Russell, " M a r i h u a n a  T o d a y - - A  C o m p i l a t i o n  o f  Medical Findings 

for t h e  L a y man," p. 45.

2S e n a t o r  Eastland, C h a i r m a n  o f  the Internal S e c u r i t y  S u b c o m m i t t e e  of the 

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Senate, M a y  1974, s u m m a r i z i n g  t e s t i m o n y  g i v e n  before the 

S u b c o m m i t t e e .  Q u o t e d  in " M a r i h u a n a Today", p. 14.
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NOTICE: The p r o j e c t  that is the subject of this report

was approved by the G o v erning Board of the N a t i o n a l  R e­

sear c h  Council, w h o s e  members are d r a w n  f r o m  the cou n­

cils, of the N a t i o n a l : A c a d e m y  of Sciences, the National 

A c a d e m y  of E n g i n eering, and the Institute of M e d icine.

The m e m b e r s  of the c o m m ittee r e s p onsible for the report 

were chosen f or their s p e cial c o m p etences a nd w i t h  regard 

for a p p r o p r i a t e  balance.

Thi s  report has been reviewed by a g r o u n  o t h e r  than 

the authors a c c o r d i n g  to procedures appro\ by a Report 

R e v i e w  C o m m i t t e e  c o n s i s t i n g  of m e m b e r s  of the N a t i o n a l  

A c a d e m y  of Sciences, the National A c a d e m y  of Engineering, 

and the I n s titute of Medicine.

T he National R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  was e s t a b l i s h e d  by the 

N a t ional A c a d e m y  oi Sciences in 1916 to a s s o c i a t e  the 

broad c o m m u n i t y  of s c i ence and technology w i t h  the 

A c a d e m y ' s  p u r p o s e s  of f u r t hering k n o w l e d g e  a nd of a d v i s­

ing the federal gov e r n m e n t .  The C o u ncil o p e r a t e s  in 

a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  g e n e r a l  policies d e t e r m i n e d  by the A c a d­

emy u n der the a u t h o r i t y  of its c o n g r e s s i o n a l  charter of 

1863, w h i c h  e s t a b l i s h e s  the A c a demy as a p r i v a t e ,  non­

profit, s e l f - g o v e r n i n g  me m b e r s h i p  cor p o r a t i o n .  The C o u n­

cil has b e c o m e  the p r i n cipal o p e r ating a g e n c y  of both 

the Natio n a l  A c a d e m y  of Sciences and the N a t i o n a l  A c a d­

emy of E n g i n e e r i n g  in the conduct of their s e r v i c e s  to 

the government, the public, and the s c i e n t i f i c  and e n g i­

ne e r i n g  comm u n i t i e s .  It Is admi n i s t e r e d  j o i n t l y  by both 

Academies and the I n s t i t u t e  of Medicine. T he National 

A c a d e m y  of E n g i n e e r i n g  and the Institute of M e d i c i n e  

w e r e  e s t a b l i s h e d  in  1964 and 1970, resp e c t i v e l y ,  under 

the c h a rter of  the N a t i o n a l  A c a d e m y  of  Sciences.

A v a i l a b l e  from:

C o m m i s s i o n  o n  B e h a v i o r a l  and Social S c i ences and 

Education 

Na t ional R e s e a r c h  C o u n c i l  

2101 C o n s t i t u t i o n  Avenue, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20418

Printed in the U n i t e d  States of America



N AT I ON A L  R E S E A R C H  C O U N C I L

7101 c o N j r m m o M  a v i w u i  * ' a» h i w c t o n . d  c  j o j w

rill I H A IR  M  AK'

J u n e  21, 1982

Dr. W i l l i a m  Pollin, D i r e c t o r
N a t i o n a l  Institute on Drug A b u s e
P a r k l a w n  Buil ding
R o o m  10-05
5600 F ishers Lane
R ockville, M a r yland 20857

De a r  Dr. Pollin:

I transmit, herewith, a rep o r t  of the Nftional Research 
C o u n c i l ' s  Commi t t e e  on S u b s t a n c e  A b u s e  and Habitual Behavior: 
:"An A n a l y s i s  of M a r i j u a n a  P olicy" p r e p a r e d  at the request of 
the N a t ional Institute on D r u g  Abuse.

The C o m m i t t e e  on S u b s t a n c e  A b u s e  and Habitual Behavior, 
c o m p o s e d  of 18 ex p e r t s  in the se v e r a l  r e l evant disciplines, 
has w e i g h e d  c a r e f u l l y  he a v a i l a b l e  data regarding the costs, 
risks, and benefits o f  the m a j o r  po l i c y  alternatives r e g a r d­
ing the c o n t r o l  of m a r i j u a n a  use and supply. The Commi t t e e  
is cl e a r  in p o i nting to the d e f i c i e n c i e s  of this body of 
e v i d e n c e  and c a u tions about the ha z a r d s  of formulating policy 
re c o m m e n d a t i o n s  based solely or in part thereon. In this 
regard, I call your a t t e n t i o n  to the following statement by 
Louis Lasagna and Ga r d n e r  L i n d z e y  containe d in the Pr eface 
to the report:

The C o m m i t t e e  w i s h e s  to mak e  cle a r  wha t  it re gards 
as the limits of this re p o r t  for the selection of 
po l i c y  alternatives. S c i e n t i f i c  j u d gment can 
e s t i m a t e  the p r e v a l e n c e  of d i f f e r e n t  kinds of use, 
risks to health, e c o n o m i c  costs, and the like 
und e r  cu r r e n t  policies and try to pr o j e c t  such 
estim a t e s  for new policies. It can come to some 
c o n c l u s i o n s  based on those estimates. But selection 
of an a l t e r n a t i v e  is a l w a y s  a va l u e - g o v e r n e d  choice, 
w h i c h  can ult im a t e l y  be mad e  only by the political 
process.

This c a v e a t  n o twithstanding, the C o m m i t t e e  has de rived 
from its e x a m i n a t i o n  of the s c i e n t i f i c  data a conclusion about 
the major policy choices facing the nation w i t h  respect to

IH | N«IIOs-A|.R»MRRM(''OIVri| H im  H IA'flfA I OMRAJKCAClMCrOf n i t  NAFIOWAl ACM)! WY O f IC IIKC f S AVD PIF WUIOWA1 AfADI UT o f tu c in f fR
i o  u n i  c c m  nw uiw r a w o  o t h i  s  o r c a w ij a i io m i

m a r i j u a n a :  c o m p l e t e  prohibition, proh i b i t i o n  of supply
only, a n d  r e g u l a t o r y  approaches. Specifically, the 
C o m m i t t e e  c o n c u r s  w i t h  the judqment of the National 
C o m m i s s i o n  on M a r i j u a n a  an d Drug A b u s e ,.r e n d e r e d  in 
1971, that a policy of p r o h i b i t i o n  of S u p p l y j o n l y / i s  
p r e f e r a b l e  to a policy of c o m p l e t e  proh i b i t i o n  of’ supplv* 
and use.

W h a t  m u s t  be under s t o o d  by the public, the media, 
and all w h o  read the C o m m i t t e e ' s  report is that its 
d e c i s i o n  to en d o r s e  a policy c h a n g e  was not fashioned 
fro m  s c i e n t i f i c  i n formation--old or now--alone. Rather 
it w a s  the a n a l y s i s  of a c o m b i n a t i o n  of factors w h i c h  
a f f e c t  p o l i c y  decisions, including the cost and 
e f f i c a c y  of enfo r c e m e n t  prac tices. Values were n e c e s­
sa r i l y  i n v o l v e d  in balancing the se factors and there are 
those wi-thin the m e m b e r s h i p  and g o v e r n i n g  bodies of the 
A c a d e m i e s  and the N a t i o n a l  R e s e a r c h  Council who mi g h t  
not h a v e  c o m e  to the same po l i c y  con clusions, after 
r e v i e w i n g  the same data.

My o w n  v i e w  is that the dat a  available to the C o m m i t t e e  
w e r e  i n s u f f i c i e n t  to justify on s c ientific or analytical 
g r o u n d s  c h a n g e s  in cu r r e n t  p o l i c i e s  dealing with the use 
of m a r i j u a n a .  In this re s p e c t  I am concerned that the 
C o m m i t t e e  m a y  h ave gone beyond its ch a r g e  in stating a 
j u d g m e n t  so value-laden, that it should have been left 
to the p o l i t i c a l  process.

I h a v e  o n e  further c o n c e r n  that cannot go u n a d d ressed.
I fear that this report, coming as it does from a wel l -  
kn o w n  and w e l l - r e s p e c t e d  s c i e n t i f i c  organi zation, w i l l  be 
m i s u n d e r s t o o d  by the m e d i a  and the public to imply that 
new s c i e n t i f i c  dat a  are s u d d e n l y  available that justify 
c h a n g e s  in pu b l i c  a t t i t u d e s  on the use of marijuana.
T h i s  w o u l d  be u n f o r t u n a t e  a t  a time w hen da ily use trends 
by h i g h  s c h o o l  students are dow n  significantly. As the 
C o m m i t t e e’s d i s c u s s i o n  of m a r i j u a n a ' s  beha vioral and 
h e a l t h - r e l a t e d  e ffects c l e a r l y  demonstrates, there is no 
ne w  s c i e n t i f i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  e x o n e r a t i n g  marijuana. In fact, 
the r e v i e w  by ou r Institute of Medicine, published a few 
m o n t h s  ago, reev a l u a t e d  e x i sting scientific e v i dence and 
co n c l u d e d ,  as have others, that marij u a n a  is a ha rmful 
drug w h o s e  use justifies se rious national concern.

I w i s h  to remin d ' y o u  that this is a committee report; 
the o n l y  p o s ition that can be inferred with respect to 
ijthe N a t i o n a l  Research C o u n c i l  on the issue of marijuana 
.policy is that the N a t ional R e s earch Council is satis f i e d  
Ithat the C o m m i t t e e  was c o m p e t e n t  to examine the issue and 
d i l i g e n t  in c a r rying out its task. Despite my personal 
dis a g r e e m e n t ,  I believe that the Committee lias perfo r m e d  
d useful s ervice by illu m i n a t i n g  man y  of the c omplex issues 
s u r r o u n d i n g  this highly c o n t r o v e r s i a l  subject.

You r s  sincerely, ’ ' •

/ - ') y .

Fra nk Press
Ch a i r m a n
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P R E F A C E

In 1978 the Committee on Substance Abuse and HcDitual 

Behavior began a s t u d y  of marijuana policy at tl.e re­
quest and with the s u p port of the National Institute on 

Drug Abuse. Sharp increases in marijuana use along with 

suggestions for r e form of existing marijuana laws from 

scientists and policy make r s  prompted a renewed look at 

those laws. In addition, the National Commission on 

Marijuana and Drug Abuse, in its 1973 final report, Drug 

Use in America; P r o b l e m  in P e r s p e c t i v e , had recommended 

that a follow-up c o m m i s s i o n  be appointed to review pos­

sible changes in the s i t u ation four years later. That 

recommendation was not implemented, so the Committee 

took as a framework for its task the assessment that the 

C o m m ission recommended, especially the assessment of new 

e vidence regarding the effects of recent changes In 

state marijuana policies.

The Committee c o n d u c t e d  its study w ith awareness of 

the intensity of past c ontroversies about marijuana use 

in U.S. society. In the four years since the Committee 

began its work, there has been an  increase in visible 

c o n c e r n  among many parents about marijuana use among 

y o u t h t its potential risks to the health of children, 

and the possibility that heavy use by some young people 

m a y  seriously threaten their education. Parents who 

have experienced problems with their own children, or 

o b s erved those of others, have organized to make mari­

juana policies ;» m a jor item on currenc political agendas. 

In comparison with the s i t u a t i o n  at the inception of 

this study, thpre is today greater rancor in public 

discussion, press reports, legislative hearings, and 

policy-oriented technical meetings related to marijuana 

u s e .
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This is the context in which the Committee completed 

its r e view of the evidence and arguments of earlier 

studies and weighed the significance of subsequent evi­

dence for the m a j o r  policy alternatives. Every policy 

has potentially good and potentially bad effects, and ; 

policy choices involve difficult comparisons of such ! 

effects. It is important to recognize that to a l low the 

inertia developed by existing policies to prevent change 

Is itself a choice.

The Committee is aware that a n a l y z i n g  a topic that is 

the subject of heated social debate has its hazards.

Many of those p a r t i cipating in the ma r i j u a n a  debate have 

already selected what they take to be the a d m i ssible 

terms of the d i s c ussion and look w ith d i s f a v o r  on a ny­

one's insistence on a wider set of consi d e r a t i o n s .  For 

example, some would settle the issue on  physiological 

grounds alone: w h e t h e r  cannabis products, In the dose

ranges customarily used by most people, cause tissue 

damage. Defenders of marijuana use may seize on the 

ambiguity or absence of evidence for s u c h  damage and 

ignore any other effects on education or safety; those 

opposed to marijuana use may emphasize the possibility 

of chronic disease that is suggested by some laboratory 

findings and ignore the social, political, and economic 

costs of fighting a well-established custom.

This report does not review and a n alyze every c o n­

ceivable policy n u a n c e  or option. It a d d resses the 

major choices— both because these families of a l t e r n a­

tive policies subsume m any variants and because the 

choice among these m a j o r  options must be discussed 

before specific, perhaps new, policy instruments can be 

d e s i g n e d .
The Committee w i s h e s  to make clear what It regards as 

the limits of this report for the selection of policy 

alteratives. Sc i e n t i f i c  judgment can estimate the prev­

alence of different kinds of use, risks to health, e c o­

nomic costs, and the like under current policies and can 

try to project such estimates for new policies. It can 

come to some c o n c l u s i o n s  based on those estimates. But 

selection of an alt e r n a t i v e  Is always a value-governed 

choice, which can ultimately be made o nly by the politi­

cal process. The role of scientific evidence in this 

process is not inconsiderable, even though, at times, 

the strongest e v i dence may be pushed aside and the w i l d­

est speculation prevail. But the weight of the evidence 

is only one factor in the process of policy formation; 

ultimately, that process Involves value "hoices.
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In completing its report, the Committee has benefited 

from many people In formulating, revising, and updating 

the analyses and data. A v e r y  early version of this 

report was discussed at the Committee's annual c o n f e r­

ence in 1979, and subsequent versions benefited from 

c.omments by staff of the N a t i o n a l  Institute on Drug 

Abuse and of the National R e s e a r c h  Council. The final 

draft received close and c o n s t r u c t i v e  attention by m e m­

bers of the National R e s earch Council's C o m m ission on 

Behavioral and Social S c i ences and Education, the Insti­

tute of Medicine, and the R e p o r t  Review Committee of the 

N ational Academy of Sciences.

W e  have also m a i n t a i n e d  a c l o s e  l i a i s o n  w i t h  the staff 

a n d  m e m b e r s  of the I n s t i t u t e  of M e d i c i n e ' s  C o m m i t t e e  to 

S t u d y  the H e a l t h - R e l a t e d  E f f e c t s  of C a n n a b i s  a n d  Its 

D e r i v a t i v e s ,  o n  w h i c h  t h r e e  m e m b e r s  of o u r  C o m m i t t e e  

a l s o  se rved, and w h o s e  r e c e n t l y  p u b l i s h e d  r eport. 

M a r i j u a n a  and H e a l t h , s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o n t r i b u t e d  to o u r  

w o r k .

T w o  former C o m m i t t e e  m e m b e r s ,  T r o y  D u s t e r  a n d  M i c h a e l  

A g a r ,  a s s i s t e d  in the e a r l y  p r e p a r a t i o n  of the r e p o r t .

At l a t e r  stages we wer e  v e r y  a b l y  a s s i s t e d  b y  the s t a f f  

o f  the C o m m i s s i o n  on B e h a v i o r a l  a n d  S o c i a l  S c i e n c e s  and 

E d u c a t i o n ,  in p a r t i c u l a r  D a v i d  G o s l l n ,  e x e c u t i v e  d i r e c­

tor, and E ugenia G r o hman, a s s o c i a t e  d i r e c t o r  for r e p o r t s .  

W i t h o u t  their help, it is d o u b t f u l  that w e  c o u l d  h a v e  

c o m p l e t e d  this task. F i n a l l y ,  w e  are i n d e b t e d  to the 

s t a f f  and m e mbers of the C o m m i t t e e ,  for the i r  d i l i g e n c e ,  

p a t i e n c e ,  and c o m m i t m e n t  to a d i f f i c u l t  a s s i g n m e n t .

Louis T.asagna, Chair 

Gardner Lindzey, Chair, 1977-1980 

C o m m ittee on Substance Abuse and 

H a b i t u a l  Behavior

An Analysis o f Marijuana Policy

INTRODUCTION

Since the early 1960s the use of marijuana as an intoxi­

cant by a growing proportion of the American population 

has been an issue of major national concern. Despite 

repeated warnings of possible adverse health consequences 

and persistent efforts by law enforcement agencies to 

restrict the supply and use of marijuana, available data 

indicate that e x p e r i mentation with or regular use of the 

drug is no longer restricted to a small minority of A m e r­

icans. In 1979, for example, 68 percent of y o ung adults 

between the ages of 18 and 25 reported having tried m a r i­

juana; 35.A percent reported having used marijuana in 

the lasc month. Among adults over age 26, the p r o p o r­

tion havi n g  ever used marijuana has more than doubled 

since 1**71, from 9.2 percent to 19.6 percent (Fishburne 

et al., 1980; see Table 1, below).

A l t h o u g h  "the marijuana problem" may be viewed as of 

recent origin, marijuana is not a new drug. The c a n n a­

bis plant has been cultivated and used both for its in*- 

toxicating properties and for its fiber (hemp) throughout 

the world for more than 10,000 years (Abel, 1980). At 

various times and places attempts have been num e  to 

restrict its use as an intoxicant; at other times and 

places its virtues have been extolled for medical p ur­

poses, and it has played a significant role in religious 

ritual. Because cannabis is easily grown— indeed, it is 

one of the hardiest of all plant species— its resin has 

been used for centuries along with tobacco, fermented 

d i s t i llates of grains and fruits (alcohol), and opium 

derivatives as one means of relieving stresses a s s o c i­

ated with daily life.
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Despite its long history, the use of cannabis as an 

intoxicant was relatively unknown in the li u t e d  States 

until the latter part of the nineteenth century, and 

even then it*- use as a drug was restricted to a tiny 

fraction of t.ie population, primarily immigrants from 

Mexico. The first efforts to' restrict its use in this 

c o untry did not o c c u r  until 1911, w hen Congress, which 

at that: time was considering proposals for federal 

an t i n arcotics legislation, listened to arguments that 

cannabis should be included in the list of illegal 

drugs. That effort failed, but duri n g  the next two 

d e c ades a number of state legislatures moved to prohibit 

the possession of m a r i juana unless prescribed by a 

physician. It was not until 1937, w h e n  the Marijuana 

Tax Law was enacted, that the federal government became 

involved in the a t t empt to control its use. Even this 

law recognized the industrial uses of hemp and also 

ex e mpted the seeds of  the plant, which were then being 

sold as bird feed. In 1956, Congress included marijuana 

in the Narcotics A c t  of that year and, in 1961, the 

United Nations adopted the Single Convention on Narcotic 

Drugs, the terms of which state that each participating 

country could "adopt such measures as may be necessary 

to prevent misuse of, and illicit traffic in, the leaves 

of the cannabis p l a nt." Congress approved participation 

in the convention in 1967 and three years later passed 

the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act, 

w h i c h  provides the basis for current federal prohibitions 

re g a rding m a r ijuana use.

Despite this h i s t o r y  it was not until the 1960s Chat 

mos t  Americans became aware of marijuana. The political 

and cultural protests of that period focused public at­

tention on young people, their life-styles,-^and their use 

of drugs, including marijuana. That period created the 

context in which public policies regarding marijuana use 

hav e  been debated since the early 1970s. As Abel (1980) 

points out, for the first time marijuana use was not 

restricted to m i n o r i t y  groups and fringe elements of 

society: many of the new users were native-born, middle-

class, white c o l lege students. Without doubt, the polit­

ical and cultural context in which ma r i j u a n a  emerged as 

an issue of national concern has strongly influenced the 

subsequent policy debate about its use.

T h e  p o l i c y  d e b a t e  abo u t  m a r i j u a n a  u s e  has a l s o  b r o u g h t  

i n t o  s h a r p  focus t w o  c o n f l i c t i n g  but d e e p l y  hel d  b e l i e f s  

o f  large and o v e r l a p p i n g  s e g m e n t s  of the A m e r i c a n  p o p u­

lation. To man y ,  the use of drugs of a n y  kind s o l e l y  for

3

the purpose o f  p r o d u c i n g  s t a t e s  of i n t o x i c a t i o n  is a b h o r­

rent, e n t i r e l y  a p a r t  from any p r e s u m e d  h e a l t h  effects.

At the same tim e, m a n y  pe o p l e  s t r o n g l y  d e f e n d  the right 

of i n d i v i d u a l s  to p r i v a t e l y  i n d u l g e  t h e i r  desi res, so 

long as o t h e r s  a r e  not a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t e d .  A dding to 

the c o m p l e x i t y  of the issues a r e  c o n t i n u i n g  u n c e r t a i n t i e s  

about the h e a l t h  and d e v e l o p m e n t a l  c o n s e q u e n c e s  of m a r i­

juana use, c o n c e r n  o v e r  the g r o w i n g  n u m b e r  of a d o l e s c e n t  

users, the s o c i a l  c o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  p r o s e c u t i n g  o t h e r w i s e  

law- a b i d i n g  c i t i z e n s  for p o s s e s s i o n  and u s e  of m a r i j u a n a ,  

the r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of m a r i j u a n a  

and that of o t h e r  il l e g a l  drugs, the c o s t s  of e n f o r c e m e n t  

o f  current laws, and the e c o n o m i c  i m p l i c a t i o n s  of the 

p e r s i s t e n c e  o f  v e r y  large i llegal m a r k e t s .

The next s e c t i o n  of this rep o r t  p r e s e n t s  a brief s u m­

mar y  of e x i s t i n g  e v i d e n c e  r e g a r d i n g  the h e a l t h  c o n s e­

quences of m a r i j u a n a  use, d r a w i n g  h e a v i l y  on the r e c e n t l y  

c o m p l e t e d  s t u d y  by the I n s t i t u t e  of M e d i c i n e .  The third 

section s u m m a r i z e s  e x i s t i n g  f ederal and s t a t e  laws re­

lating to the s u p p l y  and u s e  of m a r i j u a n a .  The fourth 

s ection of the re p o r t  re v i e w s  the c o n c l u s i o n s  of the 

report of the N a t i o n a l  C o m m i s s i o n  on M a r i j u a n a  and Dru g  

Abu se (1972). T h e  n ext two s e c t i o n s  deal, respectively, 

w it h  polic i e s  r e g a r d i n g  the u s e  and the s u p p l y  of m a r i­

juana. The t w o  final s e c t i o n s  p r e s e n t  a s ummary of the 

c o m m i t t e e ' s  c o n c l u s i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  m a j o r  policy options 

and r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  for r e s e a r c h  n e e d e d  to more a d e­

qua t e l y  a s s e s s  t h o s e  o p t ions.

TH E  DANGERS OF MARIJUANA

M a r i j u a n a  is n o t  a h a r m l e s s  drug. A l t h o u g h  available 

e v i d e n c e  s u g g e s t s  chat m a r i j u a n a  m a y  be less likely than 

o piates, b a r b i t u r a t e s ,  o r  a l c o h o l  to induce p s y c h o l o g i­

cal and p h y s i c a l  d e p e n d e n c e  in its users, it lias the 

c a p a c i t y  to r e d u c e  the e f f e c t i v e  f u n c t i o n i n g  of i n d i v i d­

uals u n d e r  its i n f l u e n c e ,  and p r o l o n g e d  or exces s i v e  us e 

m a y  c au s e  s e r i o u s  h a r m f u l  b i o l o g i c a l  and social e f fects 

in many users.

The recent r e p o r t ,  M a r i j u a n a  and H e a l t h , of the In s t i­

tute of M e d i c i n e  (1982:5 ( r e p r o d u c e d  in the appendix)) 

concludes:

The s c i e n t i f i c  e v i d e n c e  p u b l i s h e d  to d a t e

indicates t h a t  m a r i j u a n a  h a s  a broad range of

p s y c h o l o g i c a l  and b i o l o g i c a l  e f f e c t s ,  som e  of
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w h i c h ,  at least u n der certain conditions, a r e  

h a r m f u l  to h u m a n  health. Unfortunately, the 

a v a i l a b l e  inf o r m a t i o n  does not tell us h o w  s e r ­

i o u s  this risk m a y  be.

O v e r a l l ,  the report co n c l u d e s  (p. 5):

( W j h a t  little w e  k n o w  for certain about the e f ­

f e c t s  of m a r i j u a n a  on h u m a n  health— and all that 

w e  h a v e  reason to s u s p e c t — iustifies serious 

n a t i o n a l  concern.

The c o m p l e t e  s u m m a r y  of the Institute of M e d i c i n e  report 

a p p e a r s  as the a p p e n d i x  to this report.

O v e r  the past 4 0  years, m a r i j u a n a  has been a c c u s e d  of 

c a u s i n g  an array o f  ant i s o c i a l  effects, including: in

the 1930s, p r o voking crime and violence; in the e a rly 

1950s, leading to h e r o i n  addiction; and in the late 

1960s, m a k i n g  peop l e  passive, lowering m o t i v a t i o n  and 

p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  and d e s t r o y i n g  the American wor k  e t h i c  in 

y o u n g  people. A l t h o u g h  beliefs in these effects persist 

a m o n g  m a n y  people, they h ave not been substantiated by 

s c i e n t i f i c  evidence.

C o n c e r n s  about h o w  m a r i j u a n a  affects citizenship, 

m o t i v a t i o n ,  and job p e r f o rmance have become less salient 

in r e c e n t  years as m a r i j u a n a  has moved more into the 

m a i n s t r e a m  of s o c i e t y  and has become less e x c l u s i v e l y  

a s s o c i a t e d  with radicals, hippies, or disadvantaged 

m i n o r i t i e s .  Though there is still widespread b e l i e f  

that h e a v y  m a r i j u a n a  use m ay be incompatible w i t h  a 

r e s p o n s i b l e ,  productive life, evidence that m a r i j u a n a  

has n o t  ad v e r s e l y  affected eith e r  the productivity or 

the s e n s e  of social r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of some g r o u p s  of 

u s ers (see, e.g., Hochman and Brill, 1973) has tempered 

e a r l i e r  fears of a w i d e spread "amotivational s y n d r o m e . "  

R e s e a r c h  that c o r r e l a t e s  ma r i j u a n a  use with u n d e s i r a b l e  

b e h a v i o r ,  such as al i e n a t i o n  or inattention to scho o l  

s t u d i e s ,  has not est a b l i s h e d  the direction of c a u s a l i t y  

or r u l e d  out spurious associations (see, e.g., u e a c h y  et 

al., 1979). This issue, however, continues to b e  the 

s u b j e c t  of lively con t r o v e r s y  and the Institute o f  M e d i­

cine report (1982:125) concludes that "it a p p e a r s  likely 

that b o t h  s e l f - s e l e c t i o n  and authentic drug e f f e c t s  c o n­

tri b u t e  to the 'motivational' problems seen in s o m e  

c h r o n i c  m a r i juana users."

R e c e n t l y ,  a body of literature has accumulated that 

r e p o r t s  on links between marijuana use anc such h e a l t h
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impairments as lung d i s e a s e ,  chromosome damage, reduced 

reproductive function, a n d  brain d y s f unction (summarized 

in Institute of M e d i c i n e ,  1982, and National Institute on 

Drug Abuse, 1980). In s o m e  areas— for example, effects 

on the nervous system a n d  behavior and on the c a r d i o­

vascular and r e s p iratory systems— there is clear evidence 

that marijuana produces acute short-term effects (Insti­

tute of Medicine, 1 9 8 2 : 2  ,3):

With a severity d i r e c t l y  related to dose, marijuana 

impairs motor c o o r d i n a t i o n  and affects tracking 

ability and sensory a n d  perceptual functions impor­

tant for safe d r i v i n g  and the o p e r ation of other 

machines. . . . [it also) increases the work of 

the heart, usually b y  raising the heart rate and, 

in some persons, by r a i s i n g  blood pressure.

There is as yet no s u c h  clear evidence on the possible 

long-term effects in t h e s e  areas, or of o t her potential 

health consequences of m a r i j u a n a  use; further research 

is needed. In a d d i t i o n ,  most studies on human popula­

tions have been l a b o r a t o r y  studies of young, healthy 

adult males.' D i f f e r e n t i a l  effects of m a r i juana use on 

the elderly, on p r e g n a n t  women, on groups that are 

psychiatrically v u l n e r a b l e  or at risk for disease or 

dysfunction, and p a r t i c u l a r l y  on a d o l e scents have not 

been studied syste m a t i c a l l y .

In our view, the m o s t  troublesome aspects of mar i­

juana use are its p o t e n t i a l  effects on the development 

of adolescents. P a r e n t s  as well as a n u m b e r  of clini­

cians and researchers a r e  concerned that the social and 

intellectual d e v e l o p m e n t  of teenagers m ay be harmed by 

chronic marijuana use. There is good evidence that 

intoxication may s e r i o u s l y  impair such important skills 

as comprehension and r e t e n t i o n  of newly presented educa­

tional materials ( i n s t i t u t e  of Medicine, 1982). Rapidly 

growing tissues have b e e n  shown to be particularly vul­

nerable to some, a l t h o u g h  by no means all, toxic agents, 

and there is at least a possibility that toxic effects 

m ay be subtle and not c l e a r l y  manifest until adulthood. 

Scientifically, these a r e  difficult relationships to 

identify, and the r e s e a r c h  to date is still insufficient 

to strongly support a n y  relationship.

Perhaps more s i g n i f i c a n t  than any lasting biological 

effect is the effect o f  the drug in different patterns 

of use on emotional d e v e l o p m e n t ,  on the formation of 

habits, and on the a c q u i s i t i o n  of coping skills for



stress s i t u a t i o n s .  Indeed, although the many issues 

raised by the u s e  of  intoxicants to escape stressful 

challenge h a v e  n o t  been systematically studied, the e v i­

dent a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  of marijuana to man y  adolescents, 

and its p o s s i b l e  d o s e -related interference with the 

study and h a r d  w o r k  needed for intellectual development 

in the crucial h i g h  school years, make this a special 

matter for c o n c e r n .  This is particularly so in light o f  

the fact that, u n l i k e  alcohol, marijuana is used by m a n y  

adolescents d u r i n g  school hours. Finally, reports of 

the effects o f  m a r i j u a n a  use on automobile driving 

skills are w o r r i s o m e .

This C o m m i t t e e  has reviewed the scientific literature 

surveys of m a r i j u a n a  effects on health and behavior, i n­

cluding the m a j o r  recent study conducted by the I n s t i t u t e  

of Medicine ( 1 9 8 2 )  and those by the National Institute 

on Drug Abuse ( 1 9 7 9 ;  1930), Tashkin et al. (1978), N a h a s  

( 1977), and F r i e d  ( 1977). We agree with the conclusion 

of the I n s t i t u t e  of  Medicine report that it is likely 

that long-term h e a v y  marijuana use will be f.hown to r e­

sult in m e a s u r a b l e  damage to health, just as long-term 

chronic t o b acco and alcohol use have proven "o cause s u c h  

damage. It is e v i d e n t  that the full impact o' m a r i juana 

use on human h e a l t h  will not be clear without careful 

epidemiological studies involving substantial popula­

tions of u s e r s — a m a t t e r  of some d e c a d e s — even though it 

is predictable t h a t  this d r u g — like all others— will 

cause harm in s o m e  of  its users, particularly in its 

heaviest users, and among these, in its heaviest a d o l e s­

cent users. A t  this time, however, our judgment as to 

behavioral a n d  h e a l t h - r e l a t e d  hazards is that the re­

search has n ot e s t a b l i s h e d  a danger both large and g r a v e  

enough to o v e r r i d e  all other factors affecting a policy 

decision.

O V E R V I E W  OF  CURRENT MARIJUANA POLICIES

Current federal a n d  state marijuana laws are in part 

g c  orned by i n t e r n a t i o n a l  treaty. The major federal l a w  

r evant to m a r i j u a n a  is the Comprehensive Drug Abuse 

Prevention and C o n t r o l  Act of 1970, which repealed all 

prior federal l e g i s l a t i o n  and reduced federal penalties 

for possession a n d  sale. Although marijuana possession 

and sale are s t i l l  prohibited, possession has been r e­

duced from a f e l o n y  to a misdemeanor offense; the m a x i­

mum penalty f o r  a first offense is $5,000 and one y e a r ' s

imprisonment. The Act also p r o v i d e s  for conditional di s­

charge, by which first o f f e n d e r s  found guilty of simple 

possession or casual transfer ( w h i c h  is treated as simple 

possession) may be placed on p r o b a t i o n  for up to one year 

(Congressional Digest, 1979).

The Uniform Controlled S u b s t a n c e  Act of 1970, drafted 

by the National-Conference o f  C o m m i s s i o n e r s  on Uniform 

State Laws, was designed to m a k e  state laws more c o m p a t­

ible with the new federal law. Like the federal act, 

the Uniform Act reclassified m a r i j u a n a  as a ha 1 lucinogen 

rather than a narcjtic and r e d u c e d  the penalty for pos­

session from the felony to t he mi s d e m e a n o r  level; a 

ma j ority of the states have a d o p t e d  the Uniform Act. 

Eleven states have withdrawn t h e  criminal sanction from 

possession for personal use. I n  these states, arrest 

has been replaced with a t r a f f i c - t i c k e t  type of citation, 

and a small fine is the sole a l l o w a b l e  penalty; About 

30 states include some p r o v i s i o n  for conditional d i s­

charge of first offenders, a n d  a b o u t  a dozen of them 

provide for all records of t he o f f e n s e  to be expunged.

The Alaska Supreme Court r u l e d  in 1975 that possession 

for personal use by adults a t  h o m e  was protected by the 

constitutional right to p r i v a c y  and hence was not subject 

to any penalty (Rosenthal, 1 9 7 9 ) .

State penalties for s e c o n d - o f f e n s e  possession and for 

selling marijuana are e x t r e m e l y  variable. (See National 

Organization for the Reform o f  Marijuana Laws and Center 

for Study of Non-Medical Dru g  U s e ,  1979, for summary 

tables of state marijuana l a w s . )  Sale is almost always 

a felony, with maximum s e n t e n c e s  ranging from two years 

to life, although casual t r a n s f e r ,  or "accommodation," 

is sometimes exempt from f e l o n y  treatment. All but 15 

jurisdictions punish c u l t i v a t i o n  as heavily as they do 

sale; the Uniform Act includes the two in the same 

c lassification (manufacture), w i t h  the same penalty 

p r o v i s i o n s .

Federal prohibition of s m a l l - s c a l e  possession is vir­

tually unenforced. At the M a r c h  1977 House of R e p resen­

tatives hearings on d e criminalization, the chief of the 

criminal division of the D e p a r t m e n t  of Justice testified 

that the federal government n o  longer effectively prose­

cutes the use of marijuana, " n o r  do we, under any 
conceivable way, in the F e d e r a l  Government have the 

resources to do so" (Select C o m m i t t e e  on Narcotics Abuse 

and Control, 1977: 13). In t e r m s  of its effects frc.n a 

law enforcement point of view, the present official fed­
eral policy of complete p r o h i b i t i o n  does not differ in
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fact from a policy of  prohibition of supply only. Com­

plete prohibition is the federal law, but partial prohi­

bition is the practice. However, the law, even though 

partly unenforced, lias probably had a restraining in­

fluence on the w i l l i n g n e s s  of states to adopt policies 

of less than complete prohibition. The states tradi­

tionally have followed the federal lead in drug abuse 

legislation, although they are not legally required to 

do so (see the t e s t i m o n y  of Jay Miller, American Civil 

Liberties Union, to t h e  Select Committee on Narcotics 

Abuse and Control, 1 9 7 7 ) .  In summary, in most states 

and according to f e d e r a l  law, U.S. marijuana policy is 

one of complete p r o h i b i t i o n — that is. prohibition of 

both supply and use.

Major alternatives to complete prohibition include 

prohibition of supply o n l y — called partial prohibition—  

and regulation." P r o h i b i t i o n  of supply only means having 

no penalty (or only c i v i l  penalties) for use, possession, 

or, sometimes, "casual transfer" of small quantities of 

marijuana, while h a v i n g  criminal penalties for manufac­

ture, importation, or  commercial sale of marijuana. 

Regulation means not o n l y  eliminating penalties for use 

but also allowing c o n t r o l l e d  production and distribution.

Within each of the three broad policy o p t i o n s —  

complete prohibition, prohibition of supply only, and 

r e g u lation— numerous s u b s i d i a r y  policy choices exist.

For example, a policy of complete prohibition necessi­

tates decisions a b o u t  the resources to be devoted to en­

forcement, the a p p r o p r i a t e  penalties to be imposed for 

violations, and w h e t h e r  marijuana should be made avail­

able for any medical uses. Under a policy of prohibi­

tion of supply only, d e c i s i o n s  must still be made about 

penalties and p e r m itted medical uses. In addition, one 

must also determine h o w  to distinguish between users

*In this discussion, w e  use the terms "complete prohibi­

tion," and "prohibition of supply and use" interchange­

ably. We also use t he terms "partial prohibition," 

"prohibition of s u p p l y  only," and "decriminalization" as 

equivalent. We g e n e r a l l y  prefer the terms "partial pro­

hibition," or " p r o h i b i t i o n  of supply only" since many 

people seem to regard d e c r i m i nalization as t. e equivalent 

of legalization or r e g u l a t i o n — which it most certainly is 

not. (The policy of  partial prohibition lias also been 

called the vice m o d e l . )  Finally, we use "regulation" and 

"legalization" as e q u i v a l e n t  terms.
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and suppliers; whether cultivation should be permitted; 

h o w  stronger preparations of the cannabis plant, such as 

hashish, should be treated; whether to criminalize small- 

scale casual transfers, made with or without payment; and 

w hat should be done about certain specific behaviors, 

such as the public use of marijuana and the o p e r ation of 

m o t o r  vehicles under the influence of the drug. Under a 

policy of regulation, some of the issues to be decided 

are the type of control system (e.g., state m o n opoly or 

licensed sale), the rules as to potency and quality, and 

appropriate penalties for violation of the system's 

rules.

The variety of choices within each of the broad policy 

o p tions suggests that none can be characterized in a 

m o n o lithic way. Some regulatory systems could be so 

stringent as to have results similar to prohibitory 

laws: e.g., a regulatory system that raised the price

d r a s tically above what the illegal market charges. 

Similarly, lack of enforcement could strongly reduce the 

impact of a prohibitory option. As we have already 

noted, this latter effect has already occurred in some 

jurisdictions in which the law provides for complete 

prohibition but users are not in fact prosecuted.

A REVIEW OF THE REPORT OF THE 

NATIONAL COMMISSION OH M A R I JUANA AND DRUG ABUSE

An attempt to describe a full array of policy options 

together with associated benefits and detriments of each 

of them was made by the National Commission on Marijuana 

and Drug Abuse in its 1972 report, Marijuana: A  Signal

of M i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g . With respect to the major policy 

choices, the Commission did a thorough job. The members 

and staff recognized the limited knowledge base for their 

deliberations and subsequently recommended that a second 

commission be appointed to review the situation four 

years later. Such a follow-up c o m m ission was never 

appointed. It seems appropriate, then, that this C o m­

mittee reappraise the Commission's w ork in light of 

subsequent research findings, especially those relating 

to recent changes in marijuana policies.

The Commission examined the s p e ctrum of social p o l i­

cies available to control marijuana use and the benefits 

and detriments of implementing each policy. The legal 
alternatives presented included those identified above: 

complete prohibition; prohibition of  supply only; and
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r e g u latory approaches. The Commission emphasized that 

ch o o s i n g  among the three approaches requires considera­

tion of the social milieu, cultural values, and practi­

calities of implementation. The C o m m ission considered 

such social conditions particularly important in e x a m­

ining marijuana controls because both use of the drug 

and the laws prohibiting supply and use had symbolic 

importance, representing a clash of values between a 

do m i n a n t  culture that opposed m a r ijuana use and a large 

m i n o r i t y  that either used marijuana or condoned its use. 

Th e  probable effects of the various policies considered 

by the Commission include changes in use patterns, en­

forcement costs, and influence on related social concerns 

such as the marketing of other illicit drugs and general 

re s pect for law.

The Commission commented on all three broad policy 

op t ions. It suggested first that total prohibition has 

resulted in costly enforcement, alienation of the yourig, 

di s c r i m i n a t i o n  through selective enforcement, some d e t e r­

rence of supply (especially to middle-aged and middle- 

class potential users), but m i n i m a’1 deterrence of use by 

those with access to the drug. Second, the Commission 

stated its belief that prohibition of supply only would 

support the official policy of discouraging use, but at 

the same time would recognize the practical difficulties 

of a t t e mpting to eliminate use. The report listed a 

n u m b e r  of choices that might be made under a system of 

partial prohibition and described some of the practical 

problems they might entail (e.g., the need to d i s t i n­

gu i s h  between casual and commercial distributors). 

Finally, the Commission described regulation as a policy 

that only mildly disapproved of occasional use and that 

c o n c e n t r a t e d  on controlling excessive use, but was mostly 

d e s i g n e d  to lower the costs of prohibiting the drug.

The Commission argued that marijuana consumption would 

increase considerably if complete prohibition were 

r e p laced by regulation. In addition, the Commission 

co n s i d e r e d  a major drawback of any regulatory system to 

be that its elimination of the main symbol of society's 

d i s a p p r o v a l — criminal sanctions— would cause resentment 

a m ong the nonuser majority of the population. Marijuana 

was described as being symbolic of countercultural life­

styles: "the drug's symbolism creates a risk of strong

political reaction to any liberalization of the present 

laws by older members of the society" (National Comm i s­

sion on Marijuana and Drug Abuse, 1972, Appendix Volume 

11:1149).
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On balance, the Commission concluded that, since the 

threat of punishment had not apparently deterred the 

millions of people who had already used marijuana, the 

replacement of complete by partial prohibition would ,iot 

produce a significant increase in marijuana use. C o n s e­

quently, the Commission recommended that individual m a r i­

juana users should not be subject to criminal prosecution 

for t^eir private use or possession of small amounts of 

the drug, and that, on balance, the best policy was one 

of prohibition of supply only. In accordance with this 

view, the Commission recommended that federal and state 

laws should be amended to achieve partial prohibition.

In the decade since the Conimission report, a number of 

states have changed their laws in varying ways. These 

legal changes can be viewed as natural experiments, and 

one can use the data from them to reassess the C o m m i s­

sion's conclusions regarding these policies.

THE USE OF MARIJUANA- COMPARING

COMPLETE AND PARTIAL PROHIBITION

To compare the two types of marijuana control policies 

presently used in the United S t a t e s — prohibition of 

supply anti use and prohibition of supply o n l y — we need 

to consider only the one particular in which they differ: 

the application of criminal sanctions against marijuana 

users. To compare the effects of the two policies, we 

can examine the effects of the prohibition of use and 

determine whether prohibition results in more costs than 

benefits or vice versa.

In recent years the prohibition of marijuana use has 

coii.a under increasing criticism. Many students of the 

U.S. marijuana situation, including the National C o m m i s­

sion on Marijuana and Drug Abuse, members of Congress, 

political analysts, and legal experts, have suggested 

that existing laws prohibiting marijuana use be repealed. 

These suggestions have been prompted by the failure of 

current policies to deter large numbers of users, the 

consequent criminalization of large numbers of young 

Americans, and the high social costs of such law e n­

forcement. A number of professional associations and 

agencies have also gone on record in support of the 

removal of all criminal penalties for the private pos­

session and u s e  of marijuana as a means of reducing the 

economic costs of law enforcement and the social costs 

of arrest or imprisonment (criminalization) of young
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people ■ho are otherwise not criminally involved or 

labeled. The organizations and a g e ncies that have ex­

pressed this vie w  include the A m e r i c a n  Medical A s s o c i a­

tion, the A m e r i c a n  Bar Association, the American Public 

H e a l t h  Association, the Canadian Commission of Inquiry 

into the N o n - M edical Use of Drugs, the National Council 

of C h u r ches, the National A d v i s o r y  Commission on Criminal 

J u s t i c e  S t a n d a r d s  and Goals, the National Commission on 

M a r i j u a n a  and Drug Abuse, among others. Eleven states, 

^ w i t h  o n e - t h i r d  of the nation's population, have adopted 

some v e r s i o n  of partial p r o h i bition or "decriminaliza­

tion." ;(I n  Oregon, Alaska, Maine, Colorado, California, 

Ohio, M i n n esota, Mississippi, N ew York, North Carolina, 

and N e b r aska, ci t a t i o n s  and small fines have replaced 

a r r e s t s  and i ncarceration for use-only marijuana-related 

o f f e n s e s .)
At first glance, c r i m i n a l i z i n g  the selling of mar i­

juana m i ght a p p e a r  inconsistent wit h  failing to punish 

Its purchase. But in the d r a fting of laws, a line is 

o f t e n  d r a w n  b e t ween legal and Illegal conduct so that 

the m a x i m u m  r e d u ction in the proscribed behavior can be 

g a i n e d  at m i n i m u m  social cost. Frequently it turns out 

that laws aimed solely at suppressing sales are more 

c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  in reducing both the.possession and use 

of a s u b s t a n c e  than are laws that attempt to suppress 

p o s s e s s i o n  directly. T h ere are several reasons for this. 

First, there are fewer sellers than buyers; this permits 

a c o n c e n t r a t i o n  of l aw enforcement efforts where they do 

•the most good. Second, juries are likely to be more 

s y m p a t h e t i c  to a " m ere” user, who may be ill-advised, 

than to a d e a l e r  m a king a profit from the weaknesses of 

others. Offen s e s  treated under the vice model (partial 

pr o h i b i t i o n )  range f rom g a m b l i n g — the person who takes 

illegal bets Is guilty of a crime while the person who 

places them is n ot— to the offense of selling n ew a uto­
mob i l e s  not equipped with seat belts— the seller, not 

the buyer, is guilty of an offense. Even Prohibition 

in 1919 n e v e r  c r i m i nalized the possession or use of 

al c ohol, only its m a n u facture and sale.

Effects of Partial Prohibition

Pr o b a b l y  the most important fact about a policy of pro­

hib i t i o n  of supply only is that w h ere it has been a d o p t­

ed it has ap p a r e n t l y  not led to appreciably higher 

levels of m a r i j u a n a  use than would have existed if use
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were also prohibited. The National Commission on M a r i­

juana and Drug Abuse's speculations about the lack of 

change in use patterns resulting from repeal of prohibi­

tions on use have been confirmed by data since 1972. 

Reports from California, Oregon, and Maine indicate no 

appreciable increase in use following decriminalization 

of use, at least in the short term.

Oregon, the first state to repeal prohibition of use 

(in October 1973) hts been studied in a series of Drug 

Abuse Council surveys (National Governors' Conference, 

1977). Surveys in 1974 and 1975 showed no major increase 

following decriminalization. While the percentage of 

adults who were current users had increased by January 

1977 (from 20 to 24 percent), use had increased similarly 

nationwide in the same period, suggesting that the causes 

for the adult increase in O r e g o n  were the same as those 

for increases in the rest of the country rather than the 

result of changes in the law. Indeed, the percentage of 

adult ever-users in Oregon in 1976 (24 percent) was lower 

t than the average percentage of adult ever-users in the 

w e s t e r n  United States (28 percent) in 1°75-1976, although 

high e r  than the national average (21.3 percent). (It 

should be noted that aggregate use rates in the western 

United States are heavily w e i g h t e d  by use rates in C a l i­

fornia, the largest w e s tern state, which had relatively 

high rates even prior to the state repeal of prohibition 

of use.) That the increase in (use in Oregon from 1973 

to 1976 was probably not due to the new law is suggested 

by other survey data. Only a small proportion of n o n­

users said fear of legal prosecution was a reason for 

nonuse in 1974, 1975, and 1976 (National Governors' C o n­

ference, 1977). On the quest i o n  of the fear of health 

dangers, Drug Abuse Council survey data show that such 

fear decreased significantly ove r  those years but has 
increased since 1976.

The state of Maine, which repealed criminal penalties 

for marijuana use in May 1976, surveyed the effects of 

legislation in July and August 1978 (State of Maine De­

partment of Human Services, 1979). Its study concluded 

that the change from criminal to civil penalties has not 

caused a large increase in marijuana use; less' than I 

percent of all adults and 3.1 percent of all high school 

students reported any increase in their use as a result 

of the new law; 3.5 percent of adult regular users and 7 

percent of high school regular users reported any in­

crease in their use d i r ectly attributable to the change 
in the law. There is also preliminary evidence, based on
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a n a t i onwide study of high school s t u dents between 1975 

and 1979, that "any - i n c r e a s e - i n . m a r i j u a n a . u s e  in the d e­

criminalized s ta tes j.vtaken. as a g r oup  ̂ w a s  equal t o■•‘bih.it ‘ 

i-lef j ^ h a n ^ . t he.jiriereases'i.beingVrobseryed^inAthe jresj^of-Ttjie 

‘foyrifry, wheye^'decriminalization-was- not-'taking •piace";' ? 
(Johnston, 1980:5). It could be argued that becausd de 

facto repeal of prohibition of use has been taking place 

throughout the country, one should not expect to see 

larger increases in use in states that legally d e c r i m i­

nalize than in others. Even if this is true, however, 

the important point is that the legal change to d e c r i m i­

nali z a t i o n  does not, in itself, a p p e a r  to lead to in­
creases in use.

This lack of change is not p a r t i c u l a r l y  surprising.

The s t a t istical chance that any pers o n  would be a p p r e­

hended for his or her use is, in fact, e x t r emely low 

throughout the United States (though, as we note below, 

the large number of users is su f f i c i e n t  to generate a 

substantial v o lume of arrests in states that do prohibit 

use). As a result, it is hard to imagine that the d e­

terrent effect of pro h i b i t i o n  laws on any given use r  

would be very great.

It has been suggested that repeal of government pro­

hibitions might change attitudes relateu to health or 

morals, perhaps s y m b o lizing that heal t h  officials c e r­

tify m a r ijuana use to be safe. The a b s ence of large 

increases in m a r i j u a n a  u se in repeal states, however, 

indicates that e i ther the change in policy has not had 

such a symbolic effect, or  that, if it has, its causal 

significance is not a p p r e c i a b l e — though it must be a c­

knowledged that changes of this type might take g e n e r a­

tions to occur.

Costs of Pro h i b i t i o n  of Use

The costs of policies directed at the user are not n e g­

ligible, although actual savings in law e n f o r cement costs 

a t t r i butable to repeal of prohibition of use per se are 

difficult to estimate. The d i f f i c u l t y  arises in part 

because m a r i juana arrests have d e c r e a s e d  nationally in 

recent years, reflecting the overall tendency to relax 

enforcement of marijuana laws, and that change could 

lead to inaccurate estimates of the impact of repeal. 

Nevertheless, reduced law enforcement activities seem to 

have led to substantial savings in states that have re­

pealed laws that prohibit use.
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California made a careful study of the economic impact 

of its law repealing prohibition of use, which went into 

effect in January 1976 (State Office of Narcotics and 

Drug Abuse, 1977). The law reduced the penalty for p er­

sona.' possession of one ounce or less of marijuana from 

a possible felony to a citable misdemeanor, punishable as 

an infraction with a maximum fine of $100 without regard 

to prior possession offenses. Criminal custody, booking, 

and pretrial incarceration procedures were eliminated. 

Possession of more than one ounce was also made a misd e -  

nca.iOr, with a maximum fine of $500, six months in jail, 

or both. According to the study, these changes resulted 

i:i a 74 percent reduction in what the'state had been 

"spending yearly to enforce its marijuana laws. (Esti- 

oates of what the state had been spending ranged from 

$35 million to more than $100 m i l l i o n  yearly; see 

National Governors' Conference, 1977.)

In addition to its economic benefits, repealing pro­

hibition of use saves the social costs of criminalizing 

the marijuana user. In recent years, close to 400,000 

people have beei. arrested each year for marijuana-related 

offenses despite the general nonenforcement of criminal 

sanctions for use (Federal Bureau of Investigation,

■?80). Only a small fraction of the arrests are made 

un der federal law, largely for importation of marijuana. 

About 85 percent of all marijuana-related arrests are 

for possession, usually of one ounce or less (see, e.g. , 

State Office of Narcotics and Drug Abuse, 1977).

A study by the National Commission on Marijuana and 

Drug Abuse of a sample consisting of some 3,000 of the 

people arrested fcr marijuana-related offenses in 1970 

indicated that the marijuana arrest was usually the 

A r r e s t e e ' s  first experience with the criminal justice 

system, particularly among juveniles (National C o m m i s­

sion on Marijuana and Drug Abuse, 1972). Yet, "it is 

standard practice for law enforcement agencies to report 

such offenses to prospective employers, licensing a g e n­

cies, and other authorities as 'narcotic drug arrests'" 

(testimony of Jay Miller, American Civil Liberties Union, 

to the Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Control, 

1977). Thus young users, w ho are often otherwise law- ; 

abiding people, are subject to an arrest record, or even 

a prison term, with implications extending into many 

aspects of their lives.

Alienation from the rule of law in democratic society 

may be the most serious cost of current marijuana laws.

The National Commission on Marijuana and Drug Abuse was
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concerned that young people who see no rational basis for 

the legal distinction between alcohol and marijuana may 

become cynical about America's political institutions and 

democratic process. The Ame r i c a n j B a r  Association report 

(printed in Select Committee on Narcotics and Drug Abuse., 

1977) concurs in the view that m a r i j u a n a  laws that c r i m i­

nalize the millions of Americans w h o  have used marijuana 

e n g ender disrespect for the law.

Public Attitudes Toward Partial Prohibition

Although the National Commission on Marijuana and Drug 

Abuse c o n c l u d e d  that prohibition of supply only would be 

a better p o l i c y  than prohibition of supply and use, it 

felt that a serious disadvantage of such a course would 

be the upset and moral outrage such a policy would e n­

gender. Hindsight now shows that the Commission was m i s­

taken in predicting a strong u n i f o r m  public reaction to 

the a d o ption of partial prohibition policies. Experience 

since 1973 h as shown that repeal of criminal penalties 

for use of ma r i j u a n a  has not been accompanied by massive 

public protest in the states in which it occurred and, in 

fact, has had the approval of the m a j o r i t y  of citizens 

in those s t ates (National Governors' Conference, 1977).

Nationally, attitude trends are consistent with the 

e x p e rience of the repeal states. Roffman (1978) reports 

that public opinion surveys indicate a slowly increasing 

preference for a reduction in penalties for marijuana 

offenses; a 1975 national survey (National Institute on 

Drug Abuse, 1975-1976) found that 52 percent of American 

adults favored only a fine or p r o b ation for small m a r i­

juana offenses; and a 1977 Gallup poll showed that 28 

percent of the public favored legalization, compared 

with 12 percent in 1969.

T H E  SUPPLY OF  MARIJUANA: COMPARING

P R O H I B I T E D  A ND REGULATED MARKETS

Policy implementation does not occur in an ideal world. 

Prohibition of supply has not, in practice, meant that 

no one has had access to m a r i j u a n a — though this may have 

been the intent of those who framed that law. Similarly, 

regulation of supply does not mean that everyone who 

uses m a r i j u a n a  will use it moderately, minimizing its 

harm. P r o h i bition of supply does m a k e  marijuana less
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accessible than it might ot h e r w i s e  be to a large number 

of Americans, and thus it almost certainly reduces the 

total amount of the drug used and the number of users. 

Such reduction is the purpose of a partial prohibition 

policy ano to some extent it is accomplished. Arguments 

for a regulated, legal supply of marijuana are largely 

based on the social costs and incomplete effectiveness 

of prohibition of supply and on the belief that regulat­

ing rather than prohibiting the supply would not lead to 

an unacceptably large increase in use.

Under a regulatory policy, the cultivation, importa­

tion, manufacture, distribution, retailing, and, of 

course, use of marijuana w o uld no longer be illegal per 

se. Within this broad category, specific policy options 

range from a virtual withdrawal of the government from 

marijuana control (allowing the dru g  to he freely pro­

duced, advertised, and sold, very muc h  as coffee is 

today— but protecting the c o n sumer against harmful adul­

terants), to a carefully co n t r o l l e d  system of licensing, 

to a government m o n opoly on retail sales, wholesale dis­

tribution, or manufacture of marijuana. Thus, controls 

might be placed on such factors as quality, potency, 

amount purchased, time and place of sales, age of buyers, 

etc. If marijuana were regulated as is alcohol, restric­

tions would derive from federal, state, or local stat­

utes, with the majority of them not at the federal level. 

Regulations might also include legally fixed prices— as 

in state-controlled alcohol beverage retailing or as a 

consequence of the levying of excise taxes.

The specific form and content of  any proposed regula­

tory system are very important for those faced with the 

d e c i s i o n  as to whether and under what conditions to re­

move penalties for the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of marijuana, but 

such details are beyond the scope of this report.

The advantages of a policy of regulation include the 

disappearance of most illegal market activity, the sav­

ings in economic and social costs of  law enforcement 

' directed against illegal supply systems, better controls 

* over the quality and safety of the product, and, possi­

bly, increased credibility for w a r nings about risks. TIip 

m a j o r  disadvantages are a con s e q u e n c e  of increased mar i­

juana u s e — increases in h a r m  to physical health and to 

individual development and behavior.
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co n c e r n e d  that young people who see no rational basis for 

the legal distinction between alcohol and marijuana may 

b e c o m e  cynical about America's political institutions and 

d e m o cratic process. The American ,Bar Association report 

(printed in Select Committee on Narcotics and Drug Abuse., 

1977) concurs in the view that ma r i j u a n a  laws that c r i m i­

nal i z e  the millions of Americans wh o  have used marijuana 

e n g e n d e r  disrespect for the law.

Public Attitudes Toward Partial Prohibition

Altho u g h  the National Commission on Marijuana and Drug 

A b use concluded that prohibition of supply only would be 

a b e t t e r  policy than prohibition of supply and use, it 

felt that a serious disadvantage of such a course would 

be the upset and moral outrage such a policy would e n­

gender. Hindsight now shows that the Commission was m i s­

taken in predicting a strong u n i f o r m  public reaction to 

the adoption of partial prohibition policies. Experience 

since 1973 has shown that repeal of criminal penalties 

for use of m a r i juana has not been accompanied by massive 

public protest in the states in which it occurred and, in 

fact, has had the approval of the majority of citizens 

in those states (National Governors' Conference, 1977).

Nationally, attitude trends are consistent witli the 

e x p e r i e n c e  of the repeal states. Roffman (1978) reports 

that public opinion surveys indicate a slowly increasing 

pr e f e r e n c e  for a reduction in penalties for marijuana 

o ffenses; a 1975 national survey (National Institute on 

Drug Abuse, 1975-1976) found that 52 percent of American 

a d u l t s  favored only a fine or probation for small m a r i­

juana offenses; and a 1977 Gallup poll showed that 28 

p e r cent of the public favored legalization, compared 

w ith 12 percent in 1969.

T HE SUPPLY OF MARIJUANA: COMPARING

P R O H I B I T E D  A ND REGULATED MARKETS

Poli c y  implementation does not o c c u r  in an ideal world. 

P r o h i b i t i o n  of supply lias not, in practice, meant that 

no one has had access to m a r i j u a n a — though this may have 

been the intent of those who framed that law. Similarly, 

re g u lation of supply does not m e a n  that everyone who 

uses ma r i j u a n a  will use it moderately, minimizi'.g its 

harm. Prohibition of supply does make marijuana less

accessible than it might otherwise be to a large number 

of Americans, and thus it almost certainly reduces the 

total amount of the drug used and the number of users. 

Such reduction is the purpose of a partial prohibition 

policy anc to some extent it is accomplished. Arguments 

for a regulated, legal supply of marijuana are largely 

based on the social costs and incomplete effectiveness 

of prohibition of supply and on the belief that regulat­

ing rather than prohibiting the supply would not lead to 

an unacceptably large increase in use.

Under a regulatory policy, the cultivation, importa­

tion, manufacture, distribution, retailing, and, of 

course, use of marijuana would no longer be illegal per 

se. Within this broad category, specific policy options 

range from a virtual withdrawal of the government from 

marijuana control (allowing the drug to be freelv pro­

duced, advertised, and sold, very much as coffee is 

today— but protecting the consumer against harmful adul­

terants), to a carefully controlled system of licensing, 

to a government monopoly on retail sales, wholesale dis­

tribution, or manufacture of marijuana. Thus, controls 

might be placed on such factors as quality, potency, 

amount purchased, time and place of sales, age of buyers, 

etc. If marijuana were regulated as is alcohol, restric­

tions would derive from federal, state, or local sta t­

utes, with the majority of them not at the federal level. 

Regulations might also include legally fixed prices— as 

in state-controlled alcohol beverage retailing or as a 

consequence of the levying of excise taxes.

The specific form and content of any proposed regula­

tory system are very important for those faced with the 

decision as to whether and under what conditions to re­

move penalties for the distribution of marijuana, but 

such details are beyond the scope of this report.

The advantages of a policy of regulation include the 

disappearance of most illegal market activity, the sav­

ings in economic and social costs of law enforcement 

directed against illegal supply systems, better controls 

over the quality and safety of the product, and, possi­

bly, increased credibility for warnings about risks. The 

major disadvantages are a consequence of increased m a r i­

juana u se— increases in har m  to physical health and to 

individual development and behavior.
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Costs of Prohibition of Supply

The number of arrests for v i o l ations relate:! to supply 

is much lower than for those related to use. But en­

forcement of p r o h i b i t i o n  of supply is far more costly 

per arrest. Long undercover investigations, the purchase 

of expensive hardware, and the m a j o r  consumption of trial 

and correctional resources are largely attributable to 

the prohibition of supply.

The National Institute on Drug Abuse (1975) estimated 

that in 1974 costs for enforcement of marijuana laws 

totaled $600 million for state and local agencies. If 

we extrapolate from the California data (State Office of 

Narcotics and Drug Abuse, 1977), about three-fourths of 

the total is spent enforcing the law against marijuana 

supply. The total federal d rug abuse law enforcement 

budget was more than $A00 m i l l i o n  in 1979, about half of 

which was the budget for the Drug Enforcement Adminis­

tration. At the federal level, authorities do not break 

down their expenditures on e n f o r c e m e n t  between marijuana 

and other drugs; virtually all of the federal resources 

that are allocated to marijuana are spent in attempting 

to enforce the laws against supply.

The task of attempting to m ake the prohibition of 

supp l y  effective is, of course, formidable. In 1969 

O p e r a t i o n  Intercept demonstrated the practical difficulty 

of sealing off the Mexican border. In the weeks the 

o p e ration lasted, hundreds of thousands of vehicles and 

passengers were searched every day; ensuing traffic jams 

caused expenditures by U.S. tourists and commuters to 

M e x i c o  to drop 50-70 percent b e l o w  normal (Kaplan, 1971). 

The situation was intolerable and the program was halted. 

However, the federal government has continued efforts to 

improve border surveillance and to penetrate trafficking 

networks. The White House S t r ategy Council on Drug Abuse

(1979) notes that more than 5.6 m i l l i o n  pounds of m a r i­

juana was seized at the Mexican border over a 12-month 

period in 1977-1978; a large increase over the 1.5 m i l­

lion pounds seized during the previous 12 months, "but a 

fraction of marijuana entering the c o u n try." Recently, 

the Council has suggested s t r e n g t h e n i n g  border surveil­

lance by cooperative efforts of the Drug Enforcement 

Administration, the Customs Service, the Coast Guard, 

and the Department of State and by the use of the detec­

tion capabilities of the armed forces as well.

In our view, the prospects for m a jor success in these 

ve n tures are not great. Nor is there much likelihood

19

that some recently suggested measures against marijuana 

production outside the U.S. would make future p r o h i b i­

tion of supply m ore effective. For example, the White 

House Strategy Council on Drug Abuse has supported crop 

eradication programs, provided that thelproposed method 

of eradication is evaluated for possible health and en­

vironmental consequences and that a readily d i s t i n g u i s h­

able marker is added to any chemical herbicides that are 

used, but the political obstacles to this course would 

be significant. Entirely apart from the views of pro­

ducer nations, w h ich are likely to be quite negative, 

the public is u n l i k e l y  to support the use of chemicals 

of unknown toxicity on an import product, legal or not, 

that may be used by large numbers of Americans. ftnd 

irrespective of the degree of success of controlling 

imports, the p r o b l e m  of domestic production under a 

policy of partial prohibition remains. Although the 

illegal domestic industry is thought to account for only 

about 15 percent of American marijuana c o n s u m p t i o n , 

marijuana grows easily in many parts of the United 

States. The National Commission on Marijuana and Drug 

Abuse cited a Department of Agriculture estimate that in 

1972 there were 5 million acres containing wild marijuana 

in the United States and an undetermined but obviously 

growing number of acres under cultivation.

Law enforcement costs are by no means the only costs 

of prohibition of supply. There are large amounts of 

money being mad e  in marijuana— which, like any illegal 

business, carries with it the likelihood of corruption 

of public officials and the loss of tax dollars. V i o­

lence is also a cost of attempting to prohibit marijuana 

supply; this p r o b l e m  is not confined to illegal marijuana 

production abroad. There has been violence in marijuana- 

growing regions in the United States. The extent of such 

violence is not known with any precision, but there have 

been popular press reports of kidnappings, assaults, 

burglaries, and homicides known to be connected with the 

marijuana business in northern California anil elsewhere.

Another m a j o r  cost of attempts to prohibit the supply 

of marijuana is related to the, fact that many illegal 

sellers of ma r i j u a n a  also sell other illegal drugs, e.g., 

PCP, amphetamine, and barbiturates (Blum, 1971). It is 

likely, therefore, that prohibition of the supply of 

m arijuana increases access to and use of other illegal 

drugs through the creation of an illegal m a r k eting s ys­

tem for all drugs. Little is known about the structures 
and activities of illicit drug markets. It is clear,



T
A
B
L
E
 

1 
L
i
f
e
t
i
m
e
 

P
r
e
v
a
l
e
n
c
e
 

an
d 

Us
e 

in
 

P
a
s
t
 

M
o
n
t
h
 

of
 

M
a
r
i
j
u
a
n
a
,
 

1
9
7
1
-
1
9
7
9
,
 

by
 

C
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
 

of
 

Us
er
 

(
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
)

vr.■■■r.r

20 
21

ax ax CN <f vO O /-\
r̂ • • • « • •
ax O  vO co in ax vo CN
r—4 cn r—4 vo cn r—4 CN

r*

O  VO ax cn cn
• • • • • •

ax CO ND ax m  cn axr—4 CN r-4 m  cn 1—4 in

<r

vO cn ax o ax m ✓"N
• • • • • • vO

ax CN CN cn in cn cnr-4 CN — 4 n  cn »—4 m

cn

O  O r* cn Ox Om • • • • • CN
ax cn cn cn m ax cn CN
9 4 CN r-4 n  cn O

-a
V—'

CN o  o ax co m
• • • • • • m

ax r̂ r* r»» r- CN vO
r—4 9—4 CN CN

cn
V-/

r—4 o  o cn cn CN cn
• • • ■ • • xO

OX <J- vO ax OX r-4 CO
r-l r—4 cn r—1 r—4

**
cn

m
CN
1 +
CO vjOSi r—4 -C CN rCU XJ xjc CO C 03 a

r** o a) o a) o

u H
1

B
2

B to< B
QJ C N a xj u
O) r—4 0J <0 03
33 a • • nJ ••

a X3 Ou to *d  a. O) xj a.
U-j a CJ u <u XJ <1)
O to 03 C r— 4 to c r—4 03 e< 3 -r4 3 3 -r4 3 3 *H
Js -q TJu U -3 < 1-4 *3 < U T3 P
o a) a O 0) 0) a) <uto s i > w to > « U >  03 rO
0) u w  3D c W  3> CJ W  33 £u 3 3 XJ 3

O O r— 4 2
o >< >• o s_x

o
00
cn

0)
C
l-i
3
-O
JC
V)

■r-l
lu

W
u
os
3
O
w

however, that there are m a n y  small-scale marijuana 

dealers, that many sellers service only their friends 

and acquaintances, and that those who sell marijuana are 

thereby more likely to come into contact with users and 

sellers of more da n g e r o u s  drugs, to use such drugs, and 

to make them a v a i lable to their clientele (Blum, 1971). 

Moreover, there is reason to believe that marijuana 

sellers may become s o c i alized into other Illegal 

a c t i v i t i e s .

Costs of Regulating Supply

The wide availability and use of marijuana are not only 

major factors in the cost of attempts to prohibit the 

supply of the drug, they also have implications fur the 

likely magnitude of increases in use that could be ex­

pected under a r e g u latory policy. Creator use of m a r i­

juana under a re g u l a t o r y  policy is regarded as the mosL 

significant cost of such a policy. In an analysis of 

this potential cost, however, it is important to note 

that under the present poli c y  of prohibition, prevalence 

and frequency of marijuana use are substantial and have 

increased in recent years.*

A National Institute on Drug Abuse general household 

survey (Fishburne et al., 1980) shows that 35.A percent 

of the 18-25-year-olds in the United States report having 

used marijuana in the m o n t h  preceding the survey. Yearly 

surveys show a steady i n c rease from 1971 to 1979 in the 

percentage of people who report having ever used m a r i­

juana as well as in the percentage of people who report 

being current users (see Table 1). These survey results 

(Fishburne et al., 1980) a lso indicate that between 1976 

and 1977, the percentage of current users among 12-17- 

year-olds Increased from 12.3 to 16.6 percent; this trend

*The data indicating rates of use are based on self- 

reports; as such, their reliability and validity may be 

questioned. Nevertheless, as Radosevich et al. (1979) 

indicate, studies of q u e s t i o n s  on drug use have c o nsis­

tently demonstrated reliable responses within the same 

instrument and over time. Furthermore, there are indi­

cations that most drug surveys do not have serious va­

lidity problems (see W h i t ehead and Smart and Abelson and 

Atkinson, both cited in Radosevich et al., 1979;

Johnston et al., 1982).



had leveled off by 1979 and has since shown a decline.

In an annual survey of national samples of some 17,000 

high school seniors, J o h nston et al. (1982) found that 

7.0 percent of the class of 1981 reported daily mari­

juana use, compared with 6.0 percent in 1975 and 10.7 

pfercent in 1978, the peak year (see Table 2). There has 

been a similar trend In initial use at younger ages.

Al t h o u g h  the present policy of prohibition of supply 

is not preventing the current levels of marijuana use, 

including use among the very young, it is probable that 

m ost strategies under a regulatory policy would result 

in an  overall increase in use. Even more Important than 

o v e rall use rates, however, are likely changes in c o n ­

sump t i o n  patterns; such patterns are the most difficult 

c h a nges to predict. The smallest increases in numbers 

of users can be expected to occur among those to whom 

m a r i j u a n a  Is n o w  most readily a v a i l a b l e — the young. 

J o h n s t o n  et al. (1982) found that close to 90 percent of 

the high school seniors In their national sample survey 

report that m a r i juana is "fairly e a s y” or "very easy" 

for them to get. This percentage remained relatively 

s t able over the seven years, 1975-1981. At the same 

time, the reported a v a i l ability of most other illegal 

d r ugs (except cocaine) declined considerably. For e x a m­

ple, while 46.2 percent of the 1975 high school seniors 

said that LSD would be "fairly easy" or "very easy" to 

get, only 32.2 percent of the class of 1978 gave those 

responses. It w o u l d  appear, therefore, that the reports 

of easy a v a i l ability are not due to a tendency of a d o l e s­

cents to report any Illegal drug as easy to get, but re­

flect their actual access to the drug. It might also be 

noted that only 13.9 percent of the class of 1978 re­

ported having no friends who smoke marijuana; thus it is 

reasonable to expect that at least 86 percent have a fac­

tual basis for estimating the availability of the drug.

Other survey data corroborate these findings. 

Ra d o sevich et al. (1979) report that a 1975 national 

survey by the Drug Abuse Council found that at least 70 

percent of the high school students in their sample re­

ported marijuana "easy to get," and O'Donnell et al. 

(1976) found similar results. There are no contrary 

reports for recent years. In sum, one can be reasonably 

confident that, at least with respect to older a d o l e s­

cents, the prohibition against supply does not succeed 

in suppressing a c cess to marijuana. (The effect on price 

is discussed below.)
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R e g u l a t i o n  could be expected to provide the greatest 

i n c r e a s e  in availability to those to whom the dru g  is 

n ow least available, i.e., older adults w ho are not in 

c o n t a c t  with marijuana sellers or a drug-using subculture 

and w ho are most likely to avoid illegal " c o n n e c t i o n s . "

It has been argued that a serious cost of the adoption 

of a reg u l a t o r y  policy for m a r i juana is the likelihood 

that such a change might delude many people into b e l i e v­

ing that the drug is safe. As noted above, there is no 

in d i c a t i o n  that the eli m i n a t i o n  of penalties for m a r i­

juana use has caused the drug to be regarded as any less 

d a n g erous. Moreover, alcohol and tobacco are almost 

u n i v e r s a l l y  regarded as involving risks to health, and 

these drugs are already made available under r e g u latory 

s y s t e m s .

To the extent that m a r ijuana use causes harm, one is 

n e c e s s a r i l y  concerned about policy changes that will lead 

to increases in use. As we have noted, however, it is a 

fact that marijuana is a l r eady widely available der 'itr 

the legal prohibition of supply and that, d e s pite the 

best e f forts of government under any foreseeable set of 

co n d i t i o n s ,  it will continue to be. Though a regulatory 

policy w o u l d  increase the availability of the drug, e s t i­

mates of the size of these increases, and a s s o ciated in­

creases in harm, must be weighed against estimates of 

the costs and weaknesses of continuing prohibitions of 

supply. In pragmatic terms, the issue is w h e t h e r  more 

h a r m  w o uld be done, overall, by retaining the partly 

effective, costly prohibition of supply or by m o ving to 

a s y s t e m  of legalized regulated sales— wherein presumably 

more people would use more marijuana, but some of the 

costs imposed by prohibition of supply would be removed.

Reg u l a t o r y  Systems: Some Concrete Aspects

To this point, a policy of regulation has been discussed 

rather a b s t r a c t l y  in contrast with the more concrete d i s­

cussion of prohibition policies. Experimentation with 

v a r y i n g  systems of regulation followed by adjustment and 

re a d j u s t m e n t  based on experience would be n e c essary be­

fore those most appropriate for particular circumstances 

could be developed. This can be a complex matter. For 

instance, U.S. alcohol policy, developed with the repeal 

of P r o h ibition, consists of an umbrella of national pol­

icy and a w i d e  variety of supporting state and local 

regulation. The national policy umbrella includes

controls on importation, taxation, potency, packaging, 

labeling, advertising, use in federal jurisdictions 

(e.g., parks, milit a r y  installations), and use in systems 

regulated by the federal government (e.g., air transpor­

tation); it also provides funds and guidelines for the 

treatment of casualties of excessive use. Under the 

umbrella policy, states and local jurisdictions regulate 

taxes, retail sales, hours of availability, age limits, 

and the like, where supply is legal, or prohibit sales 

entirely. Some states have m o n opoly systems for package 

sales, others use licensed private stores. Historically, 

under this system, the strictness of controls has re­

flected local sentiment about the consumption of alcohol. 

Although few "dry" jurisdictions exist today, various 

degrees of local "dryness" were quite widespread until 

very recently (National Research Council, 1981).

Controlling Use

A regulated system of m a r i j u a n a  sale mighi attempt to 

moderate use by inhibiting the frequency of use and the 

amounts used as well as by prescribing conditions of 

purchase and use. However, it is likely that under a 

regulatory system c o n s umption would in great part be 

controlled by informal social n o r m s — as it is today.

Manipulating the price of the drug is an obvious means 

of inhibiting use. It has been argued that most adults 

would be willing to pay a higher price for legal m a r i­

juana than they c u r r ently pay for illegal supplies in 

return for not h a v i n g  to seek out "connections" and being 

relieved of the feeling that they may be supporting o r­

ganized crime. A high price would be comparatively more 

restrictive for y o u n g  p e o p l e — precisely those whom one 

would most want to d i s c ourage from u se— since, though 

they seem affluent compared with young people in previous 

times, their budgets are in fact more constrained than 

those of adults. The possibility of illegal markets 

selling to young people remains, but today's kind of 

illegal market for m a r i juana would probably, shrink 

greatly under a regulatory system in the same way that 

illegal alcohol dis t r i b u t i o n  systems have become so 

scarce. Young users would be much more likely to gain 

access to marijuana by diversion from the legal m a r k e t —  

as they do today for a l c o h o l — or from homegrown plants 

than from a w h olly illegal chain of distributors. Such 

a development would make marijuana selling a less prof­

itable and status - p r o d u c i n g  occupation among the young.



It has been suggested that if legal limits were im­

posed on the potency of legally a v a i l a b l e  marijuana, a 

s u b s t antial illegal market for h i g h - p o t e n c y  forms of the 

drug, including hashish, w o uld still exist. Since it is 

likely that there would continue to be some users who 

p ref e r  high-potency forms of cannabis, this is a reason­

able concern. But there is no c o m p e l l i n g  a priori reason 

to believe that a legal s t r u c t u r e  for retail marijuana 

sales, w h ich includes limits on potency, would result in 

any increase in the availability ar.d use of high-potency 

products.
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Home Cultivation

Cul t i v a t i o n  of marijuana by users is another issue that 

w o uld have to be confronted in d e v i s i n g  a regulatory 

system. Growing marijuana w i t hout payment of a tax might 

be treated as a revenue offense. Without criminal pen­

alties or vigorous enforcement, however, deterrent 

effects would be minimal since m a r i j u a n a  can be grown 

indoors anywhere in the United States using artificial 

l i ght— and at c omparatively little expense. A recent 

British study of options for m a r i j u a n a  control (Logan, 

1979) suggests that, from a law e n f o rcement perspective, 

it is not feasible to attempt to control home cultiva­

tion. Whether users would take the trouble to grow their 

own marijuana would depend in part on the legal price.

The relatively high prices that m i g h t  be charged in order 

to discourage use and to increase revenues would also 

tend to encourage home cultivation. Whatever its d i s a d­

vantages, however, the use of h o m e g r o w n  marijuana at 

least would not bring users into c o n tact with those who 

illegally sell the drug. With r e s pect to young people, 

moreover, marijuana under c u l t i v a t i o n  is much harder for 

children to hide from parents than is the purchased pre­

pared drug, and cultivation by j u v e n i l e s  could remain 

illegal if age limits on use were imposed. Nonetheless, 

the treatment of home cultivation represents a major 

issue for the design of a re g u l a t o r y  system.

Public Education

Excessive use may be discouraged by policies aimed at 

public education and at the use of the media, including 

a ban on commercial advertising. Although information

on how to use drugs, on drug hazards, and on the a t t r i­

butes of drugs is passed along most effectively through 

informal channels (see, e.g., llanneman, 197.2), media and 

education programs can make such information far more 

readily available.

Research on the communication of messages to the pub­

lic has identified source credibility as a major factor 

contributing to the persuasive power of a message 

(McGuire, 1969). It appears that the public is now e x­

tremely wary of some government information programs 

that attempt to influence health behaviors. The credi- 

I bility of the federal government m ay be especially sus- 

. pect when it issues health warnings about an illegal 

substance that it is clearly trying to prohibit.

Rosenthal (1979) asserts that distrust of the government 

and the medical establishment has grown because of past 

exaggerations and distortions of the effects of some 

mind-altering drugs.

Informal Social Controls

In an assessment of possibilities for governmental c o n­

trols under a regulatory system, the operation of infor­

mal norms for controlling substance use practices must 

be taken into account (Maloff et al., 1980). National 

experience with alcohol use, for example, provides e v i­

dence that there are informal rituals and sanctions that 

generally encourage moderation in the use of recreational 

drugs. Moreover, moderation is encouraged when a drug 

is introduced gradually, that is, to a growing population 

of users, like marijuana in the 1960s and early 1970s.

One might expect that when a new drug is introduced into 

a society, governmental control would be particularly 

important since no informal controls for teaching people 

appropriate rules for use would have developed. Lf a 

potent drug is made wi .ly available precipitously and 

very cheaply to a novice population, severe societal 

d isruptions may occur: for example, the gin epidemics

of early eighteenth-century England (see Clark, 1976). 

Because in the past two decades informal norms for c o n­

trolling marijuana use have spread in the United States 

under conditions of greatly increased availability of 

marijuana, there is reason to believe that widespread 

uncontrolled use would not occur under regulation. In­

deed, regulation might facilitate patterns of controlled 
use by diminishing the "forbidden fruit" aspect of the
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d r u g  and perhaps increasing the likelihood that an a d o­

lescent would be introduced to the drug through families 

and friends who practice m o d erate use, rather than 

through their heaviest-using, m ost drug-involved peers.

j
R e l a t i o n s  Among States

As has historically been the case w ith respect to a l c o­

hol, state governments differ in their approaches to 

marijuana. So long as present federal law continues to 

prohibit cultivation and d i s t r i b u t i o n  of marijuana, 

states cannot adopt a regulatory system, although they 

are .legally free to reduce or el i m i n a t e  their own p e n a l­

ties for sale and are not c o m p elled to enforce federal 

laws. If federal law were changed, however, the insti­

tution of a regulatory system in one state would have 

r e v e r b erations in other states. Residents of states 

that continued to prohibit m a r i j u a n a  could be expected 

to cross state lines to purchase the drug in a state 

w ith a regulated system, thus further compromising the 

a b i l i t y  of states to enforce p r o h i bition of supply among 

its residents. Furthermore, states that attempted to 

cu r tail consumption by raising prices might find their 

p o p u l ations turning to lower-cost ma r i j u a n a  from n e i g h­

bor i n g  states with lower prices. This is a familiar 

situation. Large numbers of both cigarettes and guns 

are smuggled illegally into New York from other states. 

M o r eover, New Yorkers may travel to New Jersey to gamble 

in a casino, or Virginians to the District of Columbia 

to buy cheaper liquor. It is d i f f i c u l t  to see h ow state 

prohibitions could remain effective if the number of 

states with regulatory systems g r e w  very large unless 

the c h a nges occurred in only one region of the country. 

However, there may be advantages in permitting a state- 

b y - s t a t e  approach. Conditions g o v e r n i n g  the costs and 

be n e f i t s  both of partial prohibition and of reg lation 

vary a m ong the states. In this area of uncertainty, we 

may learn from experimert. If one regulatory system 

proved ;uccessful, other states w o uld be more likely to 

adopt i.milar systems; similarly, if it worked poorly in 

one state, other states would be less inclined to adopt 

a r e g u latory policy.
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Effects on Foreign Relations

The 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, which now 

obligates the U.S. government to prevent the importation 

of marijuana and to prohibit jthe adoption of a licensing 

system by any state, is a serious (although not an insur­

mountable) obstacle to the adoption of a federal r e g u l a­

tory policy and the development of state licensing. The 

treaty allows a signatory to terminate its adherence to 

the agreement at any time after two years from the date 

of the convention. Of course the general impact of any 

move to w i t hdraw from the convention includes a broad 

foreign policy context, which is beyond the expertise of 

this Committee to judge.

» U # 1 R i W U I W  ' '' i t ’
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CONCLUSIONS

For the last decade, concern with health hazards a t t r i b­

utable to marijuana has been rising. The hearts, lungs, 

reproductive functions, and mental abilities of children 

have been reported to be threatened by marijuana, and 

such threats are not to be taken lightly. Heavy use by 

anyone or any use by growing children should be d i s c o u r­

aged. Although conclusive evidence is lacking of major, 

long-term public health problems caused by marijuana, 

they are worrisome possibilities, and both the reports 

and the a priori likelihood of developmental damage to 

some young users makes marijuana use a cause for extreme 

concern.

At the same time, the effectiveness of the present 

federal policy of complete prohibition falls far short of 

its goa l — preventing use. An estimated 55 million A m e r i­

cans have tried marijuana, federal enforcement of p r o h i­

bition of use is virtually nonexistent, and 11 states 

have repealed criminal penalties for private possession 

of small amounts and for private use. It can no longer 

be argued that use would be much more widespread and the 

problematic effects greater today if the policy of c o m­

plete prohibition did not exist: The existing e v i dence

on policies of partial prohibition indicates that partial 

prohibition has been as effective in controlling c o n s u m p­

tion as complete prohibition and has entailed c o n s i d e r­

ably smaller social, legal, and economic costs. On 

balance, therefore, we believe that a policy of partial 

prohibition is clearly preferable to a policy of c o m plete 
prohibition of supply and use.
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We believe, further, that current policies directed at 

c o n t r o l l i n g  the supply of marijuana should be seriously 

reconsidered. The demonstrated ineffectiveness of con­

trol of use through prohibition of supply and the high 

costs of implementing such a policy make it very unlikely 

that any kind of partial prohibition policy will be e f­

fective in reducing marijuana use s i g n i ficantly below 

present levels. Moreover, it seems likely to us that 

removal of criminal sanctions will be given serious con­

side ration by the federal government and by the states 

in the foreseeable future. Hence, a variety of alterna­

tive policies should be considered.

At this time, the form of specific alternatives to 

current policies and their probable effect on patterns 

of use cannot be determined with confidence. It is pos­

sible that, after careful study, all alternatives will 

turn out to have so man y  disadvantages that none could 

command public consensus. To maximize the likelihood of 

sound policy for the long run, however, further research 

should be conducted on the biological, behavioral, d e vel­

opmental, and social consequences of marijuana use, on 

the s t r u c t u r e  and operation of drug markets, and on the 

relations of various conditions of availability to pat­

terns of use.

R E C O M M ENDATIONS FOR RESEARCH

Health and Behavior

The persistent c o n c e r n  about the h ealth-related effects 

of m a r i j u a n a  requires both an immediate and a continuing 

response. First, as the report of the Institute of Medi­

cine (1982:5) recommends, there should be "a greatly 

intensified and more comprehensive program of research 

into the effects of marijuana on the health of the 

American people." An important goal of this research 

program should be the identification of subgroups at 

high risk for physiological and psychological damage in 

relation to patterns of use and doses of marijuana. The 

report presents a detailed agenda of needed research. 

Second, to the extent that potential health hazards are 

identified, policy research should address possible 

safeguards and precautions to protect the user.

If marijuana use can be scientifically shown to en­

tail grave r i sks— to the brain, the cardiovascular and 

respiratory systems, or to reproductive functions, for
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example— that- are currently not known, it can be argued 

that, as was i..e case with c i g a r e t t e  smoking, knowledge 

of those effects will be more e f f e c t i v e  than criminal 

enforcement as a deterrent to use.

Drug Markets

Research on the price elasticity o f  demand in legal and 

illegal markets is a clear priority. The result of sucli 

research will be important in d e t e r m i n i n g  the likelihood 

of controlling heavy use through price mechanisms and in 

computing the amount of m o n e y — if a n y — that could be 

realized in taxation of marijuana.

Present knowledge of the s t r u cture and activities of 

drug markets and networks is insufficient to allow p re­

diction of the effects of policy changes on them. Re­

search in this area is difficult but the questions are 

important. If many dealers who sell cocaine, POP, a m­

phetamines, and barbiturates as well as marijuana would 

be put out of business if m a r i j u a n a  were available 

through legal channels, it might result in a curtailed 

market for a variety of other drugs. On the other hand, 

it is also possible that the mark e t  structure is so 

loosely organized, and dealers so transiently involved, 

that removing marijuana from the illegal markets would 

have little effect. To be sure, m uch research on some 

of these questions could not be conducted unless a r egu­

latory system were in place in some state. Nonetheless, 

some research, particularly e t h n o graphic and economic 

studies, should be undertaken now to discover the impor­

tance of marijuana profits to drug-dealing networks; the 

transiency, size, and nature of such networks; etc. It 

is essential for research in this area to be supported 

by appropriate government agencies.

Effects on Use

Although many questions remain to be answered before the 

most informed choices can be mad e  between prohibiting 

anJ regulating supply, there are m a n y  tilings that cannot 

be known unless some jurisdiction tries a regulatory 

policy. Although adoption of a regulatory policy is 

likely to result in increased use, little is known about 

changes in patterns of use that are likely to result.
If federal laws prohibiting supply are changed to allow
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states to license marijuana sales, epidemiological r e­

search programs must be ready to monitor any changes in 

use and their consequences. To do so, research should 

be o r g a n i z e d  and operating well in advance of any such 

policy changes in order to determine rates of use before 

the change. Although the shift in the law from complete 

to partial prohibition in 11 states has a p p a rently had 

little effect on consumption patterns there, we do not 

k now the degr e e  to which legally available marijuana 

wo uld a t t ract a larger market. The impact on use of 

e d u c a t i o n a l  campaigns, h e a l t h  warnings, and informal 

social c o n trols under a regulatory system should be 

investigated.

In the absence of the opportunity for states to adopt 

r e g u latory policies, there can only be educated guesses 

about w h ich age groups are likely to increase use or 

w h e t h e r  individuals who n o w  use marijuana will use more, 

etc. Meanwhile, every bit of analysis to predict the 

answers to these questions, by surveying public a t t i­

tudes, as s e s s i n g  past experiences with the spread of drug 

use in s o c i e t y  (e.g., alcohol use following the repeal of 

Proh i b i t i o n ) ,  and critically reviewing the experience ui 

o t her s o c ieties in \ hich marijuana is more readily a v a i l­

able, will bo valuable.

M a r i j u a n a  regulation would permit systematic provision 

of comprehensive, clearly communicated health warnings 

on package inserts or covers, in public health education, 

by m e dical practitioners, and by public health interest 

groups as well as by the government. The extent to which 

such w a r n i n g s  would have more credibility for users than 

current health warnings, generated in an atmosphere of 

prohibition, is an important subject for research. D e­

spite w i d e s p r e a d  pessimism about the failures of drug 

e d u c ation campaigns, there are encouraging results in 

e d u c a tional approaches based on the Stanford Heart Di s­

ease P r e v e n t i o n  Program experience. With appropriate, 

r e s e a r c h - b a s e d  models and techniques, public health e d u­

cation may be an attractive means for limiting excessive 

use (see, e.g., Maccoby, 1979).

ii

REFERENCES

Abel. E.L. (1980) Marijuana: The First Twelve Thousand

Y e a r s . New York and London: Plenum Press.

Deachy, G.M., Petersen, D . M . , and Pearson, F.S. (1979) 
Adolescent drug use and delinquency: a researcli note

Journal of Psychedelic Drugs 11(A ):313— 316.

Blum, R.H. (1971) Drug pushers: a collective portrait. 

Trans-Action 8:18-21.

Congressional Digest (1979) Summary of federal and state 

lawsT 5 8 ( 2 ) :37-38.

Clark, N.H. (1976) Deliver Us From Evil: An Interpreta­

tion of American P r o h i b i t i o n . New York: Norton.

Federal Bureau of Investigation (1980) Uniform Crime

Reports for the United States: 1 980. Available from

the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government 

Printing Office. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department

of Justice.

Fishburne, P., Abelson, H. , and Cisin, I. (1980)

National Survey on Drug Abuse: Main Findings 1979.

National Institute on Drug Abuse, DHHS Publication 

No. (ADM) 80-976. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government

Printing Office.

Fried, P.A. (1977) B e h a v i o r a l  and e l e c t r o e n c e p h a l o -  

g r a ph ic  c o r r e l a t e s  o f  m a r i j u a n a :  a review. B e h a v­

ioral B i o l o g y  21(2):163-196.

Hanneman, G.J. (1972) Dissemination of Jrug Related

I n f o r m a t i o n . C o m m u n i c a t i o n  R e s e a r c h  P r o g r a m .  Storrs: 

U n i v e r s i t y  o f  C o n n e c t i c u t .

Hochman, J.S., and Brill, N.Q. (1973) Chronic marijuana 

use and psychosocial adaptation. American Journal of 

Psychiatry 130(2):132-140.

In st it ut e of M e d i c i n e  (1982) M a r i j u a n a  and H e a l t h .

Report of the C o m m i t t e e  to Stu dy  the H e a l t h - R e l a t e d  

Effects of C a n n a b i s  an d Its De ri v a t i v e s .  W a s h i n g t o n ,  

D.C.: N a t i o n a l  A c a d e m y  Press.

Johnston, L. (1980) Marijuana Use and the Effects of 

Marijuana Decriminalization. Tes"imony delivered at 

hearings on the effects of marijuana, Subcommittee on 

Criminal Justice, Senate Judiciary Committee, January 

16, Washington, D.C.

Johnston, L.D., Bachman, J.G., and O'Malley, P.M. (1982) 

Student Drug Use in America 1975-1981. National In­

stitute on Drug Abuse. Available from the S u p e r i n­

tendent of  Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office. 

Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health and Human

Services.


