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Twenty five years after America's latest fling with psychoactive substances began, there is new talk of legalising drugs -one symptom of the heated atmosphere that now pervades the debate on national narcotics policy. After spending at least $16 billion in a futile effort to roll back the flood tide of cocaine entering this country, Ronald Reagan called for yet another high-level task force to cope with what he termed the 'national emergency' of narcotics abuse. It was a stunning reversal: only last February the president called his administration's war on drugs 'an untold American success story'. 

The new vogue for legalisation is a tacit acknowledgement that the war is being lost. Despite the trendy debate, however, no political realist believes that Washington or the nation is ready to consider legalising drugs as a legitimate policy option. Drugs are now the voting public's No.1 concern and politicians everywhere are determined to demonstrate that they are ready to 'out-tough' the opposition on the drug issue. Congress, for example, now seems likely to raise federal spending on drug enforcement and prevention, and it may even mobilise the U.S. military for emergency anti- smuggling duty. 

Clearly the most radical step would be ending America's 74-year-long prohibition on drugs. The idea has attracted a surprising amount of support in recent weeks -and some of those who have joined the debate, such as editor and columnist William F. Buckley Jr. and economist Milton Friedman, have impeccably conservative credentials. “The Inter-American Dialogue, a blue-chip foreign-policy group, recently released a report arguing that it is time to consider the possibility of selective drug legalisation. Others who have raised the question of legalisation include Mayor Kurt Schmoke of Baltimore, Mayor Marion Barry of Washington and U.S. Reps. Fortney Stark of California and Steny Hoyer of Maryland. Like other critics of current policy, Schmoke says his goal is to ensure that every possible solution to the drug crisis gets a hearing. 'I know we can't prosecute our way out of this situation,' he says. 

The argument for legalisation comes down to the notion that America's prohibition on drugs imposes too large a cost in terms of tax dollars, draconian law- enforcement tactics and potential infringement of civil liberties. Its proponents are logical, sincere and well intended -but they are also demonstrably wrong. Legalising drugs would undoubtedly increase drug abuse and addiction, perhaps to catastrophic levels. And though legalisation might reduce drug-related crime, the social morality of making drugs freely available is questionable, to say the least. 

The new advocates of legalisation have nothing in common with Timothy Leary; they do not defend unbridled chemical hedonism
, or even using drugs at all. Instead, they are influenced by a style of cost-benefit policy analysis derived from political economics: in the case of drugs, they ask, what are the societal costs of prohibition? The billions spent annually by federal, state and local law-enforcement agencies is only one such cost. Others, less easily quantified, include the enormous rise in violence and mayhem on the streets of major cities, the destruction of neighbourhoods, the rise of powerful drug-trafficking organisations and even, some would argue, the strains on U.S. foreign policy now imposed by the goal of preventing drug smuggling from abroad. Many proponents of legalisation also are motivated by a strong concern for civil liberties, and some share the libertarian belief that government has no right to prevent individuals from pursuing pleasure -even self-destructive pleasure -so long as no one else is harmed. 

The advocates of legalisation foresee a much simpler world -a society in which the criminal side effects of America's prohibition on drugs would quickly disappear. No more violence, no more pushers, no more drug gangs -and no more police raids, border searches, official corruption or overcrowded prisons. Proposals for regulating the sale of legalised drugs vary, and not all would-be legalisers think that every drug should be made licit. But many recognise at least tacitly that there is no logical reason for legalising one drug without legalising all drugs -and some, like New York criminologist Georgette Bennett, explicitly support total decriminalisation. 'There is no question we have a very big drug problem in the country,' Bennett says. 'The question is, is our current policy the best way to deal with it? My answer is no: by making drugs a criminal matter, we have in fact made the problem worse. If we decriminalise, at least we would only have a massive public-health problem on our hands, instead of a massive crime problem, a massive corruption problem and a massive foreign-policy problem.' 

Legalisation, in the view of its proponents, would have other benefits as well. Prof. Ethan A. Nadelmann of Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs argues that government could regulate the purity and potency of drugs available on the market, which would reduce the risk of accidental death due to poisoning and overdose. Government could also tax the sale of drugs and use the proceeds to finance both the treatment of drug addicts and alcoholics and a more ambitious programme to prevent drug and alcohol abuse. The fact that alcohol and tobacco are legal while drugs are not, Nadelmann says, sends the wrong message to the young, since the total medical costs of alcohol and tobacco use are greater than the medical costs of drug abuse. Citing federal studies, Nadelmann notes that an estimated' 18 million Americans are regarded as alcohol abusers and that alcohol and tobacco together are responsible for some 400,000 deaths a year -while the death toll from all illegal drugs combined was only 3,562 in 1985. "I can't guarantee that drug use will not increase [if drugs are legalised], and that's why I prefer not being called an advocate of legalising drugs,' Nadelmann says. 'But the argument for legalisation depends on the fact that drugs are dangerous and that therefore the vast majority of Americans will not become drug addicts.' 

But the critical question about legalisation is whether that assurance is good enough. How many Americans would use drugs if they were legalised, and how many would then become addicted? Currently, according to federal estimates, there are 5 million to 6 million regular cocaine users, more than half a million heroin users and at least 18 million pot smokers. About 1.5 million to 2 million Americans are addicted to heroin or cocaine. And while Bennett, for one, believes legalisation would lead to a decrease in drug abuse, especially if government launched a vigorous drug-education campaign, that prediction may be tragically optimistic. 

In truth, the reverse is far more likely: drug use will surely increase, and the only question is, by how much? Legalising drugs as U.S. Attorney Rudolph Giuliani of New York argues, is morally equivalent to societal approval for what is now taboo behaviour, and combining legalisation with anti-drug-abuse education is a flagrant example of sending society a mixed message. Giuliani's conclusion: a great many Americans would ignore the anti-drug propaganda, and drug use overall would inevitably increase. Dr Robert DuPont, the former head of the National Institute on Drug Abuse, argues that the potential market for legal drugs can be compared to the number of Americans who now use alcohol -140 million persons -and that up to 50 million Americans would eventually use cocaine. If DuPont is right, and if the ratio of addicts to nonaddicted users remains the same as it is now -approximately 1 to 5 - it is plausible to expect an addicted population of 10 million persons. 

Legalisation, in short, is at best a high-stakes gamble -'a very dangerous social experiment,' as Dr Edward Senay of the University of Chicago puts it, 'that could have a lot of disastrous consequences.' Cocaine itself is the biggest gamble of all. Although research into cocaine's effects on the user is still incomplete, Dr Wayne Wiebel of the University of Illinois School of Public Health says it 'is probably the most addictive substance that our society has ever used on a widespread basis.' Cocaine is most addictive when it is injected intravenously or smoked in the form of crack. While federal researchers have not yet been able to estimate the prevalence of crack use nationwide, there is no question from police reports that crack is now the drug of choice in inner-city neighbourhoods. 

That is why, to those who see the realities of addiction at close range, the ideal of legalising cocaine or other hard drugs is simply a nightmare. Even assuming that crime and the costs of crime would be reduced, the open availability of cocaine and other addictive substances can only compound the mammoth social problems of the inner city. While it may be true, as proponents argue, that most Americans would be able to avoid addiction, millions of others would not. Legalisation, then, is an inequitable trade-off that is based on a failure of empathy for society's victims: all those who do not use drugs would gain the benefits of reduced crime, while all those who are addicted (or who will become addicted in the drug-filled future) would be condemned to a brutal struggle with their dependency. To psychiatrist Mitchell Rosenthal, president of Phoenix House Foundation, a New York-based network of drug- treatment centres, such reasoning is immoral, elitist and racist -a case of 'writing off hundreds and hundreds of thousands of people, their families and their children.' And to many in the ghetto it is one more example of a social order that provides abundant opportunities for self-destruction, but very few for hope. 

(i) What was the nature of the 'stunning reversal' described in paragraph one? Explain carefully. [2] 

(ii) Does the author believe that support for making drugs legal might persuade the government to change its present policy? Explain his reasons. [2] 

(iii) Does the author agree or disagree with the move to legalise drugs? Give evidence to support your answer. [2] 

(iv) Give three arguments given in the passage against the legalisation of drugs. [3] 

(v) Give clear explanations of what the three people below mean by the following: 

· Kurt Schmoke 'I know we can't prosecute our way out of this situation.' 

· Georgette Bennette 'If we de-criminalise, at least we would only have a massive public health problem on our hands.' 

· Ethan Nadelmann 'The fact that alcohol and tobacco are legal while drugs are not, Nadelmann says, sends the wrong message to the young.' 

(vi) (a) Explain the meaning of the following words as they are used in the passage.) [6] 

	i) futile (line 4)
	iv) critical (line 88)

	ii) tacit (line 10)
	v) taboo (line 99)

	iii) mayhem (line 46)
	vi) inequitable (line 127)



(b) Use each of the following words as it is used in the passage in a sentence of your own, clearly showing this meaning. Your six sentences should not deal with the subject-matter of the passage. [6]

	i) pervades (line 3)
	iv) proceeds (line 74)

	ii) proponents (line 34)
	v) assurance (line 88)

	iii) foresee (line 54)
	vi) compound (line 124)


(vii) Summarise all the arguments given in the passage in support of drug legalisation. Use no more than 150 of your own words [8]
� <He-d-ni-sm> the doctrine that pleasure or happiness is the sole or chief good in life.
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