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‘The ‘laws govérning drugs have greatly influencéd drmig usage
in every facet ‘of our lives. Laws have been instituted to govern
preséription and non prescription drugs that are available to us
via our local drugstores, as well as to govern and control black-
market ‘drug usagé and its easy &cé‘ééé‘a‘ﬁiﬁ{y"ﬁd’ us. These laws
have had great social éffects on'ouf lives. This paper deals with
the direct effect that laws and govérmment have on our value Sys—

tem, and the converse effect of our value system on lawnaking and

=¥

legislation, using as an example, drug legislation, specifically’
marijuana legislation, This paper also examines the effects of
these Taws on our mores, morsls, and life styles, as well as the
reasoning behind the legislation. Such an investigation must deal
Lk Ene GHesE 1AV Where ‘d86s THE Power oF 1668 UnPéimat ‘System of

legislation e.z. values, mores, and morals, end and when does a
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“°" Marijuena is a‘plant druf that has'been in existencé as Tlong
as the earth. Hareld Kalant éehﬁeé “the &‘i‘l&g in‘“nis “book Qfx_'rt_&s
saeftety, ‘4nd'Pérsonal Choige agy ™ “of o0 o8 Vhal Informal code

o Hehavior whi aricern, es are pri.

T normally made by dryn.ng the 1eaves and

w0t flowering bops of the hemp .plant (Cammibis i/ ivipii 1o
sativa). The dried material is smoked in -
~ the form of eigarettes or in.a pipe. The - Xt the
major pharmacologically active material con=

gquest’ ab&hﬁfﬂﬂ@“fﬂﬁﬁ hﬂ-m m i“‘?‘ “med iy
over in the smoke which is inhaled is tetra-

“% . hydrocannabinel .&mlqrﬁt;&.qozgam stage dn oo
the growth of the hemp plant, before the

it flowers jare mature, they are coated with a .. ool
sticky resinous material that contains a much

for o higher concentration of -THC than do-the leaves. .

This resin, gathered from the fresh plant, is




dried in the forms of cakes of dark brown material
ynowri as hashish, which has about five to six times
the potency of marijuana.l
The THC which is contained in the drug, when consumed, causes a
high or somewhat drunken kind ‘of effect. Tt is the high and the
suspected detrimental physical effect following {ntake of the drug
that has caused so much controversy within our society. The re-
actions to this controversy in the form of social legislation,
poth formal and informal, are studied in this paper.
Since laws and legislation of any kind are 2 large part of
the process and function of society then it naturally follows that
tHese laws should have a direct relationship to the role of govern-—
ment in society- The progression snd ‘strength of these laws, in
purn, shows exactly how threatened we feel that our society 1s,
was, and will-be by some aspect of societal activity, in this case,
by the possibility fo a drug orientation without restraint.
The body of my research can be directed towards three distinct
and ‘yet interrelated foci. The first foecus is that of our informal
code of legislation, i.e. an examination of our morals and mores

dis-

™

in regard to drug usage, and the environment which leads to
ruption of this code. Morals are defined as that informal code
of behavior which 18 of individual concerli while mores are pri-
marily of mass concern and for this reason must be differentizled
from morals. ~ From this point the decond focus arises, and the
question of 2 Heed for a push for formal legislation {s examined.
This focus acts as @ transitional period, where disagreement on ¢

1

informal level 1is expressed concurrently with the proposed neec

3

for a push towards the formal 1level of legislation. The outcome
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of 'this push, or transition period, is a formal code of law which
is the ‘focus 6f the third and' final portion of my paper.  These
18ws in turn affect our value System.  This eoncept is the primary
target of my paper. For' example, cometimes laws cause more fric—
tion than good, this challanges our informal code and thus; its
effect results in the need for more formal legislation. This as-
pect appears to be directly related to the legislation regarding
marijuana and will be‘discussed in great detail. = <
© ““An underlying and yet quite apparent. force controlling our -
existence is our informal system of social control. This system
is comprised mainly of two interrelated variables: morals and .

- mores. Morals are those values and beliefs which are selfim-’
posed individual concerns and are focused accordingly. Berhard

Gert in The Moral Rules describes morals as'"™...simply the ex-

pression of the demands of the superego." 2" In other words,
morals are those values which are justified primarily because of
personal concern, '‘Morals function as’ an 'ou%line'wit-hi?iMchtweL
relate personally to the values of the culture in which we reside.
These morals are more specific in nature than values in that they
tend to form a code of conduct and sphere of personal concern
based ‘on these values. The question of drug usage can be dealt
with morally on a personal’ level. ~Drugs can dp personal physical
and psychological damage and present an obvious value ;;udgmw
situation on an individual level. At this informal level, a more
basic question is raised concerning man's right to have complete
control over his mind and bedy. Therefore, moral judgmnents in re-

gard to drugs are made by weighing the possible personal effects
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then acting accordingly.

This is not to say that mor&l~\jx.1dg;nents. are completely separa-—
ted from mores. There is a very close tie between the two. . But.
there is a difference. When a strong personal moral is widened in
its scope of influence, thus having a strong effect on others,
then it can poss:.bly conflict wlth the mores of the soc:.ety For
example, éne aay see- neth:mg immoral in smoking mag:.juma , and yet,
constant smoklng, we seem to feel, is detrimental to our societ as
a whole. By smok:mg marijua.na, therefore, we are attacklng an ac-
cepted more of marlguana prohlblt:.on. .
| Leonard"Bldom “in Soc‘iol'ogy'defines mores as ".. .cﬁlturally
saiiéﬁt norins", such as prohibitions on murder and blasphemy or the
prescript;io?_;s,‘ geveming parental responsibility for children." 3
Mores arét thgéei 'norv'msw' whi'ch protec‘t the s‘ba:bil’ity!efv our society.
They govern the way in which a society functions.

- This. infqrmal code of conduct is quite effective in some in-
stances, and even now after the insititution of legislation it is
still effective and influencing. The entire code offers us a
structural outline from which we derive our laws. It determines
strongly our actions and roles in society as well as our personal
actions. . ,

We return again to the question of to what extent a man is
competent in dealing with his own fate, and when does it become
the obligation of society to take over that ceptrel. Or, in other
words; How much freedom is a man p&mit.ted in determining his
morals, and where is the point where his morals'_lconflich too dras-

tically with the mores of society toe permit him to continue with-
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conflict of interests. ' This idea also leads us to'a push for for-
mal legislation.  Furthermore, formal-legislation makes: for us the
choice that we have been unable to-make for ourselves, the choice
‘of first priorities. The choice between individual needs and-
those of society first. Formal legislation removes from us the -
choice and obligation to decide on our own priorities. It leaves.
us in'a position such that if we:'disobey the laws we are disregard-
ing an exceptionally strong force. A force that is reinforced -
both by our morals, in that we, accept laws as being for our per-
sonal welfare, and also by our mores, in that laws are accepted
#as being for the welfare of society as' a-whole also.' Thus,:living
in'a society requires us:-to sacrifice some freedom. We function:
‘for ourselves but not withour regard to society- as a whole. 'When
our actions, although personal, threaten society, we have granted
to society the right to' suppress our:actions. <= ool tin

gt without chellanging gur oWwn Boreia ayd withoui
As soon as any part of a person's conduct af-

fects preaud;g the interests of others, B8aliy fustify
ciety has juris §élgtlgz over£e§ ‘and the question ¥ ¢

o.. .. .Whether the general welfar wgll or will not be
" """promoted by 1nt§rfer1ng wigg 1t, becomes open to

:dlSCU§SlQn. 16. E

In return for this sacrifice we have accepted the safety and sta=
bility of funetioning in-:and:being-protected by society. .
f0 i But exaetly how muchvof our indiwidual freedom have we sacri-
i&ec necessary. These laws are "...acts Mala Prohibita  (wrong by
prohibition) and Mala In Se:(wrong in themselves)". 17  We accept
acts Mala in Se as being morally wrong. They are acts:such as
felonies, injuries to persons and property etc. 'Acts Mala Pro-

hibits, on the other-hand, have their basis in' that just because
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they are prohibitions by law it is our moral obligation to uphold
them. ' This 'is definitely far stretched reasoning for accepting
lzws. Acts Mala Prohibita are those which most ‘challange ocur frse-
dom.  These laws restrict and question us and add anobther force
pushing us towards more formal legislation. When we can not moral-
1y accept the reasoning for the existence of a law 'Mala Prohibita,
by questioning it; by giving it reason, we are pushing it to make
it a much stronger force. lMany of'us are stopped from committing,
acts ' which 'are Mala Prohibita, ‘merely by the fact that -these acts
are forbidden. ' The morality of the legislation in these cases is
not questioned; it is just accepted that regardless of the lawy
the fact that it ds a law removes from us the moral right to break
it. Acts of disregarding legislation argfmost ggsilyfjustified
when thetlggisiiﬁioﬁ bging¢igno;gdfqr PHIppﬁeiyﬁbfdkan are those
laws whiéh:are Mala Prohibita. We can somebimes Bresk these kinds
of laws without challanging our bwn‘morals and without hurting
anynne-within 0u£ society. .Ts%glié ﬁécausé we can morally justif§
for ourselves ﬁhe reﬁsoninglfof-ﬁreaking thﬁse.laws.

Acts Mala In Se are just formal axten51ons of our moral system.

I
"True crimes are WIrong not only becausc the statuzes say they are

but also becuase the acts are deemed wrong on the basis of general

moral standards." 18 Tnzy do not confllct with our morals because

they are Iorbldden acts, somehOW'prohlbLtlon on the most ba51c

1evel of human benavior.x_gecausc we can .see these laws as moral-
1y justifiablg,iwgialsd:mbfiiiézittémpt ﬁo'jﬁstifg laﬁé_which are
Male Prohibita. This is precisely the attempt which has caused a

great deal of friction in regard to the morality of marijusna and
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its legislation. i
Marijuana legislation; as it exists now, is obviously not ful-
fidling its proposed objective:: Part of the reason that it is in-
effective. is that'many of our present laws have been on the books
For the past centuryiaﬁd-are only now beginning to be updated.
Many of these Jlaws, when originally signed into action,; were not -
horoughly: researched before hand but were active in solving an
immediste: and: specific problem:!.Now; over on hundrved years leter,
the laws still exist but the cireumstances existing in society: -
‘have gréatly:changed. -~ Originally, lawmakers felt:that the control
of marijuanaieould be: served by control of its dmportation into
the United States.: : Fo
e hareotics and marijuana laws of the United
States are predlcated on the taxing and treaty
authority of the United States government. The

taxing statutes provide the buSlS for control
"of the substances. 19 ,

Tﬁls ;aé latef followed by the Hafrlson Narcotlcs Act. The Harri-
son act “...sets up machinery fOl thc dlstrlbutlon of narcotic
drugs w1tn1n the country." 20 and marks as a felony the unauthor-
ized pqSSesgib?JQf_mirijuaﬁa._ $hese are, in-factg;conflicting

laws as was Idérééﬂstiﬁatéd_ by the case of Leary vs. the United States.
Dr. Timothy Leary was arrested and charged for possession of mari-
juana withouts having: paid the proper taxes which weres outlined in

the Marijuana Tax Act.  The act reads as followss
e persons who' 1mport, manufacture, produce,
compound, sell, deal in, dispense, prescribe, adn

‘minister or give away marijuana are to pay 2
_graduated tax. 21 .

B




page 13

So. because of the conflicting laws which -exist on the bﬁoks, Dr.
Leary was guilty no matter what he said. Upon appeal to the Su-
preme Court of The United States, the decision of thﬁ Justice was
that, "...registration and payment of a tax, required by the Mari-
juana Tax 'Act, compells petitioners to expose themselves to a sig-
nificant risk of ‘self-incrimination in violation of the 5th Amend-
ment to the Comstitution.t 22

With the Situationiof 1egisl§tion’as it exists ﬁow many situs-
tions as examplgd-by'thé Leary case are common occurrences to us.
The confgsion.that exists because ‘of ‘the conflicts in the law
suggests fb-us that.we are in.a transition period with regard to
marijuana'use, this instability forces us tG:lOOk for more active
and accurate legislation. But ‘it appears that we are attempting
not to make the same mistakeé'aéiaﬁ'and are thué‘taking_oﬁr"time
and thoroﬁéhly investigating the morality of any legislation be-
fore signing it into law. The task is'not an'easy-one as the
social ;mplicgtions are strong. Sdme may ntd even be apparent for

years to come.

The relstionship between law and morality is
both complicated and subile. "This is true
even in a situation where = society is very
homogeneous and where ane might find a large
degree of concensus about moral behavior. 23

Although it is obvious that the marijuana laws have to be changed
somehow,. there is much disagreement as to how they should be chang-
ed. -According to E.R. Bloomguist our motives are not morally pro-
pers .He claims that we are not funciioning to:prqserve the mores
and stability of our society (which are the usual reasons for for-

mal legislation) but rabher to #liminate the trouble of having the
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youth of our society involved in'criminal acts. That is to say,
the only criminal action that most are party to is only marijuana
abuse.

Back in the days when, to adapt Lindesmith's
point of view, only 'bad'upeople were caight
and prosecuted under the marijuana tax laws,
no one seemed to care very much. . Now that the - -
scene has changed and 'good kids' are involved
in-using marijuana, people are beginning to
care. DBut too many are unconcerned about en-
. couraging youngsters to.obey laws, Instead
they are directing their energies toward
changing marijuana laws just as America did in
past years with the Volstead Act on the stuff,

ve might as well make it legal so the kids
won't find themsleves in peril. 24

This poses a very interesting polnt, and that lS that the morality
of the laws are quzte relevent, but the 1mmodlate changing or ig-
noring of the laws creates in itself an_lnstablllny in society,

i.e. disresPeét'of the law.

The problem today is- that kids’ think thcy don't
have to obey laws. They think that if ‘they get
into trouble that their parents will fight to

change the laws. 25 -

Judge William S.: Blake of Mpniana Weﬁﬁ.on.to describe all of
the 1gobi ~tesnsghrs, that appearln HEB erartaioon fighting to
change the laws rather than cxplainipg why they chose to break
them. He claims that all the discussion about the morality of
ma?ijuana legislation has created an ".f.obnoxious disrespect for
the law.! 26 - _ .

The marijuana laws as they exlst now have their greatest so-
cial effects on the middle clnss. ﬁith the way the laws stand to-

day, to be arrested and-convlcbed for possession of marijuana re—
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sults in: e criminal record: for the rest of one's life. This is
why the middle class ds most effected by virtue of ils mores.
ONce .you -have a c;iminal rccoxd,you are immediately eliminated
from holdiﬁg:cé:téin_prdfgssioﬁal po§itions. This in itself re-
stricts income which is an important facipr if you are to raise
yourself ‘from or within the middle class. You are also sesticted
in the tamount of education you can receive.  lany colleges, uni-
versities, -and vocational schools will not ‘grant admission to a
student with & criminal record. Education is another very impor-
tant factor dn the stability and upward movement of the middle

class, s

Chief among the costs of the marijuana laws is
the fact that they criminalize large numbers of
people, meny of whome are young and developing.

They. criminalize in two ways. First, those who
are convictad are the ones obviously criminal-
ized, Some of these may go to Jjail or prison;
others may not. Secondly, even if a person is
not incarcerated, but is fined, given a suspen~
ded sentence, or placed on probation the fact
remasins that he has a criminal record, whether
that record is a felony or a misdemeanor. Pro-
bably never before in our history has the. mere
possession of a criminal record been as detri-
mental as it is today. A conviction may ef-
fect aave?sely opportunities in employment, mil—
_tary 5crv1ce, and educatlen. 27 .

Judge John H..Saunders, Judge of Santa Anita, California Municipal
i)

Court went ons = ! ul . i

These conseguences, the Judge informed his audi-
ence, 'can be severe and the time spent in prison

is the least of it. When the convict is released

from prison, he becomes a second class citizen
economically...Persons convicted of a felony in
narcotics cases will not be licensed by the state

in z wide variety of fields ranging from accounting
and medicine to enginmeering and funeral directing. 28
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Dr. Bloomquist continued on the thought by presenting in his con-

cluding_?&ragféph:abdut Judge Saunders:

...a convietion for a marcotics'law violation-may
preclude consideration for graduate or profession-

al school acceptance, disqualify for graduate fel-
lowships, jeopardize employment opportunities upon
graduation and be a source, of personal disadvantage
for the convicted student for the rest of his life. 29

By dcstroying the possiﬁility of.highar education, the chances of
acquiring éﬁp;ﬁymént whiéﬁiééyéia'highjéglary'gra lowered and thus,
the middle-c}gss citiﬁeﬁ Eonvictédudi a narcotics charge has al-
most eliminated any possibility ﬁhbre'mighﬁ have been for him to
raise his social status.

Another source of.iﬁstahilitg arises frpmfppnvict%qn, Young
middle plasgiggn gnd_wﬁmcn'whbrhéve_liyﬁd most of their lives
sheltered from the evils of an underworld_society are now forced
té-make suéh aséociatidns. A yéunc célie;e étﬁdént iﬁérisonéd for
deul1n~‘1ﬁ aanéeéous drugs and narcotlcs is placed in an cnv1ron~.
ment w1th 3 conalomeratlon of SOClaﬁ dcv1ants Durlng his stay in
ﬁrlsﬁn he must asaoclate w1th these peoplc 1f he is to survive.

This fortes an assoc1at10n that can only be dqprlmental to hlm, an

355001at10n that otherw1se wou_d never have been made. If he

V1

asswmluates to dny breat. degvee he W7ll find hlmselP w1th the same
jclrcle of people after hlS release from prlson. Upon his release
his Socl&l status is relutlvely the same as tnat of the thief, ar-
sonist, or even thﬂ parcotlcs addlct. If he had not been removed
from;h_s env1ronmnnt (. 1f the l aws are rclazed in regard to mari-

Juana) tnc chances of him exhlbltlng any further crlmlnal behavior

would be reduced greatly.
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The use-of illicit drugs or the illegal behavior
associated with illegel drugs: may be & part of a .
long history of delingtiency, @and social disadvant-
age, or it may be, as in the ¢ollege users case;
isclated 'and not assoc¢iztéd with' other visible
criminality.” Why encoursge furthur possible crim-
-1n&1 acts by forclng an' umnatural association? 30

The effecté-bf“01imdnal law are stfbﬁg,;_dnce they have been en-

countered they can change the course of your life.

++.criminal conviction is a strong form of social
. .condemnation. . IT% may alienate those who were not
alienated before; it may force the user to think
-of himself and others to think of him as a crimi-
nal; by interfering with his 0pportun1tles, it may
remove. a person furthur from participation in pro- .
ductive live. 31
...thc criminal law is in many ways the most power= .
ful. form of efficient social condemnation in our
society...removal of criminal sanctions may lessen
- the rashness of social. judgement.. 32

But3£here-are~oiher-fabtbrs~which-hqve led to this transition peri-
od regarding marijuana,. Hbyxsﬁaubi there be any punishment =t all
for con?uming_marijhana?.What is:the.apposition to the drug? The
opposition is pﬁrely socials, ﬁe, as Americans, have been raised
under the dominant phllosophy of the Protestant Ethie. The Prot-
estant Ethlc ";..holds that the 1nd1v1qual should exercise complete
responsibility. for what he does and for what'happens to him; he
should never do anytnlng that mlght czuse loss of self—control " 33
To engcy an actlﬁﬂty or 1ndulvence whlch leaves no tanglble out—
come of redeemlng social 1nportance 15 to be a social deviant.
Marlguana offers pure pleassure with a degree of escape and it has
no tanglble resulu Therefore it is considered detrimental to

society.
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.+.because of our strong cultural emphases on
pragmatism and utilitarianism, Americans feel
uneasy and smbivalent about ecstatic experiences
of any kind. But we do not condemn ecstatic ex-
perience when it is the byproduct or reward of
actions we consider proper in their own right,
such as hard work or religious fervor. It is
only when people pursue pure ecstasy for its own

sake that we condemn their action as a search for
tillicit plaﬂsure' an enpr3551on that has real
meaning ‘to us. 34

With all of the reports that have been compiled to state that
marijuana is not habit-forming, as a society we still contend that
it is detrimentzl and 'evil' to society as a whole. We contend
that those who diadulge iﬂ"marijuéna are socially deviant (for en—
joying ghgmselvés)-and should ‘be punished #ccorﬂingly, but doesn'?t

men have the right to be different?-or as a mattef of rhetoric, if

being different‘is being deviant.uhen doesn‘t man daserve the

right to- dev1ate from ths accepted norms of soc1ety9

Marijuana is 2 hallucinogen and is . not habit-
forming. Tts danger is said to Idie in the fact
that it may induce exaltation and hilarity, may
release inhibitions, in rease sug gestibility,
impari judgement, and provide an 1ntroductlon to
more addicting narcotics. Recent commentators,
on the other hand, point out on the basis of ex—
isting ‘evidence that'the Tisks of crlme, dgeei-""
dents and suicide connected with marijuans are
not likely to be greater than those associated
with alehcholi 35 i

| To what degfée‘is man master ovcr_hié own fate? Exactly how far
will tﬁe governmént lét'him.ccntrol his own miﬂd'gnd.body? M
‘ caﬂ have as much freedom as he likes as Tong as he doesn't inter-
fere with the'functionihg of society. That includes drug usage.
There sre two points of viéw here., The first, is that of the in-

dividual, “If he wants to indulge in-'drugs it is his choice to do

R T T AU TR T S
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so. If he can morally substantiate his actions and live with him—
self he should be free'to'do 50. Aﬁd'yet aé a aoc1ety we refuse
to let him. Ie feel that his ugrsonal 1ndulgence in mari juana
is directly detrimental to 5001ety.| If he choses to use drugs and
by chance should daéﬁroy his mind then he is 1eft helpless, the
ward of the:state; -He'le;vés his familyiin financial need also
e be the. ward of the state. To-ﬁrevent poséibie futu}é invol-
vement of tne state phJ51cal_J or financially, society choses: to

institute and“enforce preventive laws I.e. antiZ*drug laws.

Today, use of drugs, whether harmful or not, is
also-azcrime. . Those who use harmful drugs argue
that if someone wants to lkill himself with certain
drugs, -then so.what? ' Isn't the ultimate in person-
al freedom the freedom to destroy oneself? Of what
intgysst-whould_it be to the state? .Still, suicide
continues %o be a crime in many states...lWe say that
a man who commits suicide leaves his dependents e—=
conomic burdens to society or, if he has no depen-
dents, his cadaver to be dispensed with by obthers, .
who may not be capable of paying for it. In other
wordsy we say bthat the death.of .one man affects

each man in a more or less direct economic way.

And wo it is with-self—inflicted deaths whether' -
they are sudden or slow as in the use of certain
drugs.- The state-has thus shown-an dinterest. in
preventing suicide and has convinced us that it has
a-right tointervene. What is more real in America:
today than the pocketbook. 36

But the preventivg iéws that society has enacted in regard to mari-
Jjuana ére,out éf_proPQrtion_in regard to other drugs. The federal
penalties:wbigh were prescribed for heavy users of physically
a@dictiﬁg dfugs were also applied to mafijugna users., Tﬁges laws
have the effect of makiﬁg_marijuana smokers_appeaf to bq harﬁ core
drug addiéts in the qus of an unknowing observer regdigg thg regu-

latory punlshments for the crime. of possesslon.




The primary fact aebout marijuasna which ought to
be taken into sccount by legislators but is not,
is that it is not a habit-forming drug. By'tnls
it is meant, that the regular use. of marijuana
does not produce tolerance, and. its abrupt ces-
sation does not.lead to withdrawal distress. ..

by federal legislation in 1951 and 1956, the in-
creased penalties imposed on opiate users and
peddlers were also applied to the users and dis-
tributors of Hayijuana. This exterision was made
causually with little discussion or investigation
‘end with no ‘epparent ‘appreciation that the use of
marijuana is something almost totally different
from the use of heroine. 37 !

Becauséﬂof tﬁe fact that merijuana is not a phyéically addicting
dfu* there is no reason why marlguana smokers should be treated as
dz;uf addicts in our soc_lety

In relabion to the idea that marijﬂaﬁé'Iéads to other harder
an:i a_ddiéting drugs: this is a fallacy. The only reason that this
could poss1bly hold true is by the fact thut marlauana users are
treated 1n our SOC1ety as drug addlcts. Because marijusna is il-
legal and hhe penaltles are so0 outragéouslﬁ'stron for"possession,
murlJuana smokers are forced to deal in the blackmarket in order
to ga1n_poss¢351on e£ the drugrl They are forced therefore to deal
with an-elgmént of-pgople.ﬁith whom they wou1d notmotherwlse 2Se=
sociate. If.tha bﬁportﬁnity arises for them to go on to harder
drugs it iéuﬁrobably because of social présshres-exeftéd by these
newrécouainfahcés. It is also very common that the motive for
the 5001al pusn is financial. Bﬁt marijuana itsélf is not addict-
ing. It does not lose potencJ after extended use, nor does dosage
nced-to increase for tne effect to remain enaoyable after even
strong and extended doses. It is fallacies such as these that

make us live in constant fear of being shot up by some siclk junlkie




in an elevator.

...with the Harrison Act outlawing narcotics
in 1914 and rising the feeling of repression
in America that led to prohibition in 1920

the situation was set for the: invention of the
junkie ss enti~hero. 38

Legislators and parents of teenage children spend much time wor-

I?ing.about the -faet that their children are either the junkies

in the elevatoré or the urknowing victoms soon to be fhooked!
iifto the svils oF marijuans: “Dub what they dodtt realize is bthab
to forece stringent laﬁs updn ourlyouth in regérd to a restriction
that "they don's feel o be mbraily'legitiméte.is to force these
youth to associations and actions whiéh could possibly turn them

into televator junlcies'.

Har13uana users must, oul of necessity consort

- frith “opportunistic pushers and other hardened’
members of the criminal element., In the case
of woungsters, this is especially dangerous.
It introduces them to and establishes a rapport
with persons wicse total influence is ‘apt to be’
corruptive. As serious, if not more so, as the
young usert's association with pusheérs and the -
criminal world is the frequency, duration, and
intimacy of his contacts: wibth other basically’
unstable users who not only involve him in their
problems but. compound his own. 39 :

The associations which occur due to ﬁhe-neéd-for'blackmérkbﬁ drug
purchases tend to explain why éb'méﬁy lavmakers seem bo feel that
there is ﬁ direct correlation between drug, specifically mérijuanas
users and increased crimé rates. In a report to the Sﬁberior Court
of the commoniealth of Massachusebts Chief Justice C. Joéeph Tauro

stated thak:

...in my opinion a proper 1nfcreﬂce can be drawn
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from the evidence that there is a relationship

between the usec of marijusna snd the incidence
of erime and anti-social behavior. 4O

Reports such as this add te our fear that marijuana is apt to ruin
the stebility of society as well as bc of personal detriment to
us. A very excellent eyample of such a report is that of Margeret

Krieg's book Black Harket Hedicine. Mlss &ralg takes simple facts

about drug leglslatlon of the past. and present amd mana"es, by ad=
ding such stazements as, "The 300 wou't be easyj but it can and
will be done." L1 and “we must stlflc thls existing evil." AE she
manages to worlk up the reader into a total_state of panic. This
attack is totally unpecessary in that her bias has completely .
shaded what should have been an obgectlve report. By presenting
accurate facté with a very shaded oﬁiﬁion whe maﬁagés to strike a
fear within the reader whieh could only stimulﬁte.hiﬁ'to furthur
restrictive legiSlation which before he was not sufe should exdist.
The outcome of the constant conflict between those who have
acéépted the word of the law religiously and see drﬁgs only as
detrimenﬁai to fhe individual and fo society, and those who see no
moral wrong.in indulging in mafijuana has been a.dfug subculture.

According to Kenneth Leech in his book The Drug Subculture, the

drug culture "represents a spiritual revolt with serious social

and political a5pécts:" L3 “The drug culture, by ignoring the ex-
isting laws or by formally fighting to change the present laws is
in effeet trying to foree from the government a stand that mari-
jusns indulgence is not detrimental to society, and that its.ac—

ceptance should eventually be treated as =z socielly accepted more.

Public acceptence and demand for change would
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constitute a Judgement as to the social utility
of the use of merijuana. L4

Those people mainly involved in the drug subculture are usually
of the middle élass. They are fairly edﬁcatcd p%ﬁple who are most
likely the most ‘strongly affected by our eKistidglm§res end any
furthcrilogislgtiOn. 411 of us have ﬁeen indoctrinated to the
idea that illegai drug use is a characteristic of the lower class,
now we are faced With a large number of middle class peopié coming
in contact with &rug abuse. The rationale for the generalization
that drug abuse is a lower cldSs'sdcial_phenoména is that "...it
is possible that the bad reputation of marijuana and other forms
of this:diug reflects in_p#rts the-biﬁées of the upper classes
against an indulgence of the lowWer Sbratal" L5 This brings us
back to the concept of the Frotestant Bthic; the idea of pleasure
for pleasure's sake as being immoral. By tha"philosophy of the
upper class, the distinction bebween themseives and the lower ::
class is that they worked and struggled for their position where
a5 the Tower class did not. This Protestant Ethic has been the
undcflging fﬁrce into the open. By forcing judgements by society

we can no longer accept without question this moral philosophy.

.. .nevertheless, it is imporbant to bring out

into the ‘open the moral principle of the Prot- % -0
estant Ethic which is presupposed in our be-
havior so that we can have it before us and
scrutinize it with care. L6

But there are those people who oppose the entire drug culture.
Their opposition is meinly due to the fact that they don't feel

that morality can be. legislated, or in other words, that.a new
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morality can take shape simply because of legisiation.

Those who take the position that morality can not
be legislated usually favor laws that support the
existing moral order, such as their laws against
prostitution and herione use., The law is thereby
conceived to be a ldnd of dam that is constructed
after moral judgements are developed. The dam
‘holds back the flood tides of contrary morality
and consequently it is seen as necessary to pre—
serve the existing moral order. 47

This closed attitude is due for the most part ot the ignorance of
the peoplé as a whole., Rather than investigate the unfamiliar they

would rather fight for further favorable, similar legislation.

i
4 €]

American society, in reaction to its fear of the
unfamiliar, “translated rumors about the criminal-
ity and immorality of the mar ijuana user into
funguestioned fact' which, in turn, was translated
into social policy Lo furthur confirm our present
condition. L8

In conclusion it caﬁ be étaféd.£ha a circl&uof sorts has taken
sh pc heve. To cxist péacefullypwe estabiiah-for ourselves an ine
formal code of law. Uhen thlS code is qu;stlonsd in extreme and
will no 1onger sufflce in malntalnlng the stablllty of our soclety
vie enter a period of tran51t10n, A perlod where investigation is
sis Bt Sie FaNamtee for tom disruption as well as %o outline

fomnalllcwislation. Tt huﬁ becom; obv1ous that thc reason we

can not re1a1n in tnlu stane of trun81t16n Ior any lon" pcrlOF 3
of.tlﬁ; ié tnat thc’stage of tran51t10n offcrs llttle or no stab-
1lity The maln purpose 01 thls state of llmbo is to qucstlon.ea—
1anlnﬁ sltuatlons and from tac _nmestlgat1on then to 1n5t1uutc

some sort of stabillz1ng force i.e. formal legislation. The next:

stage of tnc circle is then_formﬁ1 lc gislation. When Tormal
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legislation can no longer be tolerated and imposes too nuch re-
striction on the individual and conflicts too much with personal
morals, upon examination, then we agian enter a transitional per-
iod in which we push for a change in formel legislation that is
already in existence. -

The main conflict which exists in this circle is the con-
flict between formal law (which restricts freedom) and the moral
code (which is personalized and allows for maximum freedom).

This conflict occurs when we can no longer justify the sacrifice
of our freedom morally. This questioning of formal legislation
is brought about by a number of catalysts. The mass media has a
great ability to cause us to question our morals as well as our
formal lsws. We are also affected by respected men speaking out
of bias rather than fact. Inaccurate and slanted information
causes us to question our existing situations.

The circle continues from informal level through the transition
period to formal legislation and back again., OQur moral code ef~
fects our system of legisistion and ‘our formal laws in turn stimu-
late our informel moral code.

The most relevent and basic sociological effect of drug legis-
lation is its relation: within this continuous circle. Marijuana
legislation was sighted as an example of the flow of the circle
and the relationship of each part to the other.

There are tangerts which flow from the circle such as the ef-
fect of drug legislation on the middle class, youth, and individual
freedoms. Bubt each of these tangents is based on the premise of

the circle and flow of societal control.
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